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Monopoly Power of Foreign Investment in China’s Soybean
Crushing Industry: From the Perspective of Market Power and
Market Performance

ZHU Jing LI Tianxiang LI Lin
( College of Economics and Management Nanjing Agricultural University Nanjing 210095)

Abstract: The paper carried out an empirical study on the monopolization of foreign investment in China’s soy—
bean crushing industry from the perspective of market power and market performance analysis. The results showed
that while foreign investment has exerted substantial impact on the market structure of China’s soybean processing
industry in recent years the current market structure of this industry is still in the state of monopoly competition
with no strong significant monopoly power gained by foreign investment enterprises yet. Further tests indicated the
possibility of monopolization risk with large — scale entrance of foreign investment in the industry in the long-run.
It was suggested that future policies should take advantage of competition and efficiency improvement in the soy—
bean industry brought in by foreign investment with strengthening regulations and rules to prevent the risk of mar—
ket monopolization.
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