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Does T echnical Barriers to Trade Inhabit the Export of
Agricultural Products of China?
T aking the United States Japan and EU as Examples
Qian XinLei Xu JianLing

( Center for Food Security and Strategic Studies of Nanjing University of Finance and

Economics/Collaborative Innovation Center of Modern Grain Circulation and Safety Nanjing 210003 China)

Abstract: With the rising of international trade protection the technical barriers to trade are increasingly adopted by more
and more countries. And the influences of technical barriers to trade become more valued. This article uses panel data in
2001—2013 of the agricultural products exports of China to the United States Japan and EU through building the gravity mod-
el to analysis the impact to China’s agricultural products exports of trade in short or medium term and long term. The results
showed that the technical barriers to trade of the exporting country were promoting the exports of agricultural products and the
technical barriers of the exporting countries were suppressing the export of China in the short or medium term but promoting
the exports in the long term. There exists a negative correlation between the economic crisis and the export while the outbreak
of the debt crisis has no significant effect on agricultural products exports. So China should increase its own technical barriers to
trade in order to improve the technology and quality of agricultural products and we should correct our attitude to face the for—
eign technical barriers to trade. Because from the long term they can improve the quality of agricultural products and promote
the exports.

Key words: technical barriers to trade; short or medium term; gravity model



