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Retaliatory Tariffs and U.S. Agriculture

Certain foreign nations have targeted U.S. food and agricultural products with retaliatory tal
since early 2018 in response to U.S. Section 232 tariffs on steel and aluminum imports and anita Regmi

Section 301 tariffs levied on U.S. imports from China. Retaliagijfs have made imports of
U.S. agricultural products relatively more expensive compared to similar products from
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competitor nations. In the short run, U.S. shipments of products to countries with retaliatory
tariffs have declined, reducing overall gibldlemand for affected U.S. agricultural products an
driving down the prices of U.S. agricultural commodities. Depending on the length and depr
the tariffs and the range of products affected, some experts caution that thenadragle

impacts couldnflict further harm as U.S. competitor countries have an incentive to expand their agricultural production.

Analyst in Agricultural
Policy

In response to U.S. Section 232 and Section 301 actions, China levied retaliatory tariffs on almost all U.S. agricultural

products, ranging from% to 50%. In response to U.S. Section 232 tariffs, Canada, Mexico, the European Union (EU), and
Turkey retaliated with tariffs during the summer of 2018 on U.S. fruit, nuts, prepared vegetables and meats, pork, cheese,

breakfast cereal, fruit juices, andhiskey. India implemented retaliatory tariffs on certain U.S. products after a Presidential
Proclamation removed India from theS. Generalized System of Preferengexgram in May 2019. Canada and Mexico
levied retaliatory tariffs in mi2018, but thestariffs were removed in May 2019 aftdwe Trump Administration announced
an agreement with Canada and Mexico to remove the Section 232aaiiififgortsfrom both countriesto facilitate
ratification of the U.SMexico-Canada Agreementa proposed regioh&ee trade agreement that is meant to supersede the

North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA).

The total value of exports of U.faod and agriculturgbroducts levied retaliatory tariffa 2018 wasb22 billion, down27%

from $30 billionin 2017. China accounted for about 80% of the total affected tradehrybars. Despite the retaliatory

tariffs, U.S. agricultural exports rose in 2018 to $140 billion
from $138 billion in 2017, partly due to higher imports during
the months leading up to the retaliatory tariffs and increased

U.S. Agricultural Exports to China, 202018
In Nominal Billions of U.S. Dollars

exports to other noeretaliatirg countries. With the
continuation of retaliatory tariffs, U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) projects U.S. agricultural exports to
decline about 4% in 2019.

In the shorrun, retaliatory tariffs contributed to declining
prices for certain U.S. agricultal commodities and reduced
exports, particularly for soybeans. Declining prices and expo|
sales combined with rising input and farm machinery costs
contributed to a 16% decrease in U.S. net farm income in
2018, compared with 2tdate7 . C
expected to resume growing over the next decade, but a US
study expects the volume traded to be less than previously
anticipated. Because of the retaliatory tariffs on U.S. soybea
USDA projects that Brazil will account for twtbirds of the

global growth in soybean exports to China. The United State
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Retaliatory Tariffs and U.S. Agriculture

To help alleviate the financial loss incurred by U.S. farrdassto retaliatory tariffs, USDAnnounced $12 billion in
financial assistanda 2018—referred to as a trade aid packagfer certainU.S. agricultual commodities using Section 5 of
the Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) Charter Act (15 U.S.C. 7142019, USDAannouncd a secondradeaid
packageof $16 billion. Increased tradeid to U.S. farmers has generated questions from some World Tradezatiga
(WTO) members about whether the tradé package may violate U.S. WTO commitments.

Chinese Imports of Russian Agricultural Products, 22068
In Nominal Milliors of U.S. Dollars
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Source: China Customs Statistics accessed via Global Trade
Atlas, July 2019.

Note : Other animal prods = Other animal products

While tradeaid packages may provide shiegtm financial
assistance, some studies
actions caution that the lofigrm consequence$ ihe
retaliatory tariffs may present more challenges. Even as
China has raised tariffs on U.S. imports, it has improved
access to its markets for other exporting countries. Brazil,
Russia and other countries are expanding their agricultural
productiontone et China’s i mport de ma
’ investments during th

and ¢

Russia’s
resulted in agricultural productivity growth ranging from

25% to 75%, with higher productivity growth along its

southern region. Although still at relatively nest levels,
China’s total food and agricul
increased 61% between 2017 and 2018.

The continuation of trade disputes and retaliatory tariffs
may be of interest to Congress for the following reasons.
Trade disputes have disrupted gilbmarkets and increased
uncertainty in the farm input and output sectdtsey may

add to production costs, they have dampened exports
impactedfarm income and triggerecdditional federal
assistance for the farm sectrthe shorrun, there could

be some transient benefits associated with various aspects
of the agricultural sectom the longrun, other countries

may expand agricultural production, potentially displacing U.S. agricultural exports to become larger food and agricultural

suppliers to Gina.
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! For more information, seERS Insight IN10943:scalating U.S. Tariffs: Timelin@ndCRS Insight IN10971,
Escalating U.S. Tariffs: Affected Trade

2 For more information, seBRS Report R4524%ection 232 Investigations: Overview and Issues for Congress

3 Section 30Df the Trade Act of 1974 allows the United States Trade Representative (USTR) to suspend trade
concessions or impose restrictions if it determines a U.S. trading parti@atsg trade commitments or engaging in
discriminatory or unreasonable practices that burden or restrict U.S. com@R&énsight IN10943scalating U.S.
Tariffs: Timeline

40f fice of U.S. Tr adNoticR ef Medificatton af Sectionv3®1 ActibnS AhRgcts, Policies,
and Practices Related to Technology Transfer, Intellectual Property, and InnpvatiorMa y 9 , 2019.
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2019 a n5d% aonra talh0a%f f s on U. S.84i dpdrftes eintc lUu Bi.ng@g gr
tariff lines effeéttive December 15, 2019.

During 2018, China, Canada, Me xi ¢ o, the EU and T
than a thousand U. S. food and agricultural tarif
targetedtéopy tetaffs in 2018 but refrained from
i mpl e meenttaeldi at ory tariffs on céafitacm tUheS.Udietned 18
removed IUn®ia Gememalized (3GBsPt)e mpormofgMaPiyme ¥ le,r e e .
GSP provides datyff treatment for certain produc
counflmiké srre moval from GSRtvialsaapbewet cH85tbirhier t
bilédmowds the U.S.—dadmpsolritgshnd o ontt Hlanddidad la8

exporft $54t deitlniiotne!®d nStretseoonse to U. S. action, I n
retaliatory tariffs identified in*® 2018, with son
On May 17, 2019.,trtaltei oTar mr n@pe cAedendnennits wi t h Canada a
rmove the SectditboamelR3@2nd aalidmisnwm i mptooretneo vif r om t h
all retaliatolUy §toadishe sAdmpmissetdr aotni on reduced ta
i mptosr, and Turkey responded on May 21, 2019, by |
i mpod¥ ts.

Report Objectives

Thi report recaps the chronology and the effect
U. Sodfoand agricutlhearlmdattiompyo rttasr iafnfdd 1 mposed on U.
by its trading partners during 2018 and the spri
of U. S. tariff increases and has levied the most
agrtemdl products, this report largely focuses o
U. S. agricultural trade. Because almost all U. S.
Chinese retaliatory tar ixfafnsp,l etsh eu srienpgo rste lpercotveidd eas
product s Thus, the report 1is not a comprehensiyv
tariffs on every U.S. agricultural product expor
Retaliatory tariffs have mneandsei vle. Si.n pCrhoi diuac,t swirtehl a
that Chinese imports from other countries have i
discusseantthdwmbhoconomic effects of the changes
nationally, andm gelfofbeacltlsy. mdalthep dtoenmgt i ally be more
"USDA, FAS, “China Announces [ neporeNumbers CH19051AAdiglist 28j2019.a 1 Tar i f f

8 India, Immediate Notification Under Article 12.5 of the Agreement on Safeguards to the Council for Trade in Goods
of Proposed Suspension of Concessions and other Obligations Referred to in Paragraph 2 obAttiel&dgreement
on Safeguard&/orld Trade Organization (WTQJlay 18, 2018

9 84 Federal Registe6323, May 31, 2019.

YPalmer, D. “Trump Ends Trade Benefit sPolfico,Mayl3h 201% , Rai sing
11 The Government dhdia, The Gazette of IndjdPart Il, Section 3, Number 357, Customs Notification No. 16/2019,

June 15, 2019.

12U S T RUnited States Announces Deal with Canada and Mexico to Lift Retaliatory TaliffsPr e s s Rel ease, May
2019.

BBUSDA, Foreign Agriculi r a1 Service (FAS), “Turkey Reduces Additional |
Number: TR9012, May 22, 2019. Quone 1, 2018, the United States began applying 25% steel and 10% aluminum

tariffs on Turkish importsinder Section 232Zr'hese tariffs werdoubled omAugust 10, 2018In response to U.S.

action, Turkey had increased its retaliatory tariffs, which it halved when the United States reduced its tariffs in May

2019. Se€CRS In Focus IF10961).S-Turkey Trade Relations
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Russia have increased their agricdauhtduChl npr hdwsct
increased investments in other counfries to deve
Addiatliloyn, China has i1improved market access for i
increased tariffs on U.S. imports. Finally, t he
agricultural stakeholders on rneatya lbiea toofr yi nttaerriefsfts
Congress.

Retaliatory Tariffs on U.S. A

Except for China, that faces both Sreecttailoina t203r2y an
tariffs respond only to U.S. mMesttadaewln 2B alauw miff s
product s. Hi ghseepresehdbdveyrehaeWdfl d Trade Orga
(WTO) Most Favored Nabteiyoanmd MFENi)s tiargoff@fiefad eesntoira
Ret al ansiffofry Ctanadaaraemde Meas cbHrom the existing Nort
Trade Agreemenmo{ NA&&EHA)zecnoepra ckamltawet,he MFN r a

Box 2.Two Types of Tariffs: Ad Valoremand Specific

Ad valorertariffs are applied as a percentage of the import value of a good, sgelefitariffs are applied as a
specific monetary value per quantitative unit (such as per ton or per kilogram). When the price of a traded
product changes, thad valorentariff rate may change even though the implemerseecifitariff has not changed
For purposes ofnalysesspecifitariffs are generallgonverted toad valoremates.

Tablseuammarizes the retaliatory tariff increases
tariff increases of September 2018CAwiptol emhtd adet a
reoans for observed changes in applied tariffs rat
quantity (such as per ton or per kilograms) and,
percentage of atdotvaal airee@io K)s. 2 vWhleune ,t he price of a
changad, vathoriefinmf rate imposed on a product can ¢
possible to match the U(HTSHawmohi zhdsT8taffaSoh
or0dli git tarmBiof¥ff dbds, (s temay be diBire¢abwbdeto | in
data with the tariff codes of products affected
use of both U.S. export data and partner country
accurate measure of the tmagdhdd.t ulder ofl. . her atfdleica te
Tablper ovi de sni tohaox inmpaunsdi mpo h e t -wte i & daeave driaegea l i at or y
tariff.hike rates

“Rada et al. “Productivity Growth and the Revival of Russi:
Research Service (ERS), Apr il 2017, and Wang, S.- et al ., “
2007: A Mul t i 1 aAgrieultural EcahomicpManchi 2013,mq. 44, 2013, pp. 2251.

Gooch anChh iGaal’es, For ei gn A gEconamic Informatien BulletisNemsber h32 nUSBA,
ERS, April 2018; and Chen et aChinaAfrica Agricultural ModernizatiorCooperation: Situation, Challenges and
the Path Aheadnternational Food Policy Research Institute, 2018.

16 Unless otherwise identified, agricultural and food products considered for the retaliatory tariffs include most of
chapters 1 to 24 of the U.S. Hawnized Tariff Schedule (HTS), which cover meat, grains, animal feed, dairy,
horticultural products, processed foods, unprocessed tobacco, seafood, and alcoholic beverages; and also include
essential oils in chapter 33; animal hides and skins in chaptensd43; and silk, cotton, and wool in chapters 50, 51,
and 52. Fishery products (chapters 3 and parts of 16) and forest products (chapter 44) are not included in this report.

17 United States International Trade Commission (USIT&jcial HarmonizedTariff Schedule 2019
https://www.usitc.govatahtsindex.htm
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Table 1. Comparison of Retaliatory Tariff Hikes on U.S. Agricultural Products:
September 2018 versus June 2019

Percentage Increases Over World Trade Organization (WTO) Most Favored Nation (MFN) Tariff Rates
or Rates Under the Norh American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA)

Tariffs increases as of Tariff increases as of
September 2018 June 2019
Country Product s2 Effective Minb Maxc Avgd Minb  Maxc Avgd
First of 5
China Almost all products tranches o 50%  20% 5%  50%  24%
initiated April
2,2018.

Coffee; prepared
meats, fruit, vegetables

Canada ) July 1, 2018 10% 10% 10% 0% 0% 0%
and other products;
whiskey
Pork cheese apples;

Mexicd prepared fruits and June 5,2018 7% 25% 18% 0% 0% 0%
vegetableswhiskey

Prepared vegetables
European and legumes; grains;
Union fruit juice; peanut

butter; whiskey

Tree nuts; rice;
Turkeys miscellaneous preparec June 21, 2018 20% 140%  58% 10% 70% 29%
foods; whiskeytobacco
Almonds; walnuts;
apples; chickpeas; lenti

June 22, 2018 10% 25% 24% 10% 25% 24%

Indid June 16, 2019 0% 0% 0% 10% 29%  18.5%

Sources: USDA, Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS), various GAIN Reports: CH18034, June 21, 2018; CH18034,
August 6, 2018; CH19030, May 17, 2019; E18045, June 21, 2018; TR8018, June 28, 2018; TR9012, May 22, 2019;
MX8028, June 6, 2018ndIN8108, September 21, 2018he Gazette of India, Customs Notification No.

16/2019, June 15, 201Bepartment of Finance,&£n a d a , ONotice of I ntent to I mpose C
Against the United States in Response to Tariffs on Cana
Toubia et al ., 0Canada and Mexico EIl i mi nMaye 2S0e,cdt i on 232

International Trade LaMay 20, 2019

Notes: MFN tariff rates are the tariff rates that WTO members levy on imports from other WTO members,
excluding those with whom a preferential trade agreement may eQetada and Mexico have signed NAFTA
with the United States and levy tariff rates lower than the MFN ratesro on almost all U.S. imports.

a. Products include most of chapters24 of the U.S. Harmonized Tariff Schedule, which cover meat, grains,
animal feed, dairy, horticultural products, pessed foods, unprocessed tobacco, alcoholic beveraes;
essential oils in chapter 33; animal hides and skins in chapters 41 and 43; and silk, cotton, and wool in
chapters 50, 51, and 52. Fishery products (chapter 3 and parts of chapter 16) and fodsttp are not
considered in the table.

b. Min = minimum retaliatory tariff levied by the country on the listed products.

Max = maximum retaliatory tariff levied by the countyg the listed products.

d. Avg = Simpleerage(unweighted}ariff rates for the Isted products. Wthin a category ofraded products,
trade may mostly occur for a few produdisarmonized tariff lines rather thameing eenly divided across
alllins.Wei ghted averages are therefore considered as the 0

e. China imposedhe first set of retaliatory tariffs (in response to 232 tariffs) in April 2018, followed by the
first round in response to 301 tariffs in July 2018, tlseiecessive rounds kugust 2018, September 2018
andfinallyin June 2019.

f. Canada andflexico removed their retaliatory tariffs effective May 20, 204:/9d have in effect the zero
NAFTA tariffs.

g. Turkey halved the retaliatory tariffs on U.S. imports on May 21, 2Dil@&sponse to U.S. action that
reduced tariffs on Turkish steel imports.

h. India proposed retaliatory tariffs in June 2018, but impleredrthem effective June 16, 2019.

o
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ted with retaliatory tariffs, as
r y?Atsa rai frfe siunUt SSe. pathegmobsecru h2t Ohilr8a.1 p r
face retaliatory tariffs, rangi
ough h, simp%e average tariff rate 1nc
of JulTab2-®fldh. iSefeor mati on on average Chinese
ferent food and agricultural product categori
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ffs

levied a
cheeses,
and whi

Retaliatory Tar.

Inndu20128,
product s,
blweined

by Canada and Mexi

15% tariff on U. S. S
apples, potatoes, and
s kies.

Me x1 ¢c o
certain
chees?,

18 Note that the Chinese retaliatory tariffs discussed in this report covers those that were levied from April 2018

through June 201#dditional retaliatory tariffs 06% or 10%are effective September 1, 2009, U.S. imports,

including 695 different U.S. agricultural tariff linesnd anothe5% or 10%tariffs on U.S. imports will become

effective December 15, 2019, includih84 different U.S. agriculturahtr i f f 1 i ne s . For more see, US 1
Announces Increases to Additional Tariffs,” GAIN Report Nu

BUSDA, FAS, “China U.S. 301 AnnobetCH ment with
18034 June 21, 2018.

20 |bid.

2AIUS DA, FAS, “China
Number:CH18061, September 25, 2018.

2US DA, ReVviSed: China Raises Tariffs on U.S. Agricultural Proguét G A1 N R e pGH19030,Wlaymb e r :
17, 2019.

23 Staring September 1, 2019, China will increase retaliatory tariffs on some agricultural produ@sngean, J.
“Latest Round in Trade War S\altStreebJourhalAugust 2352019Ve hi cl es, Agric

2US DA, TFhaPhasing In Of Mexican Retaliatory Tarjfff§ GAI N Repor t MX8028, Ju

Responds to

I mplements Supplemental Imports Tariffs

Number :
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Starting 1in Juleyd 2a0 1r8e,t aClainaatdoae witnapaonsi Uf S o fpd 6 &u o n
incldding, poultry and beef products; coffee, ch
food product s ; condi me nt s ; bottled water; and wh
To facilitate thedr MEXfiCamtaidan Agfi eelme npr ¢ pJ&S ML A)
leaders of the three counttihes Ungteadd Statens § epk
Section 232 tariffs on steel and aluminum 1import
and, in tmtrmied heemovcod t heir r@taliatory tariff
Retaliatory Tariffs by the EU, Turkey
In June 2018, in response to U.S. Section 232 ta
U. S. cor n, rice, sweetakfastkcdnepgplbecapeanaer bat
cranberry juice, whiskies, cigars, and other tob
oi® s .

In June 2018, Turkey also responded to U.S. Sect
levyiet@liatory tariff®noAuged etchice dUmiOtBe8d iSntpaotretss .
doubiltesd t ariffs ohurskey kttoa mpOm®,t £t hhitomhe 25% tarii
Turkish sasethudmposTankieyi pasegdrndegd thhy idds on  ce
Uu. S. imports including a 20% retaliatory tariff
and 50% tariffs on U.S. rice (depending on wheth
tobacco, and 140%bteavreirfafg esn i h.¢'Wh danlnagghlvohlUindk i e d .

States reduced its tariffs on Turkish steel 1mpo
tariffs on? U.S. i mports.

India identified certain U.S.®*bfuotd dhiptr oldaaecy st f om
unt il June 16, 2019. Indian tariff hikes above t
chickpeas,qdB%afehedled almonds (ad valorem rate
apples, and lentils

USDA, FAS, “Canada Announces Final List of Ag Products in

CA18046, June 29, 2018.

26 For more information on this issue, 8RS Report R4566Bgricultural Provisions of the U.9vexicoCanada
Agreement

27U S T RUnited States Announces Deal with Canada and Mexico to Lift Retaliatof§sTati Pr ess Rel eas e, Ma vy
2019.

2BUSDA, EWIMposes Additional Tariffs on U.S. Product8AIN Report Number: E18045, June 21, 2018.

2US DA, Fukksy,Intrdduces New Additional Levy on U.S. Products GAI N Report Number: TRS8O0I1
2019.

OWhi t e IPresidential Protlamation Adjusting Imports of Steel Into the United Stites Au g u s t 10, 201 8. F
more information, also s€eRS In Focus IF10961).S:Turkey Trade Relations

S1USDA,FAS, “Turkey Announces Second Round of Additional Levice
TR8024, August 15, 2018.
2USDA, FAS, “Turkey Reduces Additional Levies on U.S. Prod

33 India, Immediate Notificadn Under Article 12.5 of the Agreement on Safeguards to the Council for Trade in Goods
of Proposed Suspension of Concessions and other Obligations Referred to in Paragraph 2 of Article 8 of the Agreement
on SafeguarddVTO, May 18, 2018
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U.S. Agricultural iTfadei REEec

Foreign nations may target U. S. food and agricul
reasons. First, the United States 1s the largest
countries are ablgotoadsretSelciomtde agaiimsutl ttulr@ade c o1
more easily substituted from among potential sup
would not necessaril’y d4cmes¢ss anoimpertcommodnpuntr¥
and agrpircoudlutcutrsalare produced primarily 1in certai
may be targeted with a view to negatively and di
specific U.S. l awmakers.

The retaliatory tarifdssimpbeetdedymdlnP.ptoddecthg
United States including meats, grains, dairy pro
alcoholi @Abedes aBaosxs EHMr iifaifs Incredseummporof Price

f aocrts affect trade, including tariffs that tend
total imports of affected U.S. food and agricult
to almost $22 billion, batsreide so.n Tchuisst ornesp rdeastean tfsr o
from the $29.Fi pi)d ion in 2017 (

Box 3.Tariffs Increase Import Prices

Economic principles state that comparative advantage, based on available resources, enable some countri
produce an exportable surplus of certain goods while other countries may have a deficit in these same goo
may produce an exportable surplu§ ather goods. A nation may choose whether to import a good in which it
has a deficit, based on the differential between the import price and the cost of producing the good domesti
Thus, the decision whether to import from a certain trading partnempooduce the good domestically hinges or
the relative prices of imported versus domestically produced goods.

In a dynamic international market, a number of factors determine agricultural commodity prices. These incly
for example, the existing level efocks for a given commodity, annual production levels, the anticipated dem
for both the commodity and potential substitutes, prices of substitutes, and exchange rates. Trade policy is
another important factor. Trade barriers such as tariffs raiseftiee of an imported product, which in turn may
lower the demand for certain products in the importing country. If new tariffs target imports from a particulaf
supplier, imports from other suppliers become cheaper relative to imports from the country hgher tariffs.

For more on this topic, seélouck, J. PElements of Agricultural Trade Ppli6i@2, Waveland Press Inc, Prosped
Heights,IL.

Based on Chinese customs data, the total value o
St aatfefsected by retaliatory tariffs declifned from

Canadian customs data show that imports of U.S.
2018 from $2.%Cabnialdliiaonn rieni a2tOlla7d.er yet ani Aif s ari ff
prepared product categories under beef, poultry,
chocolate and confectionary, and whiskey. As not
on U.S.niMppr268619, in response to the U.S. r1emov
aluminum imports from Canada.

34 China has also imposed retaliatory tariffs, ranging betwee2%%4 on U.S. fishery and forestry products. U.S.
fishery and forestry exports are not covered in this report.

35 All trade statistics in this reported are provided on a caleyekr basis, Jarary-December.
36 China Customs Statisticsttp://english.customs.gov.@tatisticsBtatisticsZolumnld=7.
37 Government of Canad8tatistics Canadattps://www.ic.gc.caichkitetdo-dcd.nsféngHome
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A review of Mexican customs data finds that 1 mpo
also declined from $2n6i h®Pdigal ynacd®ddnted$SBySs
pork proddusctismp oMetxsi coof t hese products declined f:
billion in 201S8. In addition to pork products, \
apples, ptegpuwegdtéd&dbhes and other food, and whi sk
retaliatory tariffs on U.S. imports in May 2019,
on steel and aluminum imports from Mexico.
Figure 1. Imports of U.S.Agricultural Products Affected by Retaliatory Tariffs
Trading Partner Reporting, In Billions (B) of U.S. Dollars
Total = $29.7 B
30 - S50.8B .
India
I
25 | 5268 »1.18
$2.4B Total = $21.9 B Turkey
50.9B
20 - _51_33
$2.58 wEy
15 - 52.3B
522-53 Mexico
10 - $14.7B Canada
5 China
0
2017 2018
Source: CRS, based on customs data of importing countries, values rounded to the first decimal place.
Note : India did not implerant retaliatory tariffs in 2018;tey became effective June 2019.
EU customs data show the import valwue of U.S. fo
retaliatory tariffs increased t3%ThSel E3U biiniploisoend i n
taff hikes on certain prepared vegetables, pulse
tobacco products, whiskey, amnmd s stsheen tmoanlt hosi Ipsr.i oA
t hhempositi amppefardaufitfies dhtnimgdactshat coincided with th
ratiatory duti(kisg@Beaasre di mnt hheygqamrrterly 1impor:t
quarter of 2019, the total valwe of EU i1imports o
lower than during ohethestfigqvsdargqanreer20f 2018.
2018, EU imports of affected food and agricultur
discussed above, beyond the tariff increases, a
reduon in 1imports.ouhdiwiierm sttthagntesodp orsweHde mlsiesdd s of pr
t hatt athgeyt e d fsoormeriechtpholmbagtrisioampedd ¢ r ger quantities
af f epcrtoeddu ¢ t & hipnrpioosri ttdoomn i @ § ,stthi¢nywgs EbUoad mports of U. !
agricultural goods in 2018.

38 Data fromMexico National Institute of Statistics
39 Data fromEuroStat https://ec.europaukurostaiatatiatabase
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Similar to the EU, the total value of Turkish
imports of U.S. food Fgued2. BEUandilugkeyllmpartsaf US.pr oduct s
affected by retaliat oRroducts QupjectTa Retaliatary Tardfs s e d
between 2017 ($299 mi IQlaiedynmportsy In Milliors 6f U.8. Ddlla¥s3 1 6
millionng, Twralkiesdh ¢¢ us — .
Turkey had irnpos Cd t TthuropeanUniunimposed ai n

tariff hikes June 22, 2018, and
tree nuts, prepare d 500 Turkey imposed Tariff hikes p
whiskey, and other a June 21, 2018.
I mportmontnmhg hHpghremp o s t o
of dhad eisn &t g &)s,edwhii c /,'ET:’:pf::VU‘I:‘;n
may have offset the Poo during
the second half of 2 In d
fourth quarter of 20/} of
affected U.S. f oocdt sa ] imports by d u
declined. Since May [®— " iy its
retaliatory tariffs T United
St 3,4% €S ithfl? 1st/18 2nd/18 3rd/18 4th/18 1st/19
Dur i ng 2018, I'n Fil a di dSourEe:OEErostétaFrd\Lu}kishsaatgIﬁ’stitute of
retaliatory tariffs o0 Statistidd Redsedii®Globl fraddAdasduy1,f o od and
agricultural products . 2oa8Starting in June 16,
2019, Indi a eitmdliaameontyed ari ffs on
imports of U.S. al monds, w‘?fBansuetds,on:htih:ekaeradsi,aﬂecn
data, the total value of Indian imports of these
million® in 2018.
U.S. Agricul tRetadl Expiomg sCodwontries
Tab2peresents U. S. agricul t urreatla leixaptoirntgs ctoou nrtertiaelsi,:
values, fromd2Gkld Boox,d2l.n8. Axports to trading pa
reported import values in destination countries
of goods in different countriest.alGantada, tRhU,i fMex
on selected U.S. agricultural products, while Ch
food and agricultural products. During 2018, 1Ind
changes in 20g8ituBtufebdeapdras, compared to pr
countlabd) e (
Despite the retaliatory traoamf¥k38 UhiSlL 1 iagmiicml2Ql
billion in 2018 Gr eat erre tlh. 1Si.a teixnpgo rctosu notfr iperso d(u$c7t
up from $66 billion in 2017) offset the value of
increased UoSucespwithoatf pretaliatory tariffs ar

40 Data fromTurkey Statistical Instituténttp://www.turkstat.gov.t8tart.do
“USDA, FAS, “Turkey Reduces Additional Lev,iMay22,@G69.U. S. Prod

42The Government of Indidhe Gazette of IndjdPart Il, Section 3, Number 357, Customs Notification No. 16/2019,
June 15, 2019.

43 Government of India, Department of Commerce, Export Import Data Béplks;//commerc@pp.gov.ingidb/
icomg.asp
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ariffs durin the months prior to their 1mpleme
elped to off t the decline in exptorthess.of produ

Table 2. U.S.Agricultural Exports to Retaliating and Non  -Retaliating Countries
In Nominal Billions of U.S. Dollars, 2014 to 2018

2018-2017
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 % change
Total U.S. Global Agricultural Exports 150 133 135 138 140 1%
U.S. Exports to Countries With Retaliatory Tariffs in 2018
Canada 22 21 20 21 21 1%
Mexico 19 18 18 19 19 3%
European Union 13 12 12 11 14 18%
China 24 20 21 19 9 -53%
Turkey 2 1 1 2 1 1%
U.S. Exports to Countries Without Retaliatory Tariffs in 2018
Other Countries 70 61 63 66 76 15%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau tradatd, accessed August 2019.

Notes: Data are provided in calendar years. As India did not levy any retaliatory tariffs during 2018, it is

excluded from the |list of countries with retaliatory tar
table, which include products in @pters 124 of the U.S. Harmonized Tariff Schedule (except for fishery

products in Chapters 3 and 16, manufactured tobacco products like cigarettes and cigars in Chapter 24, and

spirits in Chapter 22), essential oils (Chapter 33), raw rubber (Chapterr&@),animal hides and skins (Chapter

41), and wool and cotton (Chapters 52).

Trade data for 2017 and 2018 in Tablei#er from those presented ifrigurel, which only includes HS lines
subject toretaliatory tariffs. Data ifable2 alsodoes not irtlude alcoholic beverages that wesebject totariff
hikes by all retaliatory countriepptentiallyunderstating the decline in U.S. exports to retaliating countries in
2018.

Uu. S. Exports under Chnese Re

The Chinese mafrokre ts eivse riamhp oUr.tSantagricultural pr od:
2017, the United States soppliedybewvan ampbarts, of
Chi'smmadi §gtrialilne rismports (primarily uéged oasgham mal
impofTs.2017, the Chinese market accounted for at
17% of global U. S. cotton exports, 80% of global
product exports, 10% of gl obwHe aUt. Se x pormrrtks ,e xpmwd t5
al U. S. fruit exports.

(¢}
w2

ponse to U.S. Section 232 and Section 301
d in 2018, China levied retaliatory tariff
ts.idm WOsl i, bhaChhs e g omxdport mar ket by value

=g s
[olise]
oo =
»n
(¢]

44 The data inTable2 does not include alcoholic beverages, inclusion of which could alter the percentage change in
U.S. exports between 2017 and 2@d8he retaliatory countries.

45 All U.S. agricultural export data discussed in this section are from the U.S. Census Trade Data.
46 Chinese customs data, accessed via Global Trade Atlas, August 2019.
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product s. However, after the imposition of retal
2018, U. S. agricultural exports to Chi2a@lExtperie
$9.2 bil lFiognB)f{€nh i2n0al 8 h(us moved down in rank to b
Uu. S agricultur al mar ket , after Canada, Me x1i ¢c o,
Figure 3.U.S.Agricultural Exports to China, 2014 to 2018
In Nominal Billions of U.S. Dollars
25 -
20 -
Other Exports
15 -
Sorghum Cotton
10 -
: Soybeans
0 T T T |
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Source: U.S.Census Bureau tradeatls, accessed June 17, 2019.
Note : Data are provided in calendar years.
Among other goods, China imposed a 25% retaliato
2000, China had been the top7e¢exfbrnamamkhett €dr ab
$12 billion worth of U.S. soybeans, accounting f
exports that year. With higher tariffs 1in place,
Brazil and other cd*Cmwtnrsieeqsu etnot 1mye e tU. iSt. s sdeyrhamn e :
2018 declineFd gtBr.e$B. SBu€¢mmude¢ data indicate Chin

t ofpporeign destination for U.S. soybeans in 2018,
billion of U.S. soybeans.

Reduced Chinese 1import demand in 2018 contribute
commodities and lower WaSfoagnosiceoveltadr clo mmopatti £ s
sorghum, soybeaff€onscoquomt]l pndUpSrkgseybehawprice
durin@ctoabygFigei,@ Wwei ghing on prices of other ag

47U.S. Census Bureau Trade data, accessed June 5, 2bttps#tapps.fas.usda.ggatstiefault.aspx
K. Plume, “U.S. Soybean Exports SReuteasMaye® 2048 China Shifts

49 Marchant, M.A., and H.H. Wan@018 “Theme Overview: U.SChina Trade Dispute and Potentialgacts on
Agr i ¢ uGhoicegQeuartér 2http://www.choicesmagazine.ooffoicesmagazinghemearticlestischinatrade
disputeandpotentiatimpactsto-agriculturethemeoverviewuschna-tradedisputeandpotentialimpactson-
agriculture
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y
0
h

as corn that compet e%Prwictehs sroeycboevaenrse df osro maec rdeuargien.
of 2018, coincident with repotvtted o uammittamentad b
olU. 8gri diglotoWllbawe ver, Chinese purchases failed t
commodity prices resumed their downward trend t
stabilizing.
Figure 4.U.S.and Brazilian S oybean Free on Board (FOB) Prices
In U.S. Dollars Per Metric Ton, Since January 1, 2018
460 T i i
Brazilian port, | | China's 25% tariff on U.S. !
Paranagua FOB | soybeans began July &, 2018 !
a20 - ! !
i i
' .5, Section 301 tariffson
a00 - ' Chinese imports hiked
i from 10% to 25% began |
on May 10, 2019 d
380 - ! \;
360 - i i
us. GulfFoB |~ i i
340 -
320 - : '
1 i
i [
m T T T T T III T T T T T T T T T III T
P R S B T B T B B I - - I R R R
W & .@'ﬁ I R T & o @«‘9\ ¥

Source: International Grains Council (IGCJuly 2019.

Notes: The U.S. Gulf coverthe East Gulf, the Mississippi River, and North and South T&xas.on Board
(FOB) prices include the delivery cost of the product to export port and loading onto the ship.

As U. S. soybean prices declined in 2018,

Brazili

greater demand for BrhRizg®#fr’6nnseydDe@is Brami Chana
soybean prices had®*®Steanrdteidn g oi moAper itlo g2 0t lh8,r . U. S.

to fall anbde aBr apzriilcieasn ssfeayritnepdo stiot iroins eo.f (h i2n5a%

soybeans in July 2018 initially precipitated
October 23, 201 8, Uu. S. soybean Free onanmoard

BraziliaaFOBap¥nags.

°Zhou et al., “EvRumalimpgcPetefdt Chli nk oRagndoe Bailyf8):790 n
September 26, 2018.

Uu. S.

S'Whi t e IStatensent from‘the Press Secretary RegardinBthe s i dent s Workj HhgPDéesnmer

ReleaseDecember 1, 2018
52 |bid.

Gale et al., “Interdependence of Chi al89R01,Rigure19pageSt at e s,

32, USDA, ERS, June 2019.

54 Free on Board (FOB) prices inde the cost of getting the good to the nearest port and loading onto the ship.
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Retaliatory Tariffs and U.S. Agriculture

Table 3. Selected U.S.Agricultural Exports to China, 2014 -2018
In Nominal Millions of U.S. Dollars

Product 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2018-2017
% change

Total Agricultural Products 24,219 20,230 21,394 19,507 9,186 -53%
Soybeans 14,476 10,489 14,203 12,253 3,145 -714%
Cotton 1,111 859 554 978 924 -6%
Sorghum 1,466 2,115 1,030 839 530 -37%
Tobacco 216 197 172 162 158 -3%
Wheat 194 160 205 351 105 -710%
Corn 84 163 40 142 50 -65%
Pulses 29 24 26 25 11 -56%
Oilseeds (excluding soybean) 5 2 3 5 1 -81%
Pork & Pork Products 474 427 713 662 571 -14%
Dairy Products 695 451 386 577 500 -13%
Fresh Fruit 102 137 186 226 177 -22%
Processed Fruit 69 95 100 134 116 -14%
Wine & Beer 80 63 91 86 68 -21%
Breakfast Cereals 11 29 32 30 21 2%
Hides & Skins 1,497 1,268 948 945 607 -36%
Hay 255 331 355 341 274 -19%
Feeds & Foddersot elsewhereotherwise indicated 366 377 379 267 232 -13%
Distillers Grains 1,247 1,632 470 62 44 -2%
Soybean Oil 132 13 104 24 2 -93%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau tradetd, Product Group BICGHS1Q accessed June 17, 2019,
https://apps.fas.usda.ggatstiefault.aspx
Notes: Products are selected for illustrative purpose based on the value of U.S. exports or the percentage
change in trade between 2017 and 2018. Talglé is not comprehensive. Data are provided in calendar years,
January through December. The table does not cover almost 700 food and agricultural HS lines with retaliatory
tariffs in place since April 2018, nor does it cover over 200 fishery and segimallict HS lines and about 100
forest products HS lines. Note that while fishery and seafood products and forest producdigitee for
USDAGds export promotion programs, both the USDA and the
as agriculturaproducts.
a. Total reported U.S. agricultural exports to China may not match with Chinese reported U.S. agricultural
imports. The reasons for possible discrepancies are explainBairtt, dDifferences in Comparing U.S.
Exports Datawith Chinese Imports Data 6
The Brazilian soybean price starteldigh $atuihin I
American soybean harvest. Uu. S. soybean prices st
far mweirlsl i ngness andhohdrsspokseChiondsaager export
destifAnti oaspation of Chinese purchases also con

r
t

%Gale et al., “Interdependence of Chi nl9R01L,WSDAERS] States, an
June 2019.
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As Chinese purchases did not materialize, Brazil
again Da9May 2

Al t hough soybeans has been the agricultural c¢omn
(largely 'dudomionht nmol e in the global soybean m
exports to China declTanbd3de in 2018 relative to 20

Key Competit ds sAdgroirc udhti¥raa l M e

Box 4. Differences in Comparing U.S. Exports Data with Chinese Imports Data

Amongothers, the following factors contribute to differences between U.S. exports data and Chinese impor
data.

1 Global Harmonized System (HS) codes are standardizedupto-thée® i t | evel . Chi n &
implemented at the &ligit level and d not always match with U.S. Harmonized Tariff Schedule (HTS) co

1  Time required for transportatiofi for example, shipped in one month but unloaded the following midnth
can partly contribute to the difference between reported trade data for U.S. exportStoi na and
imports from the United States.

1 China and the United States use different definitions for their trade data. China reports exports using th
term ofree on board" (F.O.B.) which includes the cost of getting the goods to port and loadingtenship;
and reports imports using "cost, insurance, and freight" (C.1.F.) term. The use of F.O.B. for exports and
for imports is a common, but not universal, international practice. The United Nations Department of
Economic and Social Affaireafistics Division, for example, recommends this practice. The United Stateg
reports its exports using "free alongside ship" (F.A.S.) term. The F.A.S. value does not include the cos
clearing the goods for export and loading the goods. The United Stafgorts imports using a customs
definition which includes the actual cost of the goods and do not include the cost of insurance and freig

For more on this issue se€RS Report RS2264Wh a t & dfereandég® Comparing U.S. and Chinese Trade D

With retaliatory tariffs making U.S. agricultura
exports from other countries to China increased
coul d bedsonper iCnhair y s o Anboetahne rs usptpul di ye reCohni cnlau d easr i tfhfa t
escalations uwopullide rmsakien the rest of Wh$&. woowrdd mor
Chinese *Ruppliiaemd so contends that 1itf edsyClhiero me
agriculturaTalitmpough maarkled¢t, watchers expect Russ
major agricult u®®Taol esxupplpolriee rt hteos eC haisnsae.r t i ons, CRS
data to identify foreign sources that may have »p

56 The data discussed in this section are China Cust@tsdacessed from Global Trade Atlas, July 2019.

%"Gale et al., “Interdependence of Chi nl9R01L,WSDAERS] States, an.
June 2019; andCHiurceh sTrea d ea 1 Wa 1 UL Sp eNaturg Yol. 36hNarclo 28, 28189,i nf or es t , ”
pp. 451454,

58 United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), Key Statistics and Trends in Trade Policy,
2018, https://news.un.orghktory201902/1031921 F u c h' s «China drhde War fmigerilS Amazon
Ra i n f dNatwesViol, 587, pp. 45454,

S9F. Bermingham “ China and &epesTsriaad eVowm TSoo ybRans’®> Aft xportsTari ff War
South China Morning Posiuly 18, 2019; S. Zzhn gRussi& offers 2.5 million acres of land to Chinese farmers, but

will it ease Bei7SouthChina MoraiggtPestugustslh 28018RE gusSia to double global

food exports, ready to replace US agricultural products in China ¥,2Gl1®;A. Medetskyand M Durisin, CHina

Turns to Russia in Search to Replace U.S. SoybeBimomberg November 7, 2018.

00Ki t anaka, A.Ruasnsdi aJ] .CaRio’gterSsat“i s fy Chi na’ s BlGomgetg®Naws Ne e ds Ami
August 19, 2019ard Rappeport, Aand K Bradsher As‘U.S, China Trade War Escalates, American Farm Goods are
Targeted Again Farm Policy NewsAugust 25, 2019
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agricultural exports to China. Note that wvarious
e x p orrotmshlef S . Census Bureau and imPpox%¥4 from Chine
ChisaTotal Annual Agricultural | mport s
Figure 5. Chinads I mports of Agricultural Produ:
In Nominal Billions (Bdf U.S. Dollars
140
s127 B Others
1200 5117 B siase Russia
5111 B
1o B = France
1Oy
Indonesia
I
80 N — Thailand
[ e
50 MNew Zealand
Canada
a0
m Australia
20 = Brazil
o m United States
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Source: Chinese customs data accessed from Global Trade Atlas, July 2019.
Notes: The chart uses World Trade Organizationds definition
inflation.
According to ChQGhiéssai ncpuosrttosmso fd aatgar,i cul t ural pr od-
2014 as compared to $127 Piigtrieodni 202@1 8t hien Umo t
States was the largest source of Chinese agricul
$28 billisont, otoafl Cihmmarts. Since 2017, Brazil and
their s has etsotoafl Cihmpnoar t s ,t hwei tUhn iBtreadz iSlt hotveegretaask iCnhgi
agricultural supplier in 2017, Since the 1imposit
2018, U. S agricultural shipments to China decli
2017 even as dwmproalls CGhicresased to $127 billion.
when ®hitwdal agricultural imports was at the 1oV
billion, U.S. market share wis tolt% lc emampsa rcaud t wirtah
were at $127 billion but U.S. markst mahke¢ was 1
share grew from 18% in 2016’stompo6ttsnf26m8ot Addi
increased &#s gbneéicated in
Brazil appears to be the primary beneficiary of
increased exports to China in 2018 uosft rsaolyibae aanlss,o
registered growth in import market shares for <co
hides and skins Canada increased its exports to
6lU. S. Census trade data provide U.S. exports tho and import:

countries other than the United States are available from Chinese custorR@datare on this issue, SERS Report

RS22640Wh at 6 s

t

h & CampdrihgdUrSeamdcGhiflese Trade Data
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skins, and wh'e ag ha NeswonpfZoer@th amadr ket saw gains 1in d
and skins. Thailand increased its export shipmen
while increased shipments from Indonesia were 1a
Additionally, R u sesaiday htaos sstteapt eidn tthoa tf iiltl iisn rt he |
Uu. S. food and agricultural exports ®ndtGhbumgh, acec
market watchers expect Russia will need®years to

e
Ilduly 2018omfibt me sMinister ZhhRsmsgs iShmncagrteedp avid tt
“deepen trade in soybean¥®Chrshabpmpertsgofcfioodratn

agricultural products from Russid.inbrkbhsed, 61 %,
between 2017 and 2018, with strong import growth
related product s, beer, and animal product s.
Various other countries from Central Asia, South
expoft food and agricultural products to China du
Chi'mawheat i1imports from Kazakhstan grew 34% and
U. S. agricultural 1interes tCshihavet rrthedpedrotnemd ochontc e r
tariffs and tariff retaliation could-teesrcml ate fu
damage, particularly for firm8FwitAmeoimpde xfadmnme
the escalating conftleid tt owid ehc 1Cihn inmg hsacsy bceoannt rai nbdu
commodity priraems ibmtt ke usdhertermdicoatse qulktatcetshe ol
complex and have®long lasting impacts.

The following section examinmasr hotw smlagoes Uf St e d g
Chinese import market dvyimpgpetl8S.ofltsalsot pdecag
commodities on a monthly basis starting in Janua
when the differenmte reeftfaclcitaitvoer,.y tari ffs beca

62 For example, T. Grove arilurmanaey M Surprise Winner From the U-&hina Trade Spat: Russian Soybean
farmers Wall StreetJournal Fe br uar y 2 1 Russlabffets 2.5 rfillion ates ofi lgnd to Chinese
farmers, but wsoybdan shartagéBoutteChiBaeMorningrPgshugust 15, 2018RT, “ Ruos s i a T
DoubleGlobal Food Exports,ReadyTo Replace USAgriculturalProductsin Ching > June 7, 2019.

68Ki t anaka, A.Ruasnsdi a] .CaRio’gte rSsat“i s f y ChTradaWa BlGomgetgdNaws Ne e ds Ami
August 19, 2019and Rappeport, Aand K Bradshey As‘U.S, China Trade War Escalates, American Farm Goods are
Targeted Again Farm Policy NewsAugust 25, 2019

64 F, Bermingham China and Russidow To ¢ Bepen Tradeln Soybeans After Tariff WarKills U.S. Crop Eports ”
South China Morning Posduly 18, 2019.

65Z h o u Dispatches from the Trade War§armdoc Daily (8):162 August 29, 2018

66 For example, Gale et ahterdependence of China, United States, Braril in Soybean TragedCS19F01,

USDA, ERS, June 201%hengetal, “Predi cting Potential Impacts of China’s R
S e ¢ t GhaicesQuarter 2, 201http://www.choicesmagazine.ooffoicesmagazinghemearticleslis-chinatrade
disputeandpotentiatimpacts-to-agriculturepredictingpotentiatimpactsof-chinasretaliatorytariffs-on-the-us-farm-

sector Ri bera et al ., “Estimated Economic Impacts of Retaliat
Products, ” CNASept@®nber d80ddftp:/Lradt8mu.eduBa 1 i st reri et al., “The I mpac
Trade Disruptions on the I owB25ECARD, towsyState Urivarfity) Septentberc y Br i e f s
2018, https://www.card.iastate.equbductspublicationsgynopsis?p=1281 Rempe, Jay, Whittney Kelley, and Oscar

Diaz, “Nebraska Agriculture & Internat i btpsa/ivwwinefh.atgd , 7 Nebr as
R and Sumner, D. A. and T. M. Hanon, “Economic Impacts of
U.S. Fruit and Tree Nuts Exports tgoculiurapssuestCentetandMar ket s, ” Un

Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, UC Davis, August 1, 2@d//aic.ucdavis.ed201808/08/
newtariffs-tax-economieprospectof-treenutandfruit-industries
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Chisal mports of Soybeans

Accor ddenngs utso data, China has been the top export
China imported $12 billion worth (32 million met
for 57% of atnhde vtooltuanle voafl uael I U. S. soybean export

Uu. S. soybeans, China has been purchasing more so
its d°%Cwamnsde.quently, U.S. soybean expbpoahs to Chin,
meite tons) inC&rslBs tBrasdced dat a, China was still

soybeans in 201 85whfioclhl oiwnepdo rbtye dMe$xli.c8 bi l 1 i on wor

Figure 6. Chi nad Monthly bmports of Soybean
In Millions of U.S. Dollardanuary 2018 to May 2019
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Source: China Customs Data accessed from Global Trade Atlas, July 2019.
Notes: 0Round 3 U.S. Section 301 tarfisnplemented in September 2018, increased existing 301 tariffs to 25%.

Othermajoroour ces of Chinads soybean i mpandiRessia.ncl ude Argenti n:
Accor dGhnign ame wtub It y ms Cdsda mpo £/t S . sobybéanwvary 2018
was $2.FigbBFffEhean thorntmploy t s of U. S.desdyftheearns st ar
China ammdwddad ory tariffs 1in rAepsrpioln s2e0 1t80, UmhSi.c h
didinotude U.BSy. tshlh btmiaammes mposed retaliatory tarif
Sectioar(B3wWhfisch included UuBy RBOmBefatCh.)h.a s oybean:
had decabastd$iBOr mihdti omonth (from.$VU.S.billion
s oy bschainp meontCshi na continued to decline until Nove
6’K. Plume, “U.S. Soybean Exports SReuteaspaye8 2048 andGaleeta S hi ft s

al, Interdependence of China, United States, and Brazil in€&zoybrade OCS19F01, USDA, ERS, June 2019.

68 AsdiscussediBox4, U. S agricultural exports data reported by the I
agricultural products reported by Chinese customs data do not geneadh. For example, total U.S. soybean

exports to China in 2018 were $3 billion based on U.S. Census trade data, which is lower than the total Chinese

soybean imports of $7 billion based on Chinese customs data. Note that the Chinese customs d&2 bdpont

($5.7 billion) less imports for the period September to December 2017 than reported in U.S. exports by the U.S. Census

data ($7.7 billion). This difference could partly be the result of shipments that had not yet reached China, and partly

becaise the two countries value shipments differently as explain@dxr.
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import any U. S. soybeans. In December 2018, t he
committed atvoe rpyu rscuhbassteant i al”’gomdwed { otohfi sg garnidc ul t ur
other ann€hnoempnrshased U.Strimegbe¢e2at9duThag th
largest of these purchases, whowehCefi7g0ai mpiolritiso n,
of U.S. dsot}ibmaeMayo20¢t9deat wieshc alhat icoom ta fnutehde U
China trade dispute and the imposition of an 1inc
on Chinese imports in May 2019.

During this tariff dispute, China has turned 1inc
soybealnmm 284#fnr9gr to th€hitmneddfi dapesptuug eof Brazil
totaled less than $900 million, before increasin
newly harvested soybeans from the PYoa®h&rn Hemis
Brazilian shipments were on the decline when Chi
soybeans. Normally, mnewly harvested U.S. soybean
the fall of 2018, whereas Gvleidn e¢soe apgumrocshta sneisl , o0 fa nl
outpaced by Brazilian shipments to China. From F
purchases of U. S. soybeans, while also buying so
imports from Argentian,c®ussineand Central As
Chisal mports of Cotton

Accor ddenngs utso trade data, U. S. cotton eXports 0
From 2017 to 2018, U. S. cotton exports to China
Mont hly Chideatse icmdit demtsie mp dhhatt s Chfi nd. S. cotton ha
the imposition of 71 eHiad#)rag Oduy i ngr Tk s adrayt tRaPdl 8, 2 0
imports from the United States totaled $140 mil!]l
tariffs on some U. S. imports (in response to U.S
imports of U.S. cottohesh28nhR. tWhBP2& @hil hesa 1 mp
United Statel®s dagplbirted,fr©mi ma her countries have
from Brazil and Australia posted the largest 1inc
Uzbekistan Addimponabl pfChohnaon from other Cent
countries have fFigdr.esOmckulpyn26202®1 9, China re
some domestic textile mills to buy 50,000 metric
retaliafPHowe var, ffisncd ParnensoiudnecnetmeTartuntpo 1l evy 10%
tariffs on the remaining Chrtheova Bhpotasithat @h
responded in Augustowhkld) elnyt ea phkiimg si ttso shtadtte pur
agriculthiral goods.

69 1n nominal, inflation uradjusted, dollars. Based on U.S. Census trade data.
°BloombergNews “ China Al l1-Bwee SUmMS. TGo i f @July,26,P01% k Purchases, ”

“"Yang, Y. and A. Zang, “China Tells CoFinangial TirkesAugust St op Buyi

5, 2019.
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of

Figure 7. Chi nads Monthly | mports
In Millions of U.S. Dollars, Since January 2018
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Source: China Customs Data accessed from Global Trade Atlas, July 2019.

Cotton

Chisal mports of Wheat

In 2016, the United Stawtheatsumplbired . 2d%hicf sGhirra
in 2017, but declined to 14% in 2018. Canadian w
shipments to the Chs nselbar asaavkhedhdton & & Ciasmiandg fr om
in 2016 to 54% in 2018. Kazakhstan and Russia al
in the wake of 25% Chinese retaliatory tariffs o
since July 2018.

From Januat¥, tohdubdei 26d States shipped a total
(Fig8r,e compared with $256 million dof iWd.?2.01Wheat
After China levied retaliatory tariffs on U.S W
were nil for the rest of the year. China 1importe
million of UM$n Mheesh R2MmpBe¢IEHi 842 millio of U.
According to Chinese customs data, there ave be
as of May 2019

72 CRS calculation using Chinese customs data accessed via Global Trade Atlas, August 2019.
73 Chinese customs data acasbsia Global Trade Atlas, August 2019.
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Figure 8. Chi nads Monthly Wheat | mports
In Millions of U.S. Dollars, Since Janu¥8
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Source: China Customs Data accessed from Global Trade Atlas, July 2019.
Note:France is the main wheat supplier in the 0Othersdé cat
Chisal mports of Sorghum
The United States accountetdalf ovromghehmdi 9P dor tof iCih
201The value of U.S. shipments of sorghum declinm
$726 millions imo mtOhl18y iCrhponrat s of U. S. sorghum ha
implemented retaliatorF g@®rrei Uf §. onmpbemsi stiutlygd
after May 2018s, ifnoplolsoiwtiinogn Cohfi nraet al i atory tariff
in respoSeectiton U2nB2Aptrdiiln £f280s1,8 .Ch a2n5 % irneptoasleidat or y
tariff on U. S. sorghum in July 2018, leading to
Chi'mai mp&rfs edb6Hrghum declined after imeataliatory
continued to import limited quanHowewesr from Ahst
absence of Chinese purshastalofolbgBumsompgbunms €£€h
2018 have bé&Eée¢gygOdm.egThericbfloer o, despite the retalia
in 2018 was absoutto t8a51% soofr gcthhuirm ai mports for the ye.
7 bid.

5 Note, the lag in decline in Chinese imports staring in June 2018 could be the result of shipments that were already
underway when China announced its retaliatory tariffs in response to U.S. Sectionf&3tApril 2018.
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Figure 9. Chi n a & s orghormlingottsy S
In Millions of U.S. Dollars, Since January 2018
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Source: China Customs Data accessed from Global Trade Atlas, July 2019.
Note:Argentina is the 0Othero6 supplier, which exported ver

On July Ch6i,na20rledp,ortedly allowed several domesti.

without being subfPPfHewe tor ,r estiad d & t Ramensoitudnacretfinfe Fr.tu ntpc

levy 10% Section 301 tariffs on remaomi®@l Chines

tariffs imposed on them, China -owsnpdnededers pr Asigs
ses

halt purcha of” U.S. agricultural goods.

Chisal mports of Pork and Pork Products

The United States’ssuppbledoOllB6%i(obp400C0h $mialnl i20n) an
($286 M hl2eby, U.S. pork shipments to China dec
for 6% ’oft &£«thdamhapork imports. U.S. pork shipments
2018 folleowimpo€htroeastm lafat2o5% tariffs on U.S. po-
response to U.S Section 232 tariffs on U.S. i mp
(Figape 1In uly 2018, these HS lines were subjec:

J
coincided with a further decline in Chinese 1mpo
0

December 2

6BloombergNews “ China Al 1-Pwee SUmS. T€oifédn, Pork Purchases,” Jul,
“"Yang, Y. and A. Zang, “China Tells CoFinangial TikesAugut St op Buyi
5, 2019.

USDA’ s d e poikincludes 68 coaded¥0311, 020312, 020319, 020321, 020322, 020329, 021011, 021012,
021019, 160241, 16024and160249
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Figure 10. Chi nads MdsotWwhS Bork|l mpor
In Millions of U.S. Dollar§ince January 2018
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Source: China Customs Data accessed from Global Trade Atlas, July 2019.

Note:USDAG6s definition of0314,02032, 026329, R@321s020322, 02032D,081011,2
021012, 02019, 160241, 160242, and 160249.

Unlike the case of sorghum, China has continued
volumes generally increased from January through
has suffered fromAarsiemnino SswilBet Feoamk Sd ASFmber 20
and May 2019, China rapsgriadMaveh 20mbdDl ]l USDAcuetp
despite the retaliatory tariffs, because of ASF,
expect’si fiphoirntas of U. S. pork to climb i 2019 due
hogs in an effort to contrWlS . ASpFar Hopweawduw ¢ t sU SsDtAi
Chinese tetwiifialft omaykes U.S. producetmparddtwiveh y
pork from o®tOhme rJ ucloyu 2t6r,i e2s0 19, China reportedly a
domestic companies to buy U.S. pork Hroducts wit
However, sincdés PAruegsuisdte n2t0 1Tr taompnloeuvnyc elme% Sect i on 3
remaining Chinese imports that do not yet have a
responded byowskdngntie¢spsitae¢se to halt ®2Pnrchases

7 For more on this issue, SRS In Focus IF1121%frican Swine Fever (ASF)

80USDA, FAS, “China Li vansual Spedter of AfricanBwine Fever Casts Ball @ver Year of
the Pig; B e e f GAINnRepont NumbeBECH D@06 March 171, 2019.

8'Shuping, N.
2019.

and

S . Ya n gFree U.B.ICottama PAolrlko vwBloofebbrg dNewBalyw?26, f

2Yang, Y. and A. Zang, “China Tells CoFingnaial TieesAugust St op Buyi
5, 2019.
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August 23, 2 ®d9 ,ad@lhiitdoniathpddd % tariffs on certairt
September 1, 2019, in response to newXU.S. Secti

Chisal mports of Dairy Products

Since 2016, the United sSitpaptleise rh aosf bdeae mr yt lpe otdhuicrt d
billion iamoovherl 8)40 suppliers, behind New Zealand
Netherlands ($2 billion).prChd @kt s es eo figmgoamritngg ma r
prodiucdesd ¥y er M0 % If0rdillion in 2¥Gi6vem tSHeé& billio
diversity of dairy product tariff lines and the
them, the trade effects on the aggregate group i
comodi Fi gdfhe esentss momit thdoylU.i Smp odratisr y product s, s i

number of suppliers and dhief fseurpepnlcieesr si na rnea rdkieftf isch
in a single chart

Figure 11. Chi nads Monthly I mports of Dairy P
In Billionsof U.S. Dollars, Since January 2018.

120

o ‘ ‘ ‘
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Source: China Customs Data accessed from Global Trade Atlas, JuB§. 201

Note : The category includes HS codes supplied by the National Milk Producers Federation, HS0#&E in
0402,0403,0404,0405,0406, 170211, 170219, 190110, 190190, 210500, 350110, 350190, 350220, 151790,
170490, 180620, 180632, 180690, 190110, 190120, 190190, 210690, 220290, 280990400

B

8USDA, FAS, “China Announces IncreasesHIO05L, Audubti28,i onal Tar i
2019.

84 China Customs Data accessed from Global Trade Atlas, September 2019. According to National Milk Producers
Federation the dairy category includes HS lines4ifn100402,0403,0404,0405,0406, 170211, 170219, 190110,
190190, 21060, 350110, 350190, 350220, 151790, 170490, 180620, 180632, 180690, 190110, 190120, 190190,
210690, 220290, 230998nd 350400
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China imposed retalpnoddunytJualryi f2f0s1 S8oint . eSE n ddeahi er yyd
tariff lines, thetse mosntrhd yc liemprorttrse md iUn SCh idma r
second half of RiOdBLea nldnstaadd, 2dnDual U. S. dairy
increased 15% from $1.2 bi®Hoiwenv eirn, ’s2i0glr7€ tion g$ 1 . 3
mar ket , imports from competitor countrses grew f
s hi pme ntnsg iln5c% efarsoim $ 3. 7 Dbi 1 Isihoinp neon t$s4 .i2n;c rtehaes iNieg
from $1.5 billion sSoshiIpmehtsonncardsAmgt 321% & r c
bil.Ai6ehough U. S. dairy shipments fenChrmwal2f0d8not
the retaliatory tariffs are likely contributing
China than for the U.S. dairy sector, particular
5% retaliatory tarifFffs2@FTective Septemb

Chisal mports of Hides and Skins

The United States i1is the largest supplier of hid
Chismatotal imports from 2016 to 2018. In 2017, ]
amount e dnitlol i$o9n1.8 After the imposition of retalia-
of U.S. hides and sk2®0d 8ddlc Sinhd deawl tadnglChkknas 1or
$66ad 1 Fi on.

Figure 12. Chi nads Mont hleyandSkipsor t s of Hi d
In Million U.S. Dollars, Since January 2018
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Source: China Customs Data accessed from Global Trade Atlas, July 2019.
Note : Data includes HS codetl01, 4102and4103
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85 China Customs Data accessed from Global Trade AEstembeR019.

88USDA, FAS, “China Announces Increases to Additional Tarif
20109.

87 Chinese customs data, accessed via Global Trade Atlas, August 2019.
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Major U. S c o fisp ehtiidteosr sa nidn sCkhiAmmsa t irmapl oi rat, nfaarnkaedta aarn
Zeallhinggde These countries have not been able to
Uu. S. shipmenksnoft didksnan d&Cstnosteaqlu ehnitdleys, aCnhdi nsak i
fell 25% in 2018, to $1.6 billion from §$2.2 bill
China declined 28% during the same perainodd. Not wi
skins, the decline in U.S. shipmemtismgamtgse |l wi tmh r
the result that the United Sti&steas tcadnthiindeed atnad s
imports in 2018, t he s aemmer ss.h ali.eS .a ss hiinp niehnet sp roefv iho
China are may further drop with the additional 1
effective Se¥Hhtember 1, 2019.

Retaliatory Partner I mports of Other Agricul
Analysis comdnuostted fryome ddmnn versity of Califormnia,

i
Chinese retaliatory tariffs decreased U. S. al fal
u

previous®KEmwomy2@lr6 .to 2018, the United?’sStates su
aflal fa imports, accoustiongafonldbdlia 7hwoof @hrk
($417 million) and 72% (883d4rmi Dil8n) Chana0p&rch
valued at $40 million FollowidgSthmontmplygigthiompm
al falfa to China startednt Nodembin's 2#00d B8t hlIChs mmme
imports of U.S. alfalfa amounted to $16 million
Another stud

y fromUUFE. Dpvssachdocaexperthasal so de
etaliatory tari f%As tfhriom Ghiunday afmrdo mTulrCk eDya.vi s e s |
hearutn export $2s 64 ffooarll BdmbwdBs ofapples, pistachios,
we et ¢ h eersr,i etsa,b loer agnrga pe s , raisimns, and sour c¢he
China inclmgl,i nlgn Hiom,g MeoXico, and Turkey).

t stands to reason that Chinese retaliatory t
t he fietdckrepd, ahimebk products, other speci
rod,uctthsat are not. covered in this report

ar
al

s 0 -~ ~n »n =

Economic | mpact of Retaliator

Uu. S. agriculture, as a whole, is subject to 1nte
ma kets. As a result, most commodity sectors oper
international sales an 1important component of r1e
mported pBrooxd™iBmt sg e(nseerea li,n ampiomrdr paseces due to h
leads to a decrease in quantities purchased of t

—

88 |bid.
8¥Symner, D.A. and W. A. Mat he ws tentialllmpacton RosageiCoopsalihcludinga de Pr os p.
the Farm Bill,” University of California, Davi s, November

9 Chinese customs data, accessed from Global Trade Atlas in August 2019. Data includes HS codes 12141000 and
12149000

“Sumner , D. Aesetfoal Pisthehios from Retaliatory Tariffs and
Davis, October 17, 2018.

92 Sumner, DA. and T. M. Hanon, “Economic Impacts of Increased Tariffs
Fruitand Tree NutsExpors t o I mportant Markets,” University of Californ

of Agricultural and Resource Economics, UC Davis, August 1, 2is://aic.ucdavis.ed201808/08/hew-tariffs-
tax-economieprospectof-treenutandfruit-industries

9% Houck, J. P.Elements of Agricultural Trade Policie$992, Waveland Press Inc, Prospect Heights, lllinois.
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Box 5. Key Economic Terms

Given the broad, multifaceted nature of markedasiyeconomicanalysis of the impact of a shock or unexpected
event(such as new tariffs or other trade barrigrgenerally usea number of simplifying assumptidnscontrol

for several othe moving market piece3hus, eonomic models of a market equilibridinthat is, where supply
and demand of a commodity are in balance, and determine the price of a comiddiilgl certain limiting
features into their structure. Two such features are the time frame being evaluated amdttére of overlap and
feedback from other economic sectors.

Time Frame: Short - versus Long-Run

In evaluating a shock to a market equilibrium, the primary difference between thersimoaind the longrun is

the extent to which resources are allowed to jadt to the shock and provide feedback to the economic systen
being evaluated. This difference is fairly distinct for agricultural markets because producers of most temper
crops such as corn and soybeans are only able to produce a single crop eachhyearthe time between the
harvest of the current crop and the planting and harvesting of a new crop is the-glmorAll market adjustments
that occur within this time fram@& whether measured as a price change or a shift in domestic use orfirade
basel on the existing supply of a commaodity.

In the longrun, enough time has passed to provide producers the opportunity to make new crop production
choices in response to the market shock; thus, changing the supply of commodities in the market being stu
To produce longrun estimates, the underlying model and economic analysis assumes that th ghiadke
form of tariffs or trade barrieré are permanent and that no further shocks occur to the market.

Cross-Sector: Partial versus General Equilibrium Ana  lysis

A partial equilibrium model examines a single market or settorisolation from other sectors of the

economyi for its response to a shock. Thus, the partial equilibrium analysis considers the effects of a trade
on an individual agricultural canodity, group of commodities or the entire agricultural sector but it does not
consider other sectors of the economy.

In contrast, generatquilibrium(GE)modelsexamine several sectors of the economy simultaneously for their
interdependencies and intefations to understand how the economy as a whole responds to a shock. Thus,
analysis is able to evaluate the link between agricultural markets and nonagricultural markets in response t
trade shock.

Scale of Impact: Local, National, Regional versus Global

A price shock to major traded commodities such as U.S. agricultural products, not only affect the economic|
being of producers, processors, and sellers of these commodities, but through multiplier effects also affect

welkbeing of U.S. ruratommunities. The length, breadth, and depth of shocks determines the ripple effects

the national economy. Given the dominant role of U.S. agricultural trade in the global market, the U.S. impe
trade wars can influence agricultural productioansumption, and trade of other nations, leading to changes i
foreign national strategies and investments affecting resources used.
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Figure 14. U.S. Soybean Farm Prices
In Nominal U.S. Dollars Per Bushels, January -200@ 2019
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106 CropLife America and Rise, Comments Filed with the U.S. Trade Representative (USTR) RegrhFdidgral
Regster 22564 June 17, 209, http://www.croplifeamerica.orgublic-comments

107 For a discussion of what declining commodity prices, rising input costs, and weakening export prospects mean for
U.S. farm income, seBRS Report R456971).S. Farm Income Outlook for 2019
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110 Morgan, D.The Merchants of Grairl,979, Viking Press.

111 Gale et alJnterdependence of China, ied States, and Brazil in Soybean Tra@€S19~01, USDA, ERS, June
2019.

112 Chinese customs data accessed via Global Trade Atlas, August 2019.

1135 . Z hRussigQffers2.5Million Acres of Land to Chines&armers, buwill It Ease Beijn g > oybedh
Shortage? South China Morning Post Au g u s t 15, 2018; Yap, C. “China, Russia P
I nvest meWallStieet dJodpa’ May 8, 2015; and Grove, T. and A. Kur man a
U.S-China Trade Spat: Russian Soybe F a rWak Streef JournalFebruary 21, 2019.
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116Go o c h a nCdh i Giaal’es,
ERS, April 2018.
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Box 6. China Improves Market Access for Non -U.S. Oilseeds and Products

According to a June 2019 USDA repohiterdependence of China, United States, and Brazil in Soyhé&zhingiad
adopting various strategies to supplement soybean meal supplies.

T Chinads customs ad miapeseedmea impootsfrorhindiat ed a ban o
T Chinads Ministry o f-addedtaxaebatefor sol/beam meabekperts asaof Nowermberd

2018.

T Chinads Ministry of Finance announced el i minat
Korea, Bangladesh, Laos, and Sri Lanka as of July 1, 2018, as part of efforts to complet@ atifissieade
agreement.

T Chinads ciumsitsotnmrsataidom announced an agreement t o
soybeans

1  Chinese authorities auctioned 2iliron metric tons of soybeans from government reserves

T Chinads customs administrati on a drts,g@aln karpets,rstnéode
seeds, cottonseed, and sugaealto a list of items exempt from border inspections as of June 1, 2018.
Soybean meal was excluded from the list.

T Chinads State Council announced m@antbasead pimaals beginniad
January 1, 2019.

Note that some of the changes made by China are
market access commitments. All WTO member countries can potentially benefit from these changes. Howsg
existing retaliatory tariffs on U.S. imports make U.S. products more expensive to Chinese importers compa|
with comparable imports from other trading partners.

facilitate a c vU .t Su.r asl o uw rmcpeosr,t sip.afSr.toimc iwdlmarer el dys faomrd n

Since 2018, China hascttakecaxmddtti axteod aondidnsice
gr i
dBoxs®Ef fective April 2019, value added taxes
9

pr o
reduced to % fr om Stthaer toirnigg iJnaanlu alrly% lo,r 21071%9., 1 e d
duties, including MFN tariffs dwd tempaiar y mpoty
goods in order to boost . mphhea ttse mmalr lamregeht d adtogme rs & ti
even | owdMF Nt hagmiecf iecone 7 06ci mportedncdbmthodgt 5 e se

agricultuPwilt lprroadtualtisatory tariffs in place, U.S
take full advantage of these improved terms of n
Esti mated Ecacnosmi c | mp

The following section provides examples of estin
retaliatory tariffs 1imposed on U. S. agricul tural
are estimated at differentvedcdlrom mpr&kieff f dradmt
examples are illustrative; they are not meant to

Commodietvye | L

Various studies have estimated potential economi
specific U.S.Ba¥%fmmo dgietnieersa | ( saeses umpt i ons regardin;

18Dezan, Shir a ImpoardExpars Taxes andiDuties in Chih&hina briefing June 11, 2019. While the

United States 1is not excluded from the general benefits as
barriers, the existence of retaliatory tariffs adisadvantage to U.S. agricultural exports.

119This includes products from HTS chapters 4, 5, 8, 12, 13, 14, 15, 18, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24, 52 and 53, accessed at
http://gss.mof.gov.czhengwuxinxizhengcefab@01812P020181221619891346040.pdf
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exampl e, o n et esi’foufdfye cotfs sphroerdti ct ed U. S. farm price
to Chimataliatory tariffs, the value of U.S. exp
would reduce acreage planted the following year
pork production, ultimately res®lting in revenue

A simillar ms honrptact analysis, conducted by the Cert
Texas A&M University examined the impadt byn U. S.
Mexico on U. S. cheese imports and a 25% retaliat
dairy PiTheusttudy estimated expoft Hessgseapdrpoei
supported by a large infhmakttuatgueedprchueudiveg ,da
warehwgsand prockhbuwshrerg sfadiyl emgpesindadfibant chan
exports is likely to ripple through thdnsupport:i
the case of MeSicahetasr, fwhiem Mexico removed 1r
estimatel. thwodomygyconwvmiut§9Bésmsllion per year w
5,000 Ilons tt hjeobcsa.s e of Chinese tariffs ben U. S. da i
ecornywmde loaslsde st ot al $2.8c¢cbdhveEpod3pO&dOy¢gabsand
St alee® el

In September 2018, the Center for Agricultural a

University esrtuinmaetfefd ctthse osfh o shteo 2 Otlh8e tItThwlae edci os1roun
This study incorporated the’spatmandtipdiThefgfset ting
stufdoyyused on the impact®oanf Uf Srecicom minedsolyibetamr y h-
ethanol markets alongewietnhmel amprcasd fgomechmagt s
mar k@®Itts .used a number of different modeling appr
estimates of annual 1impact

f The st uddt héast 8a maotyebean industry would lose §1
$891 millavaeagyagé¢éthewamnue 1l oss across all mode
(Towa soybeans are a $5.2 billion industry).

T The studdt héasttsa ncaotren i ndustry would lose $90 m
million, with an average revenue |l oss across
corn is an $8.5 billion industry).

T The studdt héastit8na npaotrek / hog industry would lose §
$955 million, with an average revenue 1 o0oss ac
lowa pork/hog industry is a §$7.1 illion 1ndhnu

120 As defined inBox 5, shorttern effects generalliyndicate effectselated toa single crop year.

21Zhengetal, “PredictingfP@héenaial REmphcasooy Thoicesf fs on the U.
Quarter 2, 201ghttp://www.choicesmagazine.oofoicesmagazinghemearticleslis-chinatradedisputeand
potentialimpactsto-agriculturepredictingpotentialimpactsof-chinasretaliatorytariffs-on-the-us-farm-sector

22Ribera et al., “Estimated Economic Impacts of Retaliatory
CNAS Report 2018, September 2018jtp://cnas.tamu.edu/

123Balistrerietal.* The Impact of the 2018 Trade DisruptiPB2%s on the I
CARD, lowa State University, September 20t8ps://www.card.iastate.equbductspublicationséynopsis?p=1281

124 For more information on this issue, <8RS Insight IN11126)New Round of Farm Trade Aid Proposed by

Administration for 2019

125The study includes all retaliatory tariffs existing in 2018. Note that the retaliatory tariffs implemented by Mexico
and Canada were removed in May 2019.

126 The CARD study used a general equilibrium inputput modeling system (IMPLAN). The model contrfalsthe
effects of 2018°s large corn and soybean harvests before e
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T The swtsuddmheathaamol prices would drop 2% result
approximately $105 million in lost revenues t
in the ethanol industry-Auglhe 20Uy pormts o1
prices Tr1etreated inceeasr Irye c9%% eadn db ye trhoaungohll yp r4 %.
same period, corn futures for the 2018 crop «
declined 8%.

t h et elroommBgoexfeddr d e f,i mictcioamdi ng to the ITowa State
venue |l osses in these industries wbobhéd transla
ate. The s taubdoyr eisntcionmmaet edse ctlhiante sl from t he 1 mpac
g industries would rangethoam §F2adeérmill bifds ct e
saaded package, and $245 million to $364 million
ersonal income and sales taxes) would range fr
deral offsetsewoundd$S78&8dm

overall 1 dss sGrso sisn Sleofimtae b P b
$190 billion).

Simi hasltw,dy ¢ omnhies sNieobnreads kbeyn Fa h-muBh o e dunomi s

ckltax @os$110 million
dommtma@d d tytbootf 4l 1a o n

in 2018 f ort hteh er esttaaltieantdorroydnetda risshffts nNalad a slco n o my
would incur costs between $164 million and $242
l oss of 4,1’(37(I)nt006;1(1)00tj)gb$hgr—riewlilaltheudthceosdtisr,e
Nebrasaokacebhomin MWh&8 estimated at $859 million t
Retaliatory tariffs in 2018 (on corn, soybeans a
expected to reduce . @Qdrpeprbasshely $®yb4atmo pFQ c e s
bushel, and hog prices by $17.81 to $18.80 per h
translate uvatlbodfaem fevemaanh ($@&MMAoditly i to §32
soybeansi0%384 ®HOSBI million); and pork ($111 mil
The Nebraska Farm Bureau updated nigtosi nagnal ysis 1 n
retaliatory tarifnf sU.iSmp asged chuylctousrtan Neecbxepsosrktas wo u |
producers $943%emukk i'@Mh e2 mlebDtohsotd orleo gy used for th
bored®D4A estimates of gross damag¢€ss ttahaadde wer e us
paymehe¢ sesfTimated Ihnhoss tad&klec ulna toi-ac md n dpiiady ene antt iso 1t htar

Nebr as ka formarymer eceive in 2019,

E c omios t sUnfirvoenr s ity of Cal i f erumi a,f fRacwiss ,o ff oothrned rtek
tariffs on the 2018 crop for 10—€binegfteMexpeo]j al
Turkey atnhd bad$2. 64t bekpoon wvdllhe and $3.34 bill
revenué®Tlhes casops considered are almonds, pecans,

127 Nebraska Farm BureavA Path Forward on Trade Retaliatory Tariffs and Nebraska AgricultDecember 6,

2018, https://www.nefb.orgiewsroomiewsreleased/39reportfinds-1-billion-hit-to-nebraskerom-retaligory-
tariffs-farm-bureauoffers-pathforward-on-trade This study used a general equilibrium model (IMPLAN, similar to

the CARD model of footnot#23) of the Nebraska economy focusing on the impact of retaliatory tariffs on corn,

soybeans, and hogs. Beef and ethartalo major agricultural products of Nebraskaere not included. The model

controls for the effects sotfbefdrd dstinating theeffegisof thedarifisona nd s oy bean
commodity prices.

128 Nebraska Farm BureatFarm Bureau Estimates Tariff Related Losses Cost Nebraska Farmers Nearly $1 Billion in

2019 ” S e pt e mbtips//nesb.orgiewsrboImiewsreleased/902farm-bureavestimatedariff-relatedlosses
costnebraskaarmersnearly-1-billion-in-2019

129 Sumner, DA. and T. M. Hanon, “Economic Impacts of Increased Tariffs
Fruit and Tree Nuts Exports to Important Markets,” Univers

of Agricultural and Resource Economics, UC Baviugust 1, 20Lettps://aic.ucdavis.ed201808/08/newtariffs-
tax-economieprospectsf-treenutandfruit-industries
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raisins, sour <cherries, s weet cherries,
and aprreedp fruit in 2018, but removed them

and
1n

and walnuts for retaliatory tariffs in 2018

Nati omaé&lf Ltects of Retaliatory Tariffs

Box 7. Global Trade Analysis Proje ct (GTAP) Model

Globally, most of the national and regional economic studiesaugeneral equilibriutiGE)model often the
Global Trade Analysis Project (GTARpdel, and nearly all useTAP datdasé which is calibrated to the 2014
base periodSimulations made with GTAP determine changes in demand and supply of all goods and servig
their prices in each region; changes in bilateral trade anatirtcadingpartners for all goods and services; chang
in allocation of resourcegndcountry-by-country changes in economic gains or losses among other oufphis.
modeling frameworlassumegachtrade policy scenario would remain in place for at least 3 to 5 years or unti
the market equilibrium stabilizes following the initial policy shocks tthese are not shortun impacts.

Analysis conducted at the national level examines U.S. import price shocks embedded ircaumalyi, mult
sector al model , which undergoes simulation undi l
total demand) is reached. Since the analysis is embedded within a global model, the results can provide inf
on U.S. trading partners. Results from GE analyses are sensitive to the degree of price responsiveness dis
import markets to substute the source of an imported product. For example, the propensity of Chinese
importers to substitute away from U.S. soybeans when the U.S. soybean price rises relative to prices from
potential sources, such as domestically produced Chinese sogloeamports from other countries. The greater
the responsiveness, the greater the change in market outcomes. When the parameter used to represent th
propensity to substitute is changed, the size of the estimated impact can change.

For more on the GTAP Ipbal consortium, model, data, and publications, tsites://www.gtap.agecon.purdue.ed
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on U. S. agriculture ] t he
national levelbo¥Xeyd Box 8. Economic Welfare
Economis&t We rrimom ge f f e Economic welfargrovides an estimation dfow well
estimated assuming t indivi_duals_in an economy adeing This takes into
K ¢ such as tari consideration the welbeing of both the producers ancl T
ma r © > the consumers. Economic welfare is considered to b
place for a few ye ar|optimizedwhencompetitive markets are in equilibriupe ~ h a s
passed to provide p r|withsupply meetingconsumer dema@bmpetiive ity t o
make change in resp market conditions inclde transparent, easily accessib| T h ¢
stagdidiscussed bel ow knowledge of market conditions by glarticipants; no
1 LI of barriers to entry or exit; relatively homogeneous
retaliatory tart ® €| goods; a large number of market participants, all of
fi year s which behave rationally and are price takers; no
. externalities;and the absence of intrusive governmen
The flrst studryursdf regulation.
.( def iBiexh sA5By e .a rs) o f] For more on this topic seeRaulKrugman and Robin
imposed by China on Wells, Microeconomj@sd ed. (New York: Worth
slkeected U. S. a g¢wh e at | Publishers, 2009).
corn, sorghum, rt%e, -
This study concluded that WUOu3dovewbetha wmeakst bo
Brazil. Given Us Slasggbehatr ampafusCtnayntklee mpatiolri at
tariffs, the study estimated large price decline
BOTaheripmr, F. and W. Tyner, “Impacts of Possible Chinese Pro:
Agricultural Commodities,” supported by U.RudueSoybean Expor

University, Department of Agridtural Economics, Aril 2018.
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BlChepeliwetal, “How U.S. Agricul SMEA Wnll REanétibhdey Thei Ufs,”
the Farm FoundatiotG TAP Working Paper No. 84, Purdue University, Department of Aljual Economics,
October 2018.
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132Flobeid, A.¢ al ., “Analysis of the Effects of Chinese and Mexic

Commodities on U. S. and Global Markets,” Selected Paper
Applied Economics Association, Annual Megjjritlanta, GA, July 24July 23, 2019. This uses the IMPLAN model
and not the GTAP model.

133 United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTK®&),Statistics and Trends in Trade Policy:
2018 UNCTAD/DITC/TAB/2019/1, 2019.
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r, Brazibkbianlprodntets makebinvestment dec
unprofitable if tariffs are removed. Moreover, B
vestock) may |l ose competitiveness becausece

A USDA study folhamasdechatnth@]l United States and Br
cost produc&Whidfe saypbeamrst al costs and labor ¢«

States, poor soils and tropical ecology requires
Morwer, the United States has a transportation a
products to China. Specifically, the study concl
northern Matos Gposmar yosByheaggudxpost 88t pef he
ton (MT) in 2017. During the same period, transp
Gulf of Mexico by truck, rail, and barge cost $6
from Sioux Falls, Scutfh cDaNbattah,wetST htehd 2T §H5.8 B er
States, therefore, has lower transportation cost
agrochemicals) compared with Brazil in producing
mar kets.g Acoc oorthdei st udy, the current trade disput
run, lead to inefficient allepcoducniof tandsr ¢ bas
in the United States.

Some Possible Benefits to U.S. Agriculture
Basend economic principles, 1if the price of an 1in
livestock sector woul ds bEc cemomicct eRis st opa thadhm e ¥a v wni cl
expenses report states that weheen c200s1t7 oafn dl i2v0els8t,o ¢
however, they are expe®Adeddi ttioo nianlclrye,a steh e4 .15.9% .i nl i2
also facing retaliatory tariffs. Similarly, many
products as inpucrsy ftaacrei fCthsi.nese retaliat

Some sectors may nevertheless befohit tioamfoeaet al
Prosper ousCPMme mieda ased pesmauddgygs thiea ¢ n%bt ga2rii hfaft a
on all imports from Chtiln aa nwdo ujl odb ss tii iTithlaet eU.GD.P eger
study uses data from Boston Consul pubgi Gtyup tha
available working pRepgeiro ndaole sE cnoont o nii&cMéE M oidoedlest ,h el n c
the assumpti omoddRdgard diimg agri culture, the stud
USDA tariadde r ogr ams “iamteo itnbow rpodalt,edt he additional
fully offsets the negative imnmpact of the Chinese

134 Gale et alJnterdepenence of China, United States, and Brazil in Soybean T@@819~01, USDA, ERS, June
2019.

1351hid. Also note that U.S. grain and oilseed exporters have a $25 to $28 per MT advantage in moving produce from
farm to port. With respect to ocean freight satiie Pacific Northwest has a small advantage ($27.50 per MT) over
both Brazil ($33 per MT.) and the U.S. Gulf ($42 per N©F).

BSUS DA, Earn$lncome and Wealth Statisti®&oduction Epenses ” A u g uhitps://data.drQusda.gov/
reports.aspX®=17834

BFerry, 1., -thelBpaddaTariffs:on @hina with Retaliation and Federal Spending Create Over 1 Million
Jobs in Five Years, Working Paper, August 14, 2019.

138 Note that theother models discussed in the report such as GTAP or IMPLAN use data and models that are
extensively documented and accessible to the public.
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and th¥®¥iIm pactosnment filed with WPER, aCt gyp kihfeni A&

139¥9For exampleReuters “ America’s Garlic Capital on Trade War: ¢ We’d |
21, 2019.

140 American Farm Bureau Federatjofrarm Bureau Statement on Lifting of Agricultural Tariff8lay 17, 2019

41 Moritz-R a b s BanmUnidn PresidentCalls Tr u m pProposeds15 Billion Subsidyaninsufficient‘Te mpor ar y ’
So 1 u t NewsweekMay 13, 2019.

“2ASA, “Soy Growers Disappointed in Additional Tariffs, Con
press release, July 12, 2018.
WNPPC, “China Tariffs on U.S. Pork Now Tops ,60 Pressnt; Am

Release, July 6, 2018.
144 For more information on this issue, 8RS In Focus IF1121%frican Swine Fever (ASF)
145] . Crampton with KEIme r ,  “ Taniffa Gnysh ULSPig Farmers South Chinaviorning Post June 19, 2019.

¥6y. S. Dairy Export Council, “Chinese and Mexican Tariffs W
Press Release, August 27, 2018.

WIHS Markit Economics and Country RiteckonisntTariffhon theEQffo n o mi ¢ and

”

Hi ghway Equipment Sector, released by the Association of
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trade group Responsible Industry for a Sound Enyv
resulting fr offofespceasltaitciindge tparroidfufcst,s for crop and
ultimately will be psasasnedd boifld itnoe sAsneesr.i can gr ower
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Spirits Council of the United Statesd tamdt  many o
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On June 21, 2019, hundreds of domestic producers
a letter to President Trump urging him to mainta
signed by the Coalition f ormaai nPleyogsmpoearuolutsu rAanle r i c a
manufacturing companies and some food®land agricu
Cattle € mhprninFotha nmmdf F Nedvd®J er sey.

To help alleviate the losses fromntdheonmaedabfaton
aid packa®Mositn i2n0dlu9s.t ry groups welcomed this pac
preference for ™Armeede craant HFearr mt hBaumr eaaiud . Feder ati on |
st ated is critically iampomatraknett st oa mde smmuotruea lalgyr ibceunl
relationships with our "Sadiidgrpwemdadmemasesnnd t
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CoopertallAdmea 9 cydbme aSho As t loNeait ai toincan, Cothfeomi €malh ¢ Mi 1, k
Producer st hNadteiroantailo nP,or k .lPao o diutc sNax ai fOtm,a dtchAd s oc 1 a t
of Wheats tGartoewdk rtsdaa td 1t Hiesk nagseBleen dvhen we really nee
l o gr m®fix

et al.,NAFTA to USMCA: What is Gained™F Working Paper, WP/19/73, March 2019.

148 CropLife America and Rise, Comments Filed with the U.S. Trade Representative (USTR) Re@¢Fdidgral

Redster 22564 June 17, 201%ttp://www.croplifeamerica.orgublic-comments

149 USTR, Public Hearings on Proposed Section 301 Tariff, IPsess Release, June 14, 2019; and D. Palmer and A.

Kimbel-Sannif “Companies Plead wi tdiffsTRoliticoplune 27a201®st New China T

150 Tariffs Hurt The Heartland;661 U.S. Companies aidsociations Urge Administration to Avoid Tariff

Escalation, Reach Resolution with Chind J u n e http3//tariffahQrtlcOnpewsb661-u-s-companiesand
associationsirgeadministratioato-avoid-tariff-escalatiorreachresolutionwith-china

151 Coalition for a Prosperous America “ Count ry Fi r s t httphss//iwwweprosp&rousameriea.oy/1 , 2019,
more_than_600_u_s_companies_sign_letter_in_support_of_trump_s. tariffs

152 For more on this se€RS Report R4586%,ar m Pol i cy: USDAGSs ;dhdals@sedUSBAle Ai d Pack:
“USDA Announces Support for Farmers Impacted by Unjustified Retaliation and Trade Disruptio®® r e s s Rel ea s e ,
May 23, 2019.

153 The HagstronReport FafmGroupsPraiseTradeAid With SomeCaveats ” Vol . 9, No. 153, July 26

154 American Farm Bureau Federatjofrafm Bureau Welcomes Trade Assistance, Urges Return to Open Markets
July 25, 2019.

National Associat NOWG oRfe s Whoenadts Groo weSrDsA,” s AmnndefMER e ment on  /
Payments for Far mer s, ”httpsivenswwheadworldorgileasenawguesppnddd-fisdas2 0 1 9 .
announcemerdn-anothefroundof-mfp-paymentgor-farmersf andThe Hagstrom RepqgrtFafmGroupsPraise
TradeAid With SomeCaveats > Vol . 9, No . 153, July 26, 20109.

Congressional Research Service 39



Retaliatory Tariffs and U.S. Agriculture

ssues for Congress

May 201 President Trump proposed levying ad
were held in abeyance following a m
a d e 82h0e X@ miimnn plitthitke w2 @ €9, t he Presiden
19 that he would impose a tariff hik
t cover edr ebsyp oSnedcetd obny-o3alslk dtnagr iiftfss .s tCah
t1o. Sh.ala g rpiucri®Ohta sAensg uosgfto old®,. 2019, USTR
emaining list of Chinese products that woul
mbennd, a2ao0tfBer 115t of products that woul d
tDe c e mb ¢¥ChliSn,a 2i0nl 9%t.urn has r et wsheitast eodf by 1 e v
Yofer 10% tariffs on U.S. imports, including
ctive Septembe% drnt a®i%f9f;s aonhds (hinSbk lhiedrip o g

erent UaSifhglhicad taffdt®™®ive December 15, 20

9,

ey
es
20
no
s

e ho 5B e B BsB

length of the trade dispute over Secti
S . exports affeatfdedchyedt bectotral iat ar ¥
9 USTR hearing fo Section 301 tariffs

ssue for congressional

vearavopusitrade disputes
fsmotdriatdiee sa iidd einntiitfiiaetd
deRethe¢ i @€EGCr yi ¢ aa dmf
beyond the farm gat
ippers, and others, po

cbmperesation for tar

_._.
c o — 3
OS(IJ('DO

P{Cp’—‘ﬁ(‘owa
o
—h
o
aQ
-

o
o
[l = -

O~ o @
0 = =

i

a
3
u
r
i

a

—5 = e

C
u
€
1

- o

s
S , s h
es merit goveorrhatnt

e FT 0T T A T T oo o NN

5 e wnn o
£EB E AT o0 s o
R e g N

AT © 3 0= @

©n o — o

t

—

omepbyjcautldhebhdlgdicersstdihoen e qui ty oft htcde distri
tpagmen®uce the formebVerhbé¢cememmpdicldyc gr oups
rational epdypymedes $hrmsded’ d@mbge t hamartkhet broade
"me a sfSiemi | ar Phuweoset coney ged abaoiudt ptiATlh ®250el. 9 t r a d e
es
e

—T AT R go g s —® <

oo &

tions concern the methodology used to calcul
direct paymenmepngt anadcthses eqagityn o fampad ycommod

H»ﬂ'_"_'l\)w
55 oo BRoo

—

e provision of trade aid has also raised ques:t
d other internatWloQ ante gabgarmseme diit s atSkedaer aAustra
New Zeal gpannddk r hhmadiveea a s ke d f or mor é dtertaadiel sairde gar d

o

156 For more on this issue, S&RS Insght IN10971 Escalating U.S. Tariffs: Affected Trade

D, J. Lynch WS ahd ChinAgpee fioRestart Arade Bgotiationgollowing MeetingBetween
Trump and Xi at Group of 2Bummit, Washington Postlune 29, 2019.

%¥Yang, Y. and A. Zang, “China Tells CoFingnaial TiresAugust St op Buyi
5, 2019.

159U S T RUSTR‘Announces Next Steps on Proposed 10 Percent Tariff on Imports from) ChinsAu gu €.t 13, 201
ySDA, FAS, “China Announces Increases to Additional Tarif
2019.

161U S T RPubli¢‘Hearings on Proposed Section 301 TariffList Press Release, June 14, 2019.
162 For more information on this issue, <8RS Repat R45310F ar m Pol i cy: USDAOGsSs.2018 Trade A
163 For examples, s€8RS Report R4586% ar m Pol i cy: USDAOGs .2019 Trade Aid Packag
164U S D AYSDA Announces Details of Support Package for Farmérs MReleasesNo. 0114.19uly 25, 2019.
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package to ascertain whetlhstortiagubddbe Uofsi &d

commi tfilent s .

Given the growth of investments directesd to incr
including Russia, and the recent gains that Russ
Chi'smai mport market for agricultural product s, 1t
whet her current policies aentimnuéfioienpafidri Us So
mar ket s

As other countries expand thsindmpgnritc Wletmamal, p1ta
by environmental groups caution that this agricu
tropical f ohraebsitt aatnsd tfhraatg ialree essen®™Thée Uonimeidnt a
States is one of the most efficient an lowest ¢
Congress may want to consider whe-them the curren
environmental costs as less productive, or envir
agricultural production in lieu of more efficien
produ'®tion.

National Grain aWHONAtiens@uestion kegality of U.$. BasterAid‘and TradeDisruption
Assistancd’ayments Agricultural PolicyNewsletter June 20, 2019.

166p B S How the U.S.ChinaTradeWar Could Damage the AmazoRainforest » Mar ch 27, 2019; Mangan,

“Forests Could Be Casualties ina UChina TradeWar” World Resources Institute,

"Me ade et a loybean Pr@duction Casts and Bxport Competitiveness in Argentina, Brazil, and the United
S t a tEeomgmit Information BulletiDo. 154 USDA, ERS, June 2016; atkerd JE., “Sustaining e Profitability

of Agrilnkdamanmni, St 6 s R aral Sustaimability P@&adignd)niversity bf Missouri, 1996,
http://web.missouri.edikerdj/papersAAE-SASA .htm

Fuchs etChilna TrUade War [ mp eNaturkVol. 36hppz4b#54Ra i nforest, ”
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Appendix.

Table A-1.SummaryofChinads Retaliatory Tariffs
Tariff Rate
Product Tariff line MFN a Sept.-2018p June-20192
1% inquota, 26% inquota, 26% inquota,
Corn 10059000 65% overquota 90% overquota 90% overquota
12019010 and o o o
Soybeans 12019020 3% 28% 28%
Wheat 10011900 and 1% inquota, 26% inquota, 26% inquota,
10019900 65% overquota 90% overquota 90% overquota
Rice 100610 (all grain 1% inquota, 26% inquota, 26% inquota,
types) 65% overquota 90% overquota 90% overquota
Sorghum 10079000 2% 27% 27%
Oats 11041200 20% 30% 40%
Barley 100390 3% 3% 3%
1% inquota, 26% inquota, 26% inquota,
Seiieeln et 40% overquota 65% overquota 65% overquota
Peanut (in shell and 12024100and o o o o 0
shelled) 12024200 15% 20% and 25% 25% and 35%
Dai Ch. 4 HS, except Range 220%, Range 2540%, Range 2540%,
ry honey Average 11% Average 36% Average 37%
Honey (and 40900 15% (and 20%)  40% (and 45%) 40% (and 45%)
product s)
0, 0, 0,
Beef and products 20112023 RENIYR 2SR, R Srelo REMEE Sl

Pork and products

Poultry and products
Other animal
products

Live trees, plants and
cut flowers

Vegetables, roots and
tu bersd

Fruit and nuts

Coffee, tea and spices
Other oil seeds and
oleaginous fruits

Plant saps and
extracts

2031 and 2032

207 all HS lines

AllCh.5

HS lines in Ch. 6

HS lines in Ch. 7

HS lines in Ch. 8

HS linesin Ch. 9

HS 12 except

peanutssoybeans

HS lines in Ch. 13

Average 15.5%

Rangel2-22%,
Average 16%

Range 320%,
Average 16%

Range 220%,
Average 12%

Range 123%,
Average 14%

Range 0613%,
Average 11%

Range 630%,
Average 17%

Range 520%,
Average 14%

Range 630%,
Average 13%

Range 620%,
Average 10%

Average 40.5%

Range 3770%,
Average 57%

Range 2845%,
Average 41%

Range 1245%,
Average 26%

Range 2e83%,
Average 24%

Range 2838%,
Average 34%

Range 2570%,
Average 53%

Range 1830%,
Average 24%

Range 1140%,
Average 25%

Range 1€80%,
Average 23%

Average 40.5%

Range 3770%,
Average 57%

Range 2845%,
Average 41%

Range 2045%,
Average 34%

Range 3048%,
Average 38%

Range 2838%,
Average 35%

Range 2570%,
Average 54%

Range 2045%,
Average 38%

Range 2665%,
Average 34%

Range 1845%,
Average 30%
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Tariff Rate
Product Tariff line MFN a Sept.-2018p June-20192
Vegetable plaiting Range 415%, Range20-29%, Range 2985%,

material
Fats and oils

Prepared meat, fish
and seafood

Sugars

Sugar confectionery
Cocoa and
preparations

Cereal, flour, starch ,
milk preparations

Vegetables, fruit and
nuts preparations

Miscellaneous edible
preparations

Non -alcoholic
beverages

Food residues and
feed

Essential Oils

Hides and skins

Wool

Animal hair

Cotton waste

HS lines in Ch. 14

HS lines in Ch. 15

HS lines in Ch. 16

HS 1701 lines

Other HS lines in
Ch. 17

HS lines in Ch. 18

HS lines in Ch. 19

HS lines in Ch. 20

HS lines in Ch. 21

HS lines 2201 and
2202

HS lines in Ch. 23

HS lines in Ch.33

4101, 4102 and
4103

51011100 and
51031010

HS 5103 lines

HS 5202 lines

Average 10%
Range 530%,
Average 14%
5%
15% inquota,
85% overquota

Range 830%,
Average 21%

Range 222%,
Average 11%

Range 210%,
Average 9%

Range 530%,
Average 6%

Range 125%,
Average 14%
5%
Range 65%,
Average 4%

Range 520%,
Average 17%

Range 59%,
Average 7%

1% inquota, 38%

over-quota
9%

10%

Average 23%
Range 1540%,
Average 23%

Range 1825%,
Average 20%

20-25% inquota,
90-95% overquota

Range 1%40%,
Average 30%

Range 1232%,
Average 20%

Range 735%,
Average24%

Range 1565%,
Average 26%

Range 1837%,
Average 27%

Range 2e30%,
Average 24%

Range 730%,
Average 16%

Range 1830%,
Average 25%

Range 1617%,
Average 14%

11% inquota,
48% overquota

Range 934%,
Average 26%

35%

Average 31%

Range 2665%,
Average 36%

Range 1830%,
Average 24%

2540% inquota,
95-110% overguota

Range 2665%,
Average 40%

Range 2047%,
Average 33%

Range 1235%,
Average 30%

Range 1565%,
Average 27%

Range 2660%,
Average34%

Range 2830%,
Average 29%

Range 1230%,
Average 21%

Range 1830%,
Average 25%

Range 1€80%,
Average 21%

26% inquota,
63% overquota

34%

35%

Source: CRS calculation based on USOHareg n

Agr i cul t urGChiha Raises Taisfiond)J.S( FAS) ,

Agr i cul t urGAIN REporoNUmbetCs119630, May 17, 2019; Aerican Farm Bureau Federation,

0Chi na

T ay b, 2(19, hased on,séveral FAS GAIN reports; and data from Madeess Map

(MACcMAp), International Trade Centghttps://marketanalysis.intracen.dag/Default.aspx

Notes : HS refer to Harmonized Standard tariff code, and Ch. refers to a chapier the U.S. Harmonized
Tariff Schedule. Average tariffs are reported in simple averages, and not intedgigted averageslote that
on August 23, 2019, China further retaliated by levying additiovalsets of tariffs5% or 10% tariffs on U.S.
imports, including 695 different U.S. agricultural tariff lieisctive September 1, 2018nd anothe5% or 10%
tariffs on U.S. imports includirig4 different U.S. agriculturaff lines effective December 15, 2019.

a. MFN tariff rates are tariff rates thATO members levy on imports from other WTO members, excluding

those with whom a preferential trade agreement may exist.
b. Applied tariff rates on U.S. products as of September 2018 include MFN tariff plus any existing retaliatory

tariffs as a result of U.Section 301 and Section 232 tariffs on U.S. imports of Chinese products.
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c. Appliedtariffsrate on U.S. products as of June 2019 include the total existing applied tariffs as of September
2018 plus any additional tariffs China levied in retaliation for ithSlementation of increases in Section 301
tariffs announced on May 10, 2019, from 10% tariff to 25% on a range of Chinese imports of goods.

d. Many tariff lines saw 5% or 10% tariff increases in June 2019 from existing retaliatory tariffs in September
2018 Thus while the range did not change in June 2019, the average tariff levels changed. For example, the

categories: oOVegetables, roots and tubers,é OFruit and
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