ZFE 2013 5% 4 ECONOMIC REVIEW No.4 2013

200

L WBARNBEELLEZRIERT HE, XA “DRAE" . ALK
F Coughlin F= Novy(2011) # 7 i, 4] /A 2007 4589 48 % 3 3%, £ B —HE 22 T * 1N
PRzl m AT R A AE 3. FiEL RE T, P MR %L E X T BRI
R X F AT B B A A HACARYF , FLiX — 2536 R VLM A A B B T S A B B &
X TR T AT BT HARAARF AT % 0T Haahl, b = BUF B A
Ay B K 35S BT A By f )  5 R A S R M oh BT AR R B
7 RFR Y ATART G 5 E 5 A B A, A E LR R A k643 R 4k
R AR L RERABRZAZALERTAF R EIRR 5 R/, & BB R A K i Ak w
RA IR, BAR A 5 18] 5 5 i A A R IE I A ARSI B S o

SRR AR E R AR

?
McCallum( 1995)
22 | ) o Anderson  van Wincoop
(2003)
McCallum( 1995) ;
20% ~50% o
Wei( 1996)
o OECD
N N OECD OECD

2.5 . Nitsch( 2000) Wei( 1996)
10 . Chen(2004) OECD

o Head  Mayer(2002)  Wei( 1996)

kg LM 2 R FZFFR, B AS: 330013, ¥ F 12 4 - hongyong890529@ 126. com.

AXZIERAAAFELTRBE “FE) LR HRAGMNERT T HEEH a0 254" (R B %5:71263016) feir
EARRLEANHEAFT AR “F BT P3G RKEIZZARH BT ETRH_ATATFRAAA" (R B %H5: YC2012 -
B023) 49K Bh. RIATAME & FAAR LG EEREL, SALFAHA.

88




. Gil - pareja( 2005) 1995 — 1998

OECD 21
o Wolf
(2000) N
o Poncet( 2003) 1987 1992 1997

GDP o

(2006) 1997
19, (2007) . (2008)
o (2009)
o (2010) 2002
(2012) Poncet( 2003) 1997 .2002 .2005 2006
16.78
1997 -2002 2002 -2007 2005 o
Coughlin ~ Novy( 2011) Fally

(2010) o Coughlin  Novy(2011) 1993 1997 2002 N

o Fally (2010)

Coughlin ~ Novy(2011) N

~ o

: Anderson  van Wincoop( 2003) .
Eaton  Kortum( 2002) . Melitz( 2003) Chaney( 2008) o
Anderson  van Wincoop( 2003)

o

Anderson  van Wincoop( 2003) Armington( 1969)

Anderson  van Wincoop( 2003)

McCallum ( 1995)

( . ) « )
89



In( ;) =BINTERNATIONAL +yOWNPROVINCE, + 8In( DIST,)
INTERNATIONAL,

( )
1 0; OWNPROVINCE,; ( )
0; DIST; o By ( ) 0
(1) 3
In(x;) =In(y;) +In(y) ~In(y") +(1-0) In(z,) + (o ~1) In(TL,P)
(2) (3) :
In(x;) = In(y,) +In(y;) +BINTERNATIONAL; + yOWNPROVINCE; + §In( DIST,) + &,
B=pB1-0) y=y(1-0) 6=51-0) .
D 4) N
1. : ( . )
INTERNATIONAL; = 0. ( ) OWNPROVINCE; = 1.
2. ( )
INTERNATIONAL;; = 0. ( ) OWNPROVINCE;; = 0.
3. :
INTERNATIONAL; = 1. ( ) OWNPROVINCE;; = 0.
(4) @
. (B
(7)
() .
B1> [yl BI< Iyl
L 1;® /Ly
(2) In(z;) . In(z;) ( OWNPROVINCE,; = 1.INTERNATIONAL, =0
(2) (5) (6) ):
In(z;) =y +8In( DIST,) (5)
In(z;) = 6ln( DIST)) (6)
(5) .(6) Linty i Ly :
by exp(y) (DIST,) ’ (7)
Ly ( DIST)) °
(1) :
L (xu%)”l‘f’f
L XiYj PJ'

(8)
O FALAXCHTE M B FRAFAE 0 KA, 3 FIES AT 4T 5 AT A T WAL, ¥ L 5w = —Ae 5
N IR
QE(4) XNFAEFHRANRRIAIAENLTE, N 2R T L0 ELME.
@AY, Bt FRBIRRT Gt KB RN RAT Gk o 5B AR H(ERTH) M1, KB ARE
90

(4)



exp(y) (DIST,)”® _ (M)ﬁ )
( D[STij) 8 Y .
y=y/(1-0) 8=6/(1-0) (9
S %[ P\ DIST,)
AV 10
“#(7) i ( Pi) DIST, (10)
X ’;’ % /%
y>0 .
tik i
Sy tye F
o-1 5
N l/vyj PI D]STU
P 11
=Pl F) = ,,yA(P ) (DISTM (11)
’ B % /% o
B=<0 .
(10) (11) By
( ) ]
()
’ ) 2007
v :
2007 ; 2007
@ 2007
85% . 2007 2008
- 2007
30 ( )
1 200® ( ’s )
1175,
()
(4) 2007 0
N N 2008 ;
IMF World Economic Outlook Database( October 2012 edition) .
()
: 2007
2007
’ ° Nitsch( 2000)

OALFAE AW b B XA B E RS F 54—k ,2012 3N 7 h A RIETE A AH, 3 2007 F65 F B b X 3%
NG EGE B AT RRAT B 0 AT AR .
@2007 FFEA+RET ARSI L KA LB PEFA DA AR BE KT FE.FTESEE MEX.
@F AT HIm K H A 30, B A E B KA 870, B IR Ml k3 A 300,
91



Google Earth.

(4) 1),
( 2. 3),
1 N
(n (2) (3) .
TR 8.7 —8.98* -9.63™
( —13.54) ( —14.37) ( —14.78)
In(y,) 0.717 0.89™* 0.90™*
(30.23) (30.01) (30. 12)
In(y;) 0.55™ 0.56™* 0.55™*
(22.58) (21.39) (22.10)
In( DIST}) -0.37* -0.53™ -0.53™
( -9.87) ( —12.69) ( -13.13)
OWNPROVINCE, 4.35" 4.15™
(31.77) (23.09)
INTERNATIONAL, —2.28™ -2.25™
( =21.18) ( —20.33)
MMHERELEOEERNR Y S % 2
MAHEARTOLSE AT H 2 2 2
MMHEAREETOASBERT S % 2 2
BRI &~ 900 1145 1175
R IE R 0.81 0.65 0.73
H,: | OWNPROVINCE, | = | INTERNATIONAL, | 8.56™
TR E TR ARBT R M ok AT E 1D R FRRKFTZABRETE.
() N
1 .
R 0.81 .
4.135
77  (exp(4.35) =77) .
1 (2) o
RZ
-2.28
10. 2% ( exp( —2.28) =0.102) .
() N
N 1
(3) - s N o
R’ 0.73
o 4.15
-2.25

63 (exp(4.15) =63)

(8.56) t p

92

10.5% (exp( —2.25) =0.105) . 1 (3)
. | OWNPROVINCE, | = | INTERNATIONAL; | ) t



)

Coughlin ~ Novy(2011) 1993 (1997 2002 .
2.04 -1.24
; (1.90)
(0. 80)
()
L (3)
( 2. 3 1 (3) ) o
2 N I
(1) 300km (2) (3) (4)
B -8.99™* -9. 46 -9.98" -8.69™
( —13.73) ( —13.56) ( -13.12) ( —11.05)
In(y,) 0. 92" 0.92* 0. 92" 0.93™*
(31.02) (31.19) (30.87) (31.11)
In(y;) 0.57°* 0.57™ 0. 58 0. 58
(21.77) (22.62) (21.01) (21.35)
In( DIST;) -0.45™ -0.53™ -0. 47 —0.47™
( -10.13) ( -12.07) ( -11.17) ( —9.46)
OWNPROVINCE, 4,23% 4,19 4.18™ 4.24™
(23.01) (22.39) (23.05) (22.68)
INTERNATIONAL, —2.37" -2.27™ -2.17™ -2.15™
( =20.77) ( -19. 49) ( -16.13) ( —14.99)
ADJACENCY, -0.21 -0.09
( -1.17) ( —0.94)
LANGUAGE,; 0.38™ 0.35™
(2.36) (2.10)
MMHERR GO ERNT S bl el bl el
MMAFERAEGTCLERT S & A A &
WAMAERZ T LSBT 5 2 2 2 2
ML R H 1142 1175 1175 1175
RIER 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73
H,: | OWNPROVINCE, | = | INTERNATIONAL; | 8.61 ™ 8.59 ** 8.67 ™ 8.64 ™

T ENBAR T ABIT R L ook S AR TE L% S EEREKRTFTIZARLREWY.

300 ( 300
) 33 2 (1) .
t 8.6l P 0
2 (2) Coughlin ~ Novy(2011) ADJACENCY;
i 1 0. ADJACENCY,
( t 8.59 »p 0) -
2 (3) LANGUAGE,
1 0; 1. 2 (3)
LANGUAGE,, 5%
; ! 8. 67

300

i

93



o

ADJACENCY;  LANGUAGE; 2 (4) o
LANGUAGE ADJACENCY
( t 8. 64 p 0) . 2
R’ 0.73 o
3) o
3 S I
(1) (2) (3) (4)
AR -7.33™ -10.37" —9.49™* -8.37™
( —8.66) ( —17.25) ( -10.96) ( -10.87)
In(y,) 0. 90 0.91™* 0.97 0.97*
(30.57) (31.04) (33.11) (32.56)
In( y,) 0.55™ 0. 58 0. 63 0. 61
(21.73) (23.47) (23.87) (22.95)
In In( dist) —3.56™
( —13.23)
In( dist,) -0.04™
(-13.17)
In( dist;)) : interval, -0.67™ -0.60™
( -6.26) (-7.12)
In( dist;) : interval, -0.63™ -0.57™
( -6.33) ( -7.65)
In( dist;)) : interval, -0.60™ -0.55™
( -6.76) (-7.65)
In( dist;) : interval,, -0.62™ -0.53™
(-7.36) ( -8.58)
In( dist;)) : intervals —0. 68 —0.57™
( -9.08) ( ~10.23)
OWNPROVINCE, 4,08 4.26™ 4.23™ 4,22
(22. 45) (24.15) (22.57) (22.18)
INTERNATIONAL, —2.33" —2.27™ ~2.20™ -2.26™
( ~19.74) ( =19.09) ( —18.98) ( =19.22)
MMHERRE GO ERNT S bea el vl P
FURIE =N e A R 2 i a P
WAMAERZ T LSBT 5 ba bl 5 P
ML R E 1175 1175 1175 1175
K E R 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
Hy: | OWNPROVINCE,; | = | INTERNATIONAL; | 8. 12 9. 07 8. 89 ™ 8. 88
T RNBAME T RHOT R M ek AT E 1D RFRARTF TR AT RE
In In( dist,) .@
3 (1) 0 -3.56
45 ~13 437
0.37 ~0.94 0.53 o

D R A5 9B 5 %8 A AT X, W e (4) Kb, R B a9 38 8581 din( ;) /dIn(dist;) =8/In(disty) o B KZIRMEIIE B
3G K
94



3 (2) In( dist,) :
@ -0.04
0.30 ~0.76
Eaton  Kortum ( 2002) 3
o 5
0~750 J751 ~1 500 <1 501 ~3 000 <3 001 ~6 000 .6 000 o 3
(3) - U
5
235 ( 1175 ) 5 10 ~762 763 ~ 1
183 .1 184 ~1 640 .1 641 ~2 650 \2 650 o 3 (4 - (3)
U o
- 3 R 0.75 .
©)

Dodor A58 5 52 0 M2 F o K, A (4) Kb 5 B #0583 24k dIn( x,) /din( dist;) =28In( dist) . PR3 MR 36

BRI K.

QME L H(3) R To, ERNTHHABNRT 506345, mEANT 52 ABRK 5 10 4.

95



“ ”

1. N 2009 ¢ — )« y 5
2. S 2006 : » « y o2

3. N 2010 ( N : » « ) 10 .
4. 2012 ¢ — ) « Y 3 .

5. . 2007 >« > 7

6. NN 2008 ( )« y 2 .

7. Anderson J. and E. van Wincoop. 2003. “Gravity with Gravitas: A Solution to the Border Puzzle. ” American Economic Review

93(1):170 - 192.

. Amrington P. S.1969. “A Theory of Demand for Products Distinguished by Place of Production. "IMF Working Paper 16.

. Chaney T.2008. “Distorted Gravity: The Intensive and Extensive Margins of International Trade. ” American Economic Review

98(4) : 1707 - 1721.

10. Chen Natalie. 2004. “Intra — national versus International Trade in the European Union: Why Do National Borders Matters?”
Journal of International Economics 63( 1) 193 —118.

11. Coughlin C. and D. Novy.2011. “Is the International Border Effect Larger than the Domestic Border Effect? Evidence from U. S.
Trade. ” Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis Working Paper No.057C.

12. Eaton J. and S. Kortum. 2002. “Technology Geography and Trade. ” Econometrica 70( 5) : 1741 - 1779.

13. Fally T. R. Paillacar and C. Terra. 2010. “Economic Geography and Wages in Brazil: Evidence from Micro — Data. ” Journal of
Development Economics 91( 1) : 155 —168.

14. Gil - Pareja S.2005. “The Border Effect in Spain. ”World Economy 28( 11) : 1617 - 1631.

15. Head K. and T. Mayer. 2002. “Tllusory Border Effects: Distance Mismeasurement Inflates Estimates of Home Bias in Trade. ”
CEPII Manuscript.

16. McCallum J. 1995. “National Borders Matter: Canada — U. S. Regional Trade Patterns. ”American Economic Review 85(3) : 615 -
623.

17. Melitz M. 2003. “The Impact of Trade on Intra — Industry Reallocations and Aggregate Industry Productivity. ” Econometrica
71(6) :1695 - 1725.

18. Nitsch V.2000. “National Borders and International Trade: Evidence from the European Union. ”Canadian Journal of Economics
33(4):1091 - 1105.

19. Poncet S.2003. “Measuring Chinese Domestic and International Integration. ”China Economic Review 14(1):1 -21.

20. Wei S.1996. “Intra — National versus International Trade: How Stubborn are Nations in Global Integration?” NBER Working Paper
5531.

21. Wolf H.2000. “Intranational Home Bias in Trade. ”Review of Economics and Statistics 82(4) : 555 —563.

O oo

Comparative Study of Domestic and International Border Effect of China

Hong Yong
( School of Economics Jiangxi University Of Finance and Economics)

Abstract: Geographic border will significantly reduce the amount of cross — border trade which is the so — called border effect. Based
on the method of Coughlin & Novy( 2011) this paper uses related China’s data of 2007 to estimate international and domestic border
effect in a unified framework. The empirical results show that the domestic border effect is larger in absolute magnitude than the
international border effect which indicates that the trade has localized preferences in China. The results do not change with different
samples explanatory variables and form of distance function. In order to reduce the trade localization preference to obtain more trade
benefits the central government should have global views to guide the formulation and adjustment of local industry layout to avoid
repeated construction and the local government should abandon the idea of “local interests” reducing man — made segmentation and
blockade of the local market. At the same time enterprises credit system should be established in the national scope so that enterprises
will not give up inter — province trade due to the lack of trust. Finally governments at all levels should intensify the transport
infrastructure to reduce trade cost especially transportation cost between provinces so as to promote inter — province trade.

Key Words: Gravity Model; Border Effect; Trade Localization Preferences
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