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Analyzing Heterogeneous Firm’s Trade Model
Based on Product Quality and Evidence from China

Tang Er —zi' and Sun Zhen’

( 1: Faculty of Management and Economics Dalian University of Technology;
2: School of Management Inner Mongolia University of Technology)

Abstract: Following the new trade theory presented and developed research on the enterprises export based on heterogeneity
productivity gets more and more attention. Product quality difference is introduced in this paper to research the relationship between
productivity and enterprises export again based on trade model analysis framework of the heterogeneity enterprise then the closely
watched “productivity paradox” existing in exporting enterprise in China can be explained. The study suggests that the foreign market” s
relatively high requirement on the product quality of export firms will make the productivity of export firms higher than that of non —
export firms but calculating productivity by using total output and ignoring the product quality may not get the conclusion that the
productivity of export firms is higher than that of non — export firms so there may be “productivity paradox”. Finally whether
“productivity paradox” exists in the exporting enterprise is tested by using sample of manufacturing enterprises in China from 2005 to
2008. Tt is concluded that “productivity paradox” exists in the most of manufacturing industries.

Key Words: Export; Productivity; Product Quality; Productivity Paradox
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An Analysis of Dynamic Changes and Its Influencing Factors
on Immigrants’ Income Expectations between Urban and Rural

Shi Zhilei

( Research Institute of Population and Region Zhongnan University of Economics and Law)

Abstract: Based on the migrant workers samples from the city of Wuhan this paper analyzes the living conditions of migrants in city
and income expectations between urban and rural then constructs an econometric model to show the effect of living conditions variables
and long — term security variables on immigrants’ income expectations. The results indicate that both the personal characteristics and
long — term security conditions variables have important influence on the income expectations of immigrants but the degrees are quite
different between 1998 and 2005. The immigrant who has received skills training wants to stay in the city or being an employer has the
less minimum income requirements for staying in the city.

Key Words: Migrant Workers; Income Expectations between Urban and Rural; Minimum Wage in City; Long — term Security
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