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Abstract: Base on new new trade theory this paper classified 80 million pieces of Chinese manufacturing export datas into the national
economy industry classification. Then we use Probit model and Heckman selection model to test the dual margin impact of finance and
FDI. Study shows that credit constraints is an important factor of export decisions and financial development helps companies ease
financing constraints maked them producting in the best state enabling them to enter the export market expanding the share of exports

have a positive impact on the intensive margin and extensive margin. Meanwhile FDI also ease the credit constraints of China’s export
enterprises and promote exports of dual marginal of high — finance — dependent sectors play the same role of financial development.
Further estimates suggest that FDI functions through substitution of bank credit.
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Spatial Structure and Economic Performance in Chinese Urban Agglomerations

Zhang Haoran and Yi Baozhong
( Northeast Asia Studies Center Jilin University)

Abstract: Effcient sptial structure is the source of the quality of economic growth. Based on urban agglomeration panel datas from 2000
to 2009 we investigate how different spatial structures especially the monocentricity and polycentricity dimension and affect the
economic performance of Chinese urban agglomerations. The results indicate that Monocentricity is associated with higher total factor
productivity and this correlation is particularly strong in smaller urban agglomerations. In this sense Chinese urban system in general
shows a flat — forming tendency leading to significant efficiency losses. Therefore further increasing the size of the core city is important
for urban agglomeration’ s sustainable development.
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