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nancing constraints the paper exploits Heckman sample selection model to explain the effect of financing constraints on manufac—
turing firms” export in China by using manufacturing enterprises data from1999 ~2007about 11. 8 ten thousand. The results show
that Chinese firms generally face financial constraints when they have exports. Firms with less financing constraints are more like—
ly to export. Further study shows that the effect of financing constraints exists differences in scale industry region and ownership.

This conclusion provides China the evidence which can facilitate us in understanding the relationship between exports and finan—

cing constraints.

An Empirical Study on Intellectual Property Rights Protection and International R&D Spillovers
Zhang Yuanyuan Qiu Jinwen( 35)

International trade and foreign direct investment are two important channels that affect international R&D technology spillo—
vers. Intellectual property rights protection is one of the important factors which determine international technology spillovers.
This paper uses China’s time series data from 1985 ~2009 and does empirical analysis. It finds that import and FDI have signifi—
cantly promoted the international R&D technology spillovers. What’s more absorption capability will contribute to the expansion of
technology spillovers. But under current level of China economic development strengthening intellectual property rights protection
will reduce the international technology spillovers and hinder China labor productivity increasing. Thus China as a developing
country should improve the existing education system and human capital to do self-innovation which is the key important thing. At
the same time under the promise of not againsting WTO agreements China should adopt appropriate level of intellectual property

rights protection.

Processing Trade Import Forward Linkage and Industrial Productivity: An Study based on Non-competitive Input-out—
put Table
Wang Youxin Zhao Yajing( 41)

Through constructing the non-competitive input-output table this paper conducts an empirical research on the perspective of
horizontal and forward linkage to investigate the technology spillover effect of processing trade import products. The paper comes
to the conclusion that the horizontal effect of processing trade is positive which is different from general trade and its forward
spillover is remarkable higher than general trade. And the stronger the industries” absorption ability is the more obvious technol—
ogy spillover is. And the entry of FDI in industries is good for processing trade import products” horizontal spillover but bad for
the forward spillover. In addition divided processing trade into two types processing on order and feed processing in order to do
the robust test the finding is that horizontal and forward linkage are both good for the technology spillover. But owing to different
cash flow and risk bearing capacity feed processing trade has a higher horizontal spillover while processing on order has a higher

forward spillover.

Does FDI Deteriorate Price Terms of Trade of China’s Manufacturing Industry?: A Study based on the Methodology of
Dynamic Panel Data GMM on the Micro Trade Data
Wang Wenzhi Hu Tao( 47)

Based on the correspondence between the 5 digit trade commodities of SITC and 28 Chinese manufacturing sectors this pa—
per calculates price terms of trade of 28 Chinese manufacturing industries by micro trade data from 2000 to 2010 and reviews the
impact of FDI on price terms of trade based on the methodology of the industrial level dynamic panel data GMM. According to the
empirical study it concludes the following results. Firstly not all price terms of trade of Chinese manufacturing industry are dete—
riorated the high technology sectors” are improvement; Secondly it is positive correlation between FDI and price terms of trade
and FDI is not the reason which leads to deterioration of price terms of trade of Chinese manufacturing industry. Finally it is an
effective way to improve price terms of trade of Chinese manufacturing industry by increasing the capital and technology input and

applying the scale production.
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