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Institutional quality intellectual property protection of importing

countries and Chinese creative goods exports

ZHANG Xiaodong LI Bin LU Juan
( College of Economics and Trade Hunan University Changsha 410006 China)

Abstract: With the rapid development of knowledge economy and the continuous progress of information technology
creative industries are rising rapidly in the world and the role of creative goods in international trade is becoming more and
more important. In order to study the influence of importing countries”institutional quality and intellectual property protection
on the Chinese creative goods exports this paper constructs an enterprise export trade model including the institutional quality
and protection level of intellectual property based on the heterogeneous enterprise trade theory. And the paper selects the
Chinese export data of creative products from 2005 to 2015 then uses GMM and quantile regression to test the theoretical
model. The results show that in general the importing countries”institutional quality and intellectual property protection have
promoted the export of Chinese creative goods and the institutional quality can indirectly affect the export of creative goods
through intellectual property protection. However the export of creative goods is more sensitive to the changes of the
institutional quality in big trading countries because enterprises have different expectations on the macro-environment of
importing countries. At the same time due to the differences in the imitation ability of enterprises in importing countries the
promotion effect of intellectual property protection on the export of creative goods is more significant in big trading countries.

Key words: institutional quality; intellectual property protection; creative goods exports; heterogeneous enterprise

model; quantile regression



