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o

InTrade;, =B, +B,Indid;, +B,Ingdp, + Z,m +6, +y, +6, + ¢

EM,, =B, +B,Indid, +B,Ingdp, + Z,m +6, +y, + 6, + & (4)
IM,, =B, +B,Indid,, +B,Ingdp, +Z,m +8, +y, +0;, + ¢ (5)
InTradey, j i InAid,, t
Ingdp, ( )
v ¢ )
«
) Zm
:AGLND : Education
GNI : Health GDP
; Energy ' 6, 0,
& °
2.
(1)
2
(1) InTrade (2) InTrade (3) InTrade (4) InTrade (5) InTrade
InAid 0. 00305 ** 0. 00284 ** 0. 00297 ** 0. 00300 ** 0. 00300 ™
(0. 000308) (0. 000309) (0. 000309) (0.000309) (0.000310)
AGLND 0. 296 0.2787* 0.258 7 0. 259
(0.0310) (0.0310) (0.0320) (0.0321)
Education 0. 0530 ** 0. 0538 ** 0. 0539 **
(0. 00366) (0.00367) (0.00374)
Health —0. 00605 ™ —0. 00604 ™
(0. 00248) (0. 00248)
Energy 0.000198
(0.00142)
Ingdp 0.388 " 0.384 7 0.391 0.392 7% 0.392 %
(0.0105) (0.0105) (0.0105) (0.0105) (0.0113)
Observations 724675 724675 724675 724004 724004
R-squared 0.467 0.467 0.467 0.467 0.467
Fixed effect YES YES YES YES YES
Kk dokk 5% 1% B
2 (1) GDP (
1% 0.3% - ( )
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Pettersson 2009; Kruse

( Wagner 2003; Johansson

Martinezzarzoso 2016; 2018) .
GDP N ;
. 2 (5)
Berthélemy  Claude( 2011)
“« ” o« 2
(2)
0~1 logistic
4 o
3
(1) EM (2) EM (3) EM (4) EM (5) EM
InAid 0.00233 ** 0.00186 ** 0.00185 ** 0.00232 0.00211 **
(8.26e -05) (8.24e -05) (8.25¢ -05) (8.06e -05) (8.08e —05)
AGLND 0. 673 0. 675 0. 287 ** 0.267
(0.00828) (0.00829) (0.00835) (0.00837)
Education -0.00515** 0.0118 ™ 0. 00605 ***
(0. 000976) (0. 000957) (0. 000974)
Health —-0. 1227 -0.123**
(0. 000647) (0. 000647)
Energy -0.0114 ™
(0.000369)
Ingdp 0.294 % 0.284 0.284 0.302 %" 0.267
(0.00280) (0.00279) (0.00280) (0.00273) (0.00295)
Observations 724675 724675 724675 724004 724004
R-squared 0.759 0.761 0.761 0.771 0.772
Fixed effect YES YES YES YES YES
ok 1% B
3 (5) . .
° 1%
0.2% » 3 GDP
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(1) IM (3) IM (4) IM (5) IM
InAid 0.00279 ** 0.00306 ** 0.00295 ** 0.00277 **
(5.49e -05) (5.49e -05) (5.48e -05) (5.49e -05)
AGLND —-0.297 —0.212% -0.230*
(0.00551) (0.00568) (0.00569)
Education 0. 0247 ** 0. 0210 ** 0. 0160 **
(0.000649) (0. 000650) (0.000662)
Health 0. 0266 ** 0. 0258
(0.000439) (0.000439)
Energy -0.0100**
(0.000250)
Ingdp 0.1757* 0.1827* 0.178 7 0.148**
(0.00186) (0.00186) (0.00186) (0.00200)
Observations 724675 724675 724675 724004 724004
R-squared 0.773 0.774 0.775 0.775 0.776
Fixed effect YES YES YES YES YES
ook 1% N
4
o 1%
0.2% . 4 GDP
3. ®
(1)
GDP
o 5 o
5 (1) ~(3)
@ o Ingdp
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(1

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

InTrade EM M InTrade EM m
InAid 0.00333 0.00173** 0. 00426 0. 00296 *** 0.00216** 0. 00293
(0.000335) (8.61e -05) (5.91e -05) (0.000311) (8.09e -05) (5.48e -05)
InEUaid -0.0376 ™ 0.0238 ™ 0. 00468 **
(0.00370) (0.000952) (0.000654)
InJPaid -0.0302* -0.0176 —0.0242 %
(0.00218) (0.000562) (0.000386)
InUSaid 0.00332 —0.0459 = -0.0384
(0.00327) (0.000841) (0.000578)
Indid x Ingdp 0. 000550 ** -0.000613**  -0.00219 ™
(0.000185) (4.83e -05) (3.27e -05)
Ingdp 0.391 0.269 ™ 0.154™*
(0.0113) (0.00295) (0.00200)
Control YES YES YES YES YES YES
Observations 644730 644730 644730 724004 724004 724004
R-squared 0. 467 0.789 0.765 0.467 0.772 0.777
Fixed effect YES YES YES YES YES YES
ook 1% .
5 (4) InAid x Ingdp GDP
(2014) GDhP
o 5 (5) (6)
InAid x Ingdp
(2)
(1988) ;
6 (1) (2)
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(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
InTrade( ) InTrade( EM( ) EM( ) m( ) m( )
Indid 0.000144 0.00322 % 0.0113 % 0.00257 ** 0. 00497 ¥ 0.00272 **
(0.00115) (0.000324) (0.000272) (8.29¢ —05) (0.000181) (5.71e —05)
Control YES YES YES YES YES YES
Observations 139553 584157 139553 584157 139553 584157
R-squared 0.425 0.486 0.814 0.786 0.821 0.786
Fixed effect YES YES YES YES YES YES
ook 1% .
InAid
1%
0.3% »
6 (3) ~(6)
4.
7
(1) InTrade (2) EM (3) IM
InAid 0.0239 % (0.00353) 0. 00966 ** (0.00120) 0.0199 ** (0.000852)
Control YES YES YES
Observations 701111 701111 701111
R-squared 0.245 0.540 0.366
Fixed effect YES YES YES
ok 1% .
7 (1) .(2) .(3) o
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F (
) F F <10

o 7 (1) .(2) .(3) F 4227.62 10

. ( )

( ) (

) ,
o 1%
o 3154. 657 10% 16.38
WGI . WGI 6 N
6
o (2014)
o (2014)
lnTradeijt =Bio +BlllnAidit +Bl2lngdpif + Ziﬂ'l +0,+y, + 0]' te (6)
InGovernance,;, =By, + B, InAid;, +B,,Ingdp, + Z,m +6, +y, +0; + & (7
InTrade;, =B, +B5,InAid,, + B, Governance,, +By;Ingdp, + Z,m +8, +y, +6, + &
B
° Bu Ba B Bsi o P
° B Ba XBxn  Ba
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(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
InTrade Governance InTrade EM Governance EM m Governance M

InAid 0.00300 %  0.00146 ™ 0.00236™* 0.00211* 0.00146™* 0.00263** 0.00277 % 0.00146* 0.00193

(0.000310) (2.11e-05) (0.000319) (8.08e-05) (2.11e—05) (8.30e —05) (5.49¢ —05) (2.1le-05) (5.58e -05)

Governance 0.289 0.360 0.294
(0.0181) (0.00471) (0.00317)
Control YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
Observations 724004 699514 699514 724004 699514 699514 724004 699514 699514
R-squared 0.467 0.965 0.471 0.772 0.965 0.768 0.776 0.965 0.781
Fixed effect YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
ol 1% o
N
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China’s Aid to Africa and Dual Marginal of Its Exports to African Recipient Countries
Sun Churen Liang Jingjing Xu Jingiang Huang Lei( 3)

This paper applies the dual marginal decomposition method to empirically test the specific impact of China’s aid to Africa on
China’s exports to African recipient countries using the " BACI Bilateral Trade Data" " AidData China-to-Africa Aid Data" "
World Development Index ( WDI) Database" and " UN Vote Data" from 2000 to 2013. Our research finds that China’s aid to Af-
rica will significantly promote the export of Chinese products to Africa mainly by extensive margin and intensive margin. Further
empirical analysis with the mediation effect model shows that China’s aid to Africa significantly improves the level of government
governance in African countries which in turn leads to a significant increase in the export of Chinese products. These results im—
plies that China’s aid to Africa will not only improve the welfare level of African countries but also promote China’s export. The

aid to Africa achieves a " win-win" situation which helps build the community of human destiny and realize common prosperity.

Import Competition Exit and Entry of Firm and Total Factor Productivity
Huang Lijiang( 19)

With the higher level of China’s trade liberalization import competition induced by trade liberalization becomes an important
force affecting firm’s exit and entry and in turn total factor productivity. Using firm-evel data from Chinese manufacturing sec—
tors  we firstly analyze the effect of import competition on the exit and entry of firm and finds that import competition is more like—
ly to increase the exit of firms that have lower productivity and smaller size but doesn’t significantly affects the entry of firm. Sec—
ondly we examine the effects of import competition and firm turnover on the productivity of surviving firms we find that both im—
port competition and firm turnover significantly increase the productivity of surviving firms. Finally based on DOP productivity
decomposition to break down aggregate increases in productivity we also examine the industry-evel effects of import competition
on aggregate productivity changes. We provide the evidence that import competition significantly contributes to aggregate produc—
tivity growth due to the exit of unproductive firms. The conclusions of this paper suggest that from both micro and macro perspec—
tive increased import competition has an important realistic significance for eliminating the least efficient firms and increasing ag—

gregate productivity growth.

An Empirical Study of the Impact of US Countervailing Investigations on Chinese Enterprises” Exports

Shi Xiaojing Yang Rongzhen( 33)

Countervailing investigation is one of the important measures to maintain trade equity under the World Trade Organization
( WTO) . However with the development of globalization and the enhancement of the consciousness of each country to protect its
own industry countervailing investigation has become the major trade protection measure. China has also become a suffering
country under countervailing investigation among which the investigation initiated by the United States is the first. Based on the
micro-enterprise data formed by the merger of " China Industry Business Performance Database" " China Customs Database" and
" Global Countervailing Duties Database" from 2007 to 2013  this paper adopts the difference-in-difference method to study the e—
conomic impact of the US countervailing investigation on the export of enterprises. We find: first the US countervailing investiga—
tion against China has curbed the export of enterprises. From its internal mechanism the countervailing investigations led to an
increase in the export cost of enterprises to the United States which led to a decline in business performance and an increase in
financing constraints but stimulated enterprise marketing strategy adjustments. This is reflected in the fewer export of enterprises
to the US and the increase of exports from other countries with relatively low relative costs. Second foreign enterprises and multi—
product enterprises are relatively less affected by countervailing investigations. Finally from the dual margin of enterprise ex—
ports countervailing investigations have led to a decline in both the number of exporting companies and the export value of survi-

ving enterprises especially in exports to the US and for the non-US market although the number of export enterprises has de—
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