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Chapter 8. Looking at Export Tariffs and Export Restrictions: 
The Case of Argentina71 

By Valeria Piñeiro, David Laborde Debucquet, Eugenio Díaz-Bonilla and Pablo Elverdin

>> Introduction

Export taxes have been used in many countries. They have multiple effects at the mac-
roeconomic and sectoral levels, including on the terms of trade (resulting from the mar-
ket power of key suppliers), the reduction and stabilization of consumer prices (which 
influence food security) or on intermediate input prices (which may affect in different 
ways the processed goods using them), government revenues and income distribution. 
These taxes can also create serious negative externalities for trade partners and affect 
long-term investment and innovations in the targeted sectors. Recent years have been 
marked by a renewal of interest in this issue from the trade community. The 2007–08 
food price crisis shed light on export policies’ dangerous consequences for food security 
during periods of price spikes (Anderson and Martin, 2011; Bouët and Laborde, 2011). 

In particular, Argentina implemented export taxes for almost all tariff lines. In general, 
export tariffs were at the rate of 1% for hydrocarbons (if international price of crude was 
less than US$71 and a mobile tax rate if it exceeded that amount) and around 5% for 
mineral and industrial products. However, the export tax rate was particularly high for 
the most important crops (23% on wheat, 20% on maize, 32% on sunflower and 35% on 
soybeans)72, vegetable oils (30% on sunflower oil and 32% on soybean oil) and bovine 
meat (15%). In addition, during the period of higher prices, quantitative restrictions, such 
as export bans and quotas, were implemented. 

At the end of 2015, the new Argentine government repealed taxes on exports of agro-in-
dustrial goods, except for soybeans (and by-products), with an initial reduction of 5 per-
centage points73. At the same time, the current Administration also eliminated export 
duties for other industrial goods (most of which had a rate of around 5%), but they re-
mained on fossil fuels and other specific mineral products74. In a subsequent decision, 
the export tax on fossil fuels was eliminated. As for the soybean complex, a yearly re-
duction of 5 percentage points until 2021 was announced. In October 2016, however, 
it was decided not to implement the scheduled tariff reduction for the oilseed complex 
in 2017. Decree 1343/2016 in early 2017 established a 0.5 percentage points monthly 
reduction starting in January 2018 until finally reaching an export tax rate of 18 percent 
in December 201975.  

During the past 15 years, several papers have been written on the impact of export du-
ties and other export barriers in Argentina. The area of analysis (poverty, employment, 
public revenues, etc.), and the methodology have varied in each case. However, most of 
the literature has utilized a partial-equilibrium framework, or has used economy-wide 

71 The full document is an International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI) discussion paper. Forthcoming.

72 During 2007, wheat had an export tax peak of 28% and maize of 25%.

73 Decree No. 133/2015, of December 17, 2015. https://www.boletinoficial.gob.ar/#!DetalleNorma/138329/20151217 

74 Decree No. 160/2015, of December 21, 2015. https://www.boletinoficial.gob.ar/#!DetalleNormativa/1107127/null

75 Decree 1343/2016, of February 1, 2017: https://goo.gl/gYvpZk
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models, focused on comparative statics in the short-term, not including medium-term 
projections for the most important economic variables (such as GDP, exports, agricultur-
al production, and employment). Additionally, most of those studies were done during 
the first decade of the new millennium, when food prices and the evolution of trade and 
global growth were different from the current context.

Based on the recent changes in legislation, this study aims to analyze the impact of 
changes in agricultural export duties on Argentina’s economy, measuring its impact on 
different economic variables. The scenario also includes the elimination of other Non-Tar-
iff Barriers (NTBs) on agricultural exports.

However, our analysis has its limitations, since the scope of this exercise involves a wide 
range of situations regarding export tax policies. We consider export taxes to be fixed 
and removed exogenously, independently of the level of world prices and the actions 
of other countries. By doing so, we eliminate strategic interactions. We discuss other 
aspects of our framework below.

>> Argentina Export Duties

As mentioned, export duties in Argentina were imposed horizontally on many exports, 
including agricultural products (where they were particularly high), metal raw materials 
and other minerals, hides and skins, oil and natural gas, capital goods, and oil deriva-
tives. Export taxes, all things being equal, have an “inverse tariff escalation structure”, 
also known as a differentiated export tax structure: raw materials are taxed higher than 
processed goods, which provides a cost incentive to the domestic industry and keeps 
internal prices lower than without those taxes.

Under the Argentine legislation, export duties were used as price policy tools to soften 
the impact of exchange rate devaluations on domestic prices, especially those of key 
products in the food basket of families76, and as a fiscal measure, depending on the 
situation of the public finances77.  Moreover, the Argentine government considered that 
export duties were a valid development tool to counter the import tariff escalation that 
existed in many importing countries and that forced exporting countries to be mere sup-
pliers of raw materials78.  

The tax base for calculating the duty was generally the Free On Board (FOB) value less 
the Cost, Insurance and Freight (CIF) value of the imported goods incorporated in the 
product exported. For some agricultural products (included in Law No.21, 453/1976) 
the basis of calculation was the tax base (index price, FOB value, minimum or equivalent 
FOB value) in force on the closing date of each sale79, or the “official price”80. 

76 Resolution No.11/2002 of the former Ministry of the Economy and Infrastructure.

77 Resolution No.35/2002 of the former Ministry of the Economy and Infrastructure.

78 WTO document WT/MIN(11)/ST/19 of 16 December 2011. 

79 Law No.21.453 of 11 November 1976 (as amended).

80 Secretariat for Finance, online information from the Ministry of the Economy and Public Finance, Normas: Tributos vigentes en la 
República Argentina a Nivel Nacional (updated 30 September 2012).  Viewed at: http://www.mecon.gov.ar/sip.
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81 Resolution No.11/2002 of the former Ministry of the Economy and Infrastructure.

82 Article 49 of Law No.24.331 of 17 June 1994.

83 Resolution No.530/2002.

Export taxes were re-implemented to temporarily support public revenues during the 
Argentine crisis of 2001, and to counteract the increase in prices as a result of the cur-
rency devaluation (Argentine peso - AR$). Despite being announced as temporary, they 
were not eliminated and became important for public finances and a feature of Argenti-
na’s trade policy in the last fifteen years.

Since 2002, all Argentine exports, with the exception of some dairy products (34 eight 
digit tariff lines), have been subject to export duties81, and some export duties in ag-
ricultural products increased after that date. According to WTO, in 2012, rates varied 
between 5 and 100%, whereas in 2006 the maximum rate was 45%. The 5% rate was 
the general rate and applies to 97.5% of the tariff universe. The other rates applied were 
10%, 13%, 15%, 20%, 23%, 30%, 32%, 35%, 40%, 45% and 100%, depending on the 
goods. The 100% rate, which did not exist in 2006, applied to natural gas (HS2711.11.00 
and HS 2711.21.00). In general, export duties were ad valorem; however, the export 
duty for crude oil was calculated based on the international price of oil.

At the same time, there are some special regimes as far as export duties are concerned. 
For example, exports for consumption in free zones were subject to an export tax equiv-
alent to 15% of that which prevails in the general customs territory82 and the mining 
enterprises that qualify for the mining investment regime benefit from fiscal stability and 
this regime also included export levies. At the same time, some goods or types of goods 
were exempt from export duty. This applies, for example, to goods imported temporarily 
which have been incorporated into exports83; material intended to advertise tourism 
and the holding of fairs and exhibitions; and goods, up to a limit of US$2,000, carried 
personally by travellers on their way to MERCOSUR countries, provided the correspond-
ing commercial invoice can be produced.

The importance of export duties for Argentina’s finances can be seen in Table 1. From 
2006 to 2015, the tax revenue from export duties increased progressively to reach 
AR$75,939 million in 2015 (almost 7,900 million dollars at the official exchange rate of 
that year). 

TABLE 1: Export duties, 2006 2015. Current AR$

Source: Authors based on AFIP. 2017.

Export duties

Total collected (AR$ million)

Annual growth rate (%)

As a percentage of total tax revenue

14,712

19.4

9.8

2006

20,450

39.0

10.2

2007

36,055

76.3

13.4

2008

32,042

-11.1

10.5

2009

45,547

42.1

11.1

2010

54,163

18.9

10.0

2011

61,315

13.2

9.0

2012

55,465

-9.5

6.5

2013

84,088

51.6

7.2

2014

75,939

-9.7

4.9

2015
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However, after 2010, although the value in domestic currency kept on increasing, the 
importance of export duties in Argentina’s total tax receipts dropped significantly. In 
2008 it represented 13.4% of revenue, 11% in 2010, 6.5% in 2013 and finally, less than 
5% in 2015 (4.9%)84.  

During the whole period, the impact of agro-industrial exports on the total obtained for 
export duties was very significant. For example, in 2014, the collection for export duties 
on agro-industrial goods reached AR$64,601 million (of a total of AR$84,088 million), 
representing 76.8% of total tax revenue for this group. Soybeans and their by-products 
accounted for 4.5% of total tax revenue (with just over AR$53,000 million)85. However, 
not all the measures put in place generated additional fiscal revenue for the govern-
ment, but were simply aimed at reducing internal consumer prices. The quantitative re-
strictions on the export of grains, meat and dairy are a clear example of this.

>> Impact of export barriers on internal prices

In general, agricultural policies implemented in the last decade in Argentina have had 
the effect of reducing domestic prices received by the producer compared to corre-
sponding export prices. These were reduced by the effect of taxes on exports, but also 
by export restrictions and other trade controls.

In fact, the analysis made by Nogués (2011), concludes that quantitative export restric-
tions have reduced producer prices in some products nearly as much as the high export 
taxes in place. In addition, the producer price effects of these restrictions have been 
more unstable than either those related to international prices or export taxes.

Graph 1 shows the evolution of the differences between the prices received by the 
producer and the FOB prices in Argentina for wheat in the period 2007-2014. We can 
observe a difference between the FOB price and the theoretical Free Alongside Ship 
(FAS)86. This difference is the result of the impact of export taxes and quotas. This lower 
price received by the producer results in an extraordinary margin for the exporter (or 
industrialist), above their costs and normal margins.

We can also see in Graph 1 the exceptional situation for some months in 2013, due to a 
circumstantial shortage of supply that caused a short-term insufficiency of wheat in the 
domestic market. For this reason, producer prices of that good increased significantly 
during that period, and were above the international reference price.

Meanwhile, in Graph 2, we can see what happened in the case of corn. Almost through-
out the period under review, the price received by the producer was less than the theo-
retical FAS (except for a few months), although the extraordinary margins were less than 
the ones received in the case of wheat.

84 Source: Annual Report Collection of Federal Public Revenue Administration (AFIP). https://www.afip.gob.ar/institucional/estudios/

85 Source: Annual Report Collection of Federal Public Revenue Administration (AFIP). https://www.afip.gob.ar/institucional/estudios/

86 The FAS price includes all charges up to the ship at the port of departure while the FOB price includes all charges incurred until 
the merchandise is on board the ship. 



[  103  ]  WTO Ministerial Conference in Buenos Aires

GRAPH 1: Evolution of export prices and domestic wheat in Argentina.
                    2007-2014 period. US$ per ton

Source: Regúnaga and Tejeda Rodriguez, 2015.
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GRAPH 2: Evolution of export prices and domestic corn in Argentina. 
          2007-2014 period. US$ per ton

Source: Regúnaga and Tejeda Rodriguez, 2015.
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In Table 2, we can see more clearly the difference between the export price and the price 
received by producers at the port of shipment for wheat, corn and soybeans. Data shows 
the discount applied as a result of export taxes, as well as the combined impact of these 
taxes, together with the NTBs to exports and shipping costs.

TABLE 2: Impact of export taxes and NTBs on wheat, corn and soybeans,
                  in equivalent "ad valorem" FOB price in Argentine ports.
                  Period 2007-2012

* During different months of 2007 and 2008 the aliquots were attended.
** The total savings include the effects of export taxes, NTBs and shipping costs.
Source: Regúnaga and Tejeda Rodriguez, 2015

Year

2007*

2008*

2009

2010

2011

2012

21%

30%

23%

23%

23%

23%

21%

36%

20%

20%

20%

20%

28%

38%

35%

35%

35%

35%

44%

45%

35%

37%

47%

39%

25%

31%

31%

31%

42%

37%

30%

38%

37%

36%

37%

34%

48%

65%

65%

62%

49%

58%

84%

83%

65%

64%

48%

54%

94%

100%

94%

97%

95%

100%

Export taxes (%) Total Export  discount (%)** Tax share in the total discount (%)
Wheat Corn Soy Wheat Corn Soy Wheat Corn Soy

While with soy the difference between the export price and the price received by pro-
ducers is largely explained by export taxes, in the case of maize and wheat, NTBs to 
exports have played an important role. The NTBs to exports have caused the discount on 
the domestic price of these products to be higher than for soybean, even when export 
duties on corn and wheat were up to 15 percentage points lower than oilseed.

The NTBs to export put in place in Argentina include many less obvious costs associated 
with frequent changes of market regulations and the granting of export permits (ROEs 
for its acronym in Spanish); increase in administrative burdens arising from regulations; 
risks of sanctions for alleged breaches of some bureaucratic requirements; and financial 
costs associated with excessive delays in the reimbursement of taxes (VAT and export 
refunds). 

>> Impact on crop area and total production

Despite the restrictions, total production grew at an annual rate of 3.5% between 
2000/01 and 2013/14, evolving from 64 to 105 million tons between each harvest87.  
The main source of growth was not the yield per hectare, but the increase in planted 
area, including the effect of expansion of double cropping, at a rate of 2.5% per year. 
However, the export restrictions implied that Argentine agricultural production had less 
dynamism than that in other producing countries for the years 2007-201488. During that  

87 The strong devaluation in early 2002 and then the recovery in world prices since the middle of the 2000s helped to support 
production.

88 After new quantitative restrictions were imposed in 2006 (ROEs) and exports duties were increased in 2007. For example, soy-
beans exports duties rose from 23.5 to 27.5 percent in January 2007 (Res. 10/2007 of the Ministry of Economy) and 27.5 percent to 
35 percent in November 2007 (Res. 369/2007 of the Ministry of Economy).
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period, the production of soybeans and corn, grew at a slower rate than in Brazil, Austra-
lia, USA and Ukraine, while wheat and beef production actually declined89. 

In Argentina, grain production increased strongly during the 2000-2007 period, at a rate 
of 4.8% annually90. But, once export restrictions were increased in the 2007/08 season, 
the growth in total grain production slowed to 2.7% annually . A slower or even nega-
tive growth pattern can also be observed in other activities, such as beef and dairy from 
2007.

It is worth mentioning that since 2007, a growing appreciation of the real exchange rate 
(by a devaluation lower to inflation rate evolution), which also affected the profit margins 
and growth of the agricultural sector has been observed. Soybeans led the growth of 
grain production, doubled its production during the period (up 4.6% annually). Corn 
production also increased, but at a slower pace, to 25 million tons in the 2013/14 har-
vest. However, wheat production fell from 16 million tons in 2000/01 to 10 million in 
2013/14.

The growing importance of oilseeds in Argentine productive structure is noted in the 
evolution of the planted area. During the period 2000/01-2013/14 the area with oil-
seeds grew significantly; however, the area with cereals did not register a growing trend 
during those thirteen harvests. This is attributable to the increased profitability of soy-
bean, its lower cost of planting and cultivation, and the reduced uncertainty associated 
with government interventions (not subject to the NTBs to exports that were applied to 
wheat and corn).

In particular, the share of soybeans recorded a significant increase in the composition 
of the area planted with grains increasing from 45% to 65% of the total area between 
2000/01 and 2013/14. The area under soybean increased about 720,000 hectares per 
year during that period, exceeding 20 million hectares in 2013/14. On the other hand, 
wheat was the crop that recorded the biggest loss of planted area (250,000 hectares 
per year), falling from 6.5 million hectares in 2000/01 to 3.6 million hectares in 2013/14.

At the same time, other major crops, such as corn and sunflower, lost share in area cul-
tivated, falling from 23% of the planted area in 2000/01 combined to 16% during the 
2013/14 harvests. The exception was barley, which as a result of restrictions on the wheat 
market, partially replaced this cereal and tripled its cultivated area between 2007/08 
and 2013/14 from 1% to 4%.

>> Impact on exports

Exports were also affected by the policies implemented. Graph 3 shows the evolution 
of exports of the main cereals and oilseeds. While corn and other cereals (mainly thanks 
to barley exports), show a positive evolution in recent years, soybeans and wheat have 
been declining. This is particularly so in the case of wheat, which has shown a downward 
trend since 2003 (briefly interrupted in 2012), and reached historic lows in 2014, with 
exports below 2 million tons.

89 For detailed information see full report, IFPRI discussion paper. Forthcoming

90 An important negative factor for production was the severe drought in 2008-2009.
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GRAPH 3: Evolution of Argentine exports of grains. Period 2001-2014
          (in thousands of tons)

Source: Authors based on Comtrade. 2016
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However, despite the drop in volume, soybeans remain as the larger export product in 
value within this group of primary crops, with US$ 3.7 billion (40% of sales of grains and 
oilseeds in 2014).

Meanwhile, products directly derived from agricultural production, such as oils, have also 
shown a negative growth in recent years. Particularly, the drop in exports of soybean oil 
was 36% from its peak period (2007), although it still amounts to about US$ 3.4 billion.

Despite the significant drop in soybean oil, the crushing of soy showed a more stable 
evolution, and after a small drop in 2008 and 2009, by 2010 had already recovered the 
levels of 2007. This was related to the fact that after legislation supporting the produc-
tion of biofuels was implemented (Law No.26,093), a substantial part of the soybean oil 
was destined to the production of biodiesel. That legislation established a regime for the 
promotion of investments and the use of biofuels in the domestic market. In particular, 
it established the obligation to combine fossil fuels with biofuels (in 2010, the content 
requirement was a minimum of 5% blend, up to 10% today)91. 

In the case of meat, we can see two different and well-defined trends. On the one hand, 
there was a sharp contraction in exports of beef between 2005 and 2014 (-57%), a direct 
consequence of the export restrictions (similarly to what happened with wheat). On the 
other hand, there was a significant growth in exports of poultry meat, which jumped from 
less than 20 tons in 2001 to over 350 tons in 2013 (an increase of 1,750% for the period 
as a whole).

Nevertheless, beef still accounts for 65% of the amount of foreign sales of meat, dou-
bling the amount contributed by poultry meat (US$ 1.1 billion vs. US$ 546 million).

91 Resolution No.7/2010 and modifications, of the Secretariat of Energy.
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>> Scenarios

To analyze the effects of export tariffs and export restrictions, we used MIRAGROPDEP 
(Laborde et al. 2013), a global computable general equilibrium (CGE) model that in-
cludes 35 sectors (including 19 agro-industrial sectors), and 31 regions. The model op-
erates in a sequential dynamic recursive setup (that is, it is solved for one period, and 
then all variable values, determined at the end of a period, are used as the initial values 
of the next period). The model is calibrated to the social accounting matrices and trade 
data from the GTAP9.1 database, which describes the world economy in 2011 (Aguiar, 
Narayanan and MacDougall, 2015). In this study, the model and the data have been ad-
justed in several ways to properly tackle the issue under analysis.

In this case, we are interested in looking at the effects of an elimination of export tariffs 
and export restrictions for agricultural products in Argentina. The scenario used, rep-
licates the part of the export tariffs established by Decree No. 133/2015 and Decree 
No. 160/2015 of December 2015 that apply to the agricultural sector. In these decrees, 
export duties were removed for all agricultural tariff items, except for soybeans and de-
rivatives which were reduced to 30% and 27%, respectively-. As mentioned before, the 
export taxes in the soybean complex were not fully eliminated. In 2015, a yearly reduc-
tion of 5 percentage points until 2021 was announced. However, in October 2016, the 
government announced that there was not going to be a reduction in the tariff for 2017 
in the oilseed complex, and in January of 2017 announced a monthly 0.5 percentage 
point decrease from January 2018 until December 2019, to reach the goal of an 18 % tax 
rate for soybeans and 15% tax rate for oils in December 201992. 

The Argentine government also eliminated export restrictions (ROEs), which strongly 
affected the exports of wheat, maize, bovine meat and some dairy products. Grain re-
strictions (green ROE) were modified by Resolutions No. 4/15 and No. 7/15, while dairy 
restrictions (white ROE) were amended by Resolutions No. 69/16, No. 84/16 and No. 
101/16. On the other hand, the requirements for the export of meat (red ROE) maintain 
the previous regulations (Resolutions No. 3433/08 and No. 6687/09) but the procedures 
for granting the export permits have been streamlined and made more transparent, im-
plying a virtual elimination of the restrictions.

This paper presents three scenarios that illustrate the changes in policies (export taxes 
and export restrictions) under different circumstances. For our first scenario (central) we 
assumed that the government will keep decreasing the export tax rate at the same rate 
until 2021, leaving a 6% tax rate from that year until the end of the period under consid-
eration for soybeans and a 3% tax rate for oils. The second scenario shows the important 
role that the government deficit plays in the way the economy adjusts with the resources 
it has and the third scenario illustrates the effect of the export tax differential on the soy-
bean complex on the value chain and the rest of the economy.

The results are presented as a comparison between the baseline, without policy chang-
es, with the scenarios, with changes in policies. In the baseline, capital accumulates ac-
cording to investments, labor supply follows demographic projections, and total factor 
productivity is calibrated to reproduce the World Bank gross domestic product (GDP) 
projection up to 2025.

92 Decree No. 1343/2016 of January 2017.  This scenario was also run but the results are not showed in this paper given that they 
are very similar to the central scenario described in the paper where the export tax is reduced for two more years.  
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>> Results

It is important to note that our central scenario illustrates the effect of the elimination, or 
in some commodities, the reduction, of export taxes and export restrictions only in Ar-
gentina. Given the size of the Argentine economy, it is not surprising that the impact on 
the rest of the world is very small93; however, there are some changes in the international 
prices of some commodities of which Argentina is a large exporter94.

The decrease in world prices of soybeans and grains will negatively impact countries 
that produce those commodities (Brazil and NAFTA) and benefit the countries that im-
port them. Overall, world consumption of soybeans and wheat increases by 0.3% with 
respect to the base in 2025 and 0.04% in the case of other cereal grains. Interestingly, 
the price of vegetable oils decreases more than the price of oilseeds since this market is 
impacted by the removal of both export taxes on the outputs (oil) and inputs (soybeans). 
While Argentina is not a major dairy exporter95, the dairy sector sees a decline in world 
prices due to lower feed costs for the industry.

93 The world welfare will increase 0.01 in this scenario.

94 Some examples of the importance of Argentina in the global market for agricultural products, we can see that exports of soybean 
oil, leather, maize and soybeans represent 46%, 35% 14% and 7% of global exports, respectively (average period 2012-2016, 
Comtrade). 

95 Argentina accounts for less than 1.5% of world exports

TABLE 3: World prices (percentage change with respect to the baseline
                  in 2025)

Source: Author’s worksheet

Paddy rice

Wheat

Cereal grains 

Vegetables and Fruits

Oil seeds

Plant-based fibers

Other crops 

Cattle

Other animals

Fisheries

Red meat

White meal 

Vegetable oils 

Dairy products

Processed rice

Sugar

Food products 

Beverages and tobacco 

Leather products

-0.06

-1.09

-0.33

-0.02

-0.04

0.01

-0.02

-0.15

Agro-food

Industry

Services

-0.28

-0.02

0.00

-0.02

-0.47

-2.17

0.00

-0.63

-0.04

-0.06

-0.14

-0.02

-0.03

-0.02

>> Macro variables 

The change in trade policies implemented by Argentina will be seen in the effects on 
the trade balance. The value of total exports in real terms grows by about 6.51% with re-
spect to the baseline in 2025 (Table 4). The aggregate performance is explained by the 
increase in agricultural exports, which grow by 21.7% over the base in the first ten years 
after the elimination of the tax and export restrictions, while industrial exports decrease
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by 5.8% and services decline by 7.8% (Table 5). Indeed, since we assume a fixed current 
account in value, the growth of agricultural exports leads to a real exchange rate appre-
ciation and a higher domestic absorption of goods and services from the secondary and 
tertiary activities.

Argentina has market power in some agricultural commodities which implies that the 
terms of trade tend to work against the country: the changes in export tax and export 
restrictions push international prices down. In our scenario, the terms of trade for Argen-
tina decrease 1.3% with respect to the baseline by 2025.

The Argentine economy will grow 0.13% more than in the case of not eliminating the 
export taxes by 2025, driven by growth in the agricultural sector given the change in 
export policies towards the sector (see Table 4). The moderate GDP increase is related 
to the assumptions regarding factor employment. We assume constant employment of 
labor and capital and therefore real GDP growth is only driven by efficiency gains and 
real exchange rate effects.

TABLE 4: Macro results (percentage changes with respect 
        to the baseline 2025)

Source: Author’s worksheet
Note: GDP, imports, exports, investment, government revenues and
government savings are in constant AR$
Welfare is calculated as Equivalent Variation (EV) which can be
interpreted as real consumption.

GDP 

Welfare

Imports

Exports

Terms of trade

Investment

Government Revenue

Government Savings

Central Scenario

0.13

0.72

5.06

6.51

-1.33

-2.03

-4.47

-7.79

Another noticeable result is that when export taxes decrease, causing a small expan-
sion in GDP, it is not related to an increase in the aggregate level of investments, even 
if investments in agriculture go up. The reason is that in this scenario the government 
deficit worsens due to the drop in revenues caused by the reduction in export taxes. In 
turn, this leads to a crowding-out effect on private investments due to the now bigger 
government deficit (a decline of government savings of almost 7.8% of the GDP by 2025 
compared to the baseline) (see Table 4).

In fact, total investment will be 2 percent less than the baseline at the end of the period 
in the case of elimination of export taxes (only reduction for the case of the oilseed value 
chain). However, the sectors for which the export restrictions are eliminated experience 
an increase in investment of between 7% and 30% with respect to the baseline in 2025. 
For the rest of the agricultural sector the level of investment will be lower when export 
taxes are eliminated, showing the same crowding-out effects of the now bigger govern-
ment deficit.
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TABLE 5: Value of exports (changes with respect to the baseline 2025,
       percentage change constant US$)

Source: Author’s worksheet

Paddy rice

Wheat

Cereal grains 

Vegetables and Fruits

Oil seeds

Plant-based fibers

Other crops 

Cattle

Other animals

Fisheries

Red meat

White meal 

Vegetable oils 

Dairy products

Processed rice

Sugar

Food products 

Beverages and tobacco 

Leather products

5.35

37.14

87.99

-16.12

-25.07

-18.05

-2.74

81.71

Agro-food

Industry

Services

21.68

-5.81

-7.78

-40.83

41.83

25.17

-18.54

9.09

-21.51

-30.46

-45.15

-19.36

-1.08

156.82

The consumer price index increases about 3.8% with respect to the reference in 2025. 
Looking at producer prices, those in the agro food sector increased by 18.2%, while in In-
dustry by 2.3% and service sectors, 2.8% (each by the end of the period analyzed when 
compared to the baseline). Prices play an important role as a mechanism of adjustment 
for this economy after the elimination of the export taxes and restrictions. Domestic pric-
es in Argentina will increase more rapidly than in the rest of the world leading to a real 
appreciation of the exchange rate as discussed above.

Overall welfare also increases by a small 0.7% with respect to the baseline at the end of 
the period analyzed. It is important to note that this result applies to all Argentine house-
holds as a whole (it is the sum of all households in the economy); obviously, this does not 
mean that all of them may benefit from the change in policy.

>> Production by sector (production and employment)

Table 6 reports the changes in 2025 observed in production when comparing the trajec-
tory of keeping export taxes and restrictions versus eliminating them. We can see that 
the commodities in which the export taxes are eliminated or reduced increased their 
production at the expense of the commodities that did not have export taxes originally.

Those are results at the end of the period analyzed. But there are also adjustments over 
the years to the policy changes implemented that are worth mentioning. 

Cereals saw a big increase in production (around 20% for the first years) after the export 
tariffs and restrictions are eliminated; however, in the years that follow, the level of pro-
duction increases at a rate comparable to the one obtained when restrictions were still 
in place, showing the effect of the ROE on wheat production.

In the case of soybeans, the increase in production takes place at a steadier growth 
after 2017, given that the export tax is not eliminated completely in the first year, but, 
instead, it had an initial 5 percentage point decrease in 2016 and no reduction at all in 
2017, followed by a 0.5 percentage point reduction every month from January 2018 to 
December 2021. 
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TABLE 6: Sectoral production (changes with respect to the baseline 2025,
       percentage change constant AR$)

Source: Author’s worksheet

Paddy rice

Wheat

Cereal grains 

Vegetables and Fruits

Oil seeds

Plant-based fibers

Other crops 

Cattle

Other animals

Fisheries

Red meat

White meal 

Vegetable oils 

Dairy products

Processed rice

Sugar

Food products 

Beverages and tobacco 

Leather products

10.91

-9.96

31.03

8.61

-10.74

-7.46

-8.28

-0.66

25.79

-16.79

16.07

13.34

-11.47

20.60

-13.01

-17.08

3.64

-16.13

-3.03

Vegetable oils show the same pattern as oilseeds, but with a somewhat higher annual 
growth, in the order of 10% for the first years and then only around 1% for the last four 
years of the period analyzed.

We should note that soy meals as well as flour milling are part of the food processing 
sector, preventing a detailed analysis of the effects of the policy changes in these sectors. 

The livestock sector in Argentina has experienced many challenges. The number of bo-
vines slaughtered and the extraction rate (slaughter/beef cattle stock96) in the country 
over the last three decades fluctuated between 29% and 22%, being the highest in 2009 
and the lowest in 2016. The elimination of export restrictions, aided by the initial lower 
rate of extraction, will lead to an increase in the production of meat and leather in the 
upcoming years as shown in Table 6. On the other hand, non-beef production of meat 
declines, affected by the higher price of feed products.  

The favorable situation for the agricultural sector can be seen in that employment in 
the agricultural sector increased 6% while employment in the non-agricultural sector 
decline 1.1% with respect to the baseline at constant total employment. Overall, the real 
wage for unskilled workers (deflated by the CPI) increased by 1%. Also, the amount of 
land dedicated to oilseeds, wheat and other cereals increased by 9.9%, 7.1% and 5.4% 
respectively over the 10 years analyzed to the detriment of the other agricultural com-
modities.

>> Fiscal accounts

As noted, the Government deficit increases in the first years given the decrease in tax 
revenues. This is reflected in a decline in investment spending. The transmission mech-
anism for this “crowding-out” in a macroeconomic model with financial variables would 
include channels, such as, that the government borrowing drives up interest rates, de-
creasing investments. In this CGE model, without financial variables, there is a direct 

96 In the year 2010 the extraction rate in the USA (37.6%), Australia (31.1%), Uruguay (18.6%), Brazil (14.0%), Paraguay (12.2%) and 
India (5.0%).
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negative effect from reduced savings to investments through changes in the available 
net savings for the private sector. 

Government revenues will be 4.5% smaller than in the case where export taxes are not 
eliminated in 2025, while the ratio of government revenue over GDP will decrease by 
4% with respect to the baseline by 2025. However, although there is a considerable 
decrease in revenues in the first six years, after that the revenues in this scenario grow at 
a slightly higher rate than the baseline, due to the expansion of the tax base related to 
higher economic growth, but never reaching the previous levels as percentages of the 
GDP (10 years is not enough for government revenues to catch up with the level they 
would have reached in the case where taxes were not eliminated). Government savings 
follow a similar path. With the elimination of export taxes, not only government reve-
nues, but also government savings are smaller than the case with export taxes since we 
do not consider an alternative tax strategy and we do not reduce public expenditures. 

So far, the discussion considered a government closure in which deficits can increase 
and the government relies only on domestic savings. In what follows other closures are 
considered for the government accounts.

>> Other closures for the government accounts

In this section, we assume that the public budget balance is a constant proportion of 
GDP and that an increase in the consumption tax rate is implemented to offset the loss of 
revenue caused by the reduction of export taxes. In this scenario, the alternative public 
closure is also applied in the baseline, leading to different baseline levels in each of the 
scenarios. 

Table 7 shows the results from the scenario in which export taxes and restrictions are 
eliminated for almost all the agricultural sector (with the exception of the oilseed value 
chain in which the export tax is reduced but not totally eliminated by 2021), using a dif-
ferent government closure.

The first thing to notice is that when government savings as percentage of GDP is kept 
at the same level as in the base, there is no crowding-out of investment (it will be 1.1% 
higher than the baseline in 2025) and GDP is 1.4% above that baseline as well (Table 7). 

As can be seen in the results, there are implications for allowing an increase in the gov-
ernment deficit. If the deficit increases in response to the decrease in government rev-
enues, there will be less domestic savings in the economy; this is translated into lower 
total investment and lower GDP growth. However, consumers, as a whole, will still ben-
efit from the somewhat higher levels of consumption they can now achieve. In the case 
of the second scenario -government deficit stays constant as a percentage of GDP- there 
will be no crowding-out of investment. There will be higher GDP growth but household 
consumption (and, therefore, welfare) will be smaller, given the increase in the consump-
tion tax rate necessary to compensate for government revenue losses from export tax 
elimination.
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TABLE 7: Macro results with different government closures (percentage changes
        with respect to the baseline 2025)

Source: Author’s worksheet
Note: The central simulation has flexible government savings as a percentage of GDP
GDP, imports, exports, investment, government revenues and government savings are in
constant AR$
Welfare is calculated as Equivalent Variation (EV) which can be interpreted as real consumption.

GDP 

Welfare

Imports

Exports

Terms of trade

Investment

Government Revenue

Government Savings

Consumption tax Adjustment Central Scenario

1.44

0.16

6.35

6.39

-1.57

1.08

0.03

0.06

0.13

0.72

5.06

6.51

-1.33

-2.03

-4.47

-7.79

No matter the closure we chose in this report, welfare is higher than if there was no elim-
ination of export taxes (or reduction for the soybean complex) and of export restrictions 
in the agricultural sector. It can also be noted that instead of a consumption tax, other 
taxes could be applied, such as a progressive income tax or a land tax that could miti-
gate the effects on consumers.

>> Tax differential in the oilseed value chain

The situation in the oilseed value chain does still reflect the fact that, as has been men-
tioned in the previous sections of this paper, the export tax has not been totally elimi-
nated. The most recent decree only covers the period until 2019, the next steps being 
unclear. 

We run one additional scenario that relates exclusively to the oilseed value chain. The 
idea is to illustrate the differences that will result from totally eliminating the export tax-
es, which, obviously also implies the elimination of the export tax differential. The simu-
lation allows changes in the government’s fiscal deficit. 

In this scenario, the production of soybeans and vegetable oil grow 4.7 and 2.5 percent-
age points, respectively, compared to the case where the export taxes on those products 
are not totally eliminated, and, therefore, the export differential remains. The results are 
in line with similar findings obtained in a partial equilibrium framework by Bouët, A. et 
al. (2014), showing that the elimination of the export tax differential will not necessarily 
lead to declines in the processed product97.  

The impact on the rest of the economy will be different as well. Table 8 shows the macro 
results for the two scenarios for the oilseed value chain under the same closure (i.e. al-
lowing fiscal deficits to increase).

97 This result can be rationalized as the combination of several effects: on the one hand, the export tax differential gives some price 
advantage to the processors by reducing the cost of raw material, but it reduces the amount of primary production available to be 
processed; eliminating the differential leads to more primary production, which spills over into more processing activity. In the first 
case the processors would have a larger profit margin but over a smaller quantity; in the second, the crushing/processing sector 
would have a lower profit margin but over a larger quantity. Given the fixed costs in the industry that need to be covered, the expan-
sion of production even at lower margins may lead to better overall economic results for the processing sector.
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TABLE 8: Macro results scenarios for the oilseed value chain
        (percentage changes with respect to the baseline 2025)

Source: Author’s worksheet.
Note: GDP, imports, exports, investment, government revenues and government
savings are in constant AR$.
Welfare is calculated as Equivalent Variation (EV) which can be interpreted as real
consumption

GDP 

Welfare

Imports

Exports

Terms of trade

Investment

Government Revenue

Government Savings

Total EliminationCentral Scenario

0.13

0.72

5.06

6.51

-1.33

-2.03

-4.47

-7.79

0.09

0.87

5.26

6.79

-1.40

-2.57

-5.07

-9.32

Total welfare of Argentina will be 0.15 percentage points higher by 2025 in the case of 
total elimination of the export taxes, compared to the scenario described in the first sec-
tion of this paper where export taxes in the oilseed value chain are not totally eliminated.
GDP will grow 0.04 percentage points less in the case of the total elimination of the tax 
compared to the scenario where 6% and 3% export tax rate is left for oilseed and vege-
table oil, respectively.

Government savings will be 1.5 percentage points lower in the case of the total elimi-
nation of export taxes for the oilseed value chain, and government revenues will be 0.6 
percentage points less in this case. All this suggests that the main impact of eliminating 
all export taxes is on the government accounts. 

>> Conclusions

This paper provided an economic analysis of the elimination of export taxes and export 
restriction in the Argentine agricultural sector. 

Several arguments have been used to justify the implementation of such trade practices: 
(i) export taxes can raise the world price of exports and therefore improve terms of trade; 
(ii) export taxes can reduce the domestic price of the taxed commodity and benefit final 
consumers of this commodity; (iii) export taxes can reduce the domestic price of the 
taxed commodity and benefit intermediate consumption of this commodity (important 
when the commodity is a primary one and expansion of the manufacturing sector that 
buys it is at stake -- soybean value chain); (iv) export taxes increase public revenue, which 
is beneficial in a country where fiscal receipts on the domestic base are small, provided 
that the tax does not reduce total production of the taxed good; and (v) export taxes 
are a means of redistributing income from domestic producers of the good taxed to 
domestic consumers of that good, and to the public sector. We considered several of 
them in this paper.

First, we found that export taxes and restrictions in Argentina do affect world prices, 
and the country’s terms of trade. The removal of those taxes and restrictions leads to 
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Second, the removal of export taxes and restrictions leads to small increases in GDP in 
Argentina compared to the baseline maintaining them. Those policy changes also gener-
ate small increases in overall welfare. What changes most is the structure of production, 
rather than the overall level of GDP or welfare. In fact, the agricultural and agro-industrial 
sectors whose supply was affected by the restrictions increase significantly (wheat and 
other cereals, the oilseeds complex, red meat production), but others contract, affected 
by competition for land and/or increases in the costs of raw materials (such as animal 
feed in the case of the production of white meat). Outside the agricultural sector, in-
dustry (other than agro-industries) and services decline compared to the baseline with 
taxes and restrictions due to the real appreciation of the peso (AR$) and our assumption 
of constant employment. Investment declines overall, when the deficit is allowed to in-
crease with the removal of export taxes, but again, there are important differences across 
sectors, with investment increasing in the sectors benefitting from the policy changes, 
while declining in other sectors. It would be important to further analyze these issues in 
the context of less than full employment of factors.

Third, an important consideration is that the reduction in export taxes increases the gov-
ernment deficit; therefore, other taxes or adjustments in fiscal accounts will be needed 
to maintain fiscal balances and to deal with the possible negative crowding-out effect on 
investment. In fact, in the simulation that increases consumption taxes to compensate for 
the decline in export taxes, investment increases (i.e. not crowding-out effect). Other op-
tions to maintain the level of investment in the first years would be foreign borrowing by 
the government or expansion of foreign direct investment; but, of course, these options 
would require increases in external payments in the future. 

Fourth, contrary to the idea that the elimination of the export tax differential in the oil-
seeds value-chain would lead to a decline in the production of the processed products 
(such as soybean oil), the simulations show that the impact of the expansion of the pri-
mary product (when the elimination of the differential is combined with an overall reduc-
tion of export taxes) also leads to an increase in the production of processed products.
Besides the economic aspects discussed so far, it is important to remember the legal 
issues involved. Article XI of GATT 1994, among other things, prohibits the application 
of quantitative restrictions to exports, but includes an exception related to “export prohi-
bitions or restrictions temporarily applied to prevent or relieve critical shortages of food-
stuffs or other products essential to the exporting contracting party.” The applicability of 
this exception hinges on the interpretation of several undefined terms such as “tempo-
rarily,” “critical shortages,” and what are “essential” products. On the other hand, export 
taxes are allowed under the WTO.

Export taxes and export restrictions will probably be discussed at the next WTO ministe-
rial conference in Buenos Aires, Argentina, considering that some Member countries in-
troduced negotiating documents with the purpose of regulating export taxes under the 
WTO. Net food export countries should be prepared to discuss with net food importers 
the possibility of a compromise on the use of export taxes, perhaps combined with some 
expansions in market access.

declines in world prices, particularly in those products whose supply was most affected 
in that country by the lower domestic prices for producers generated by the policy inter-
ventions. These declines negatively affect producers of similar products in other coun-
tries, but benefit consumers. However, the overall change for world welfare, although 
positive, is basically negligible in value, given that the size of the Argentina in the global 
economy is small.
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This paper has tried to contribute to that debate, looking in some detail at the experi-
ence of Argentina.  
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