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Study on Soybean Trade under the Evolution of Sino-US Relations since WTO Accession
MA Cuiping YANG Shuiqing

Abstract: Sino-US Soybean trade is an important part of Sino-US economy and trade. Since joining the
WTO, Sino-US soybean trade has been closely related to changes in Sino-US relations. Under the normaliza-
tion of Sino-US economic and trade relations, Sino-US soybean trade interdependence is high, the importance
and stability of the Chinese market for US soybean exports is growing. During the Sino-US economic and
trade friction, bilateral soybean trade provides immediate response to Sino-US economic and trade friction
tensions, To a certain extent, it has reshaped the world soybean trade pattern, but the Sino-US economic and
trade friction has not changed the close relationship between Sino-US soybean trade. The Sino-US economic
and trade relations enter a phase of stopping the decline and stabilizing, emerging soybean-producing countries
is still unable to shake the US to China’s important position in the short term. In the long run, Brazil, Argen-
tina and the US export soybeans will complement each other to meet China’s soybean demand. Accordingly,
China should maintain good relations with the US and emerging soybean-producing countries and reduce the
impact of geopolitical risks and infrastructure settlements on soybean trade; expand partnerships with coun-
tries along the “Belt and Road” and FTA countries, and encourage large and medium-sized enterprises with
international experience to “go global”; improve the soybean industrial policy, guide and mobilize domestic
farmers’ enthusiasm for soybean cultivation, and enhance domestic soybean production capacity.

Keywords: Evolution of Sino-US Relations; Economic and Trade Friction; Bilateral Soybean Trade;

Coping Strategies




