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The Open Economy New Keynesian Phillips Curve: A Survey

Li Li' and Yang Liu’
(1: Hubei University; 2: Huazhong Normal University)

Abstract: This article provides a brief review on the new frontiers in theories and empirical researches of the open economy new
Keynesian Phillips curve especially the improvements on its microfoundation and dynamics. The improvements of new Keynesian
Phillips curve microfoundation capture the nexus among price setting exchange rate pass — through effect and imported intermediate
product. The influence of globalization through international competition term of trade and global output gap are considered in the
adjustment of its dynamics framework. This is important implications for the model to be used for inflation forecasting in open economy.
The theoretical and empirical researches of domestic scholars are still very weak China factors such as typical dual economy have not
been integrated when they research China’ s inflation using New Keynesian Phillips Curve and the inherent relationship between
inflation and business cycle is worth further study.

Key Words: Open Economy; New Keynesian Phillips Curve; Microfoundation; Dynamics

JEL Classification: E19 E31 F29

(TTAESR SR B &)

(L% 128 W)

12. Cox D. 1972. “Regressions Models and Life Tables. ” Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B 34(2) : 187 —220.

13. Gopinath Gita and Roberto Rigobon. 2008. “Sticky Borders. ” The Quarterly Journal of Economics 123(2) :531 —575.

14. Hess W. and M. Persson. 2011. “Exploring the Duration of EU Imports. ”Review of World Economics 147(4) : 665 —692.

15. Kaplan E. L. and P. Meier. 1958. “Nonparametric Estimation from Incomplete Observations. ” Journal of the American Statistical
Association 53(282) :457 —481.

16. Nitch V.2009. “Die Another Day: Duration in German Import Trade. ” Review of World Economics 145( 1) : 133 —154.

17. Obashi A.2010. “Stability of Production Networks in East Asia: Duration and Survival of Trade. ” Japan and the World Economy
22(1):21 -30.

18. Rauch J. E. 1999. “Networks versus Markets in International Trade. ” Journal of International Economics 48( 1) :7 -35.

The Trade Relation Duration under the Trade Diversification Strategy:
An Example from the Export of Textiles in China

Feng Wei Shao Jun and Xu Kang — ning

( School of Management and Economics Southeast University)

Abstract: Prolonging trade relation duration can enforce the strategy of trade diversification. In this paper we study the role of trade
relation duration in trade diversification based on the export of textiles. And we find that nowadays the trade duration of textiles is
mostly short the average duration is only 2 to 3 years and the ten years’ survival rate is only 30% to 40% . And this phenomenon does
not benefit to enforce textile’ s strategy of trade diversification. Furthermore we study the forces which influence textile’ s trade
duration and find that textiles trade duration is influenced by the market size of import country and its average consumption the initial
export and characters and unit value bilateral trade and trade distance and so on. Based on these conclusions we give some advices on
how to improve the strategy of trade diversification such as enforcing the characters of export products choosing importer purposely and
$0 on.
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