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The economic effects of China’ s different approaches to cooperate with

TPP countries. a numerical simulation based on the GT AP model
ZHANG Weifu'! WANG Yuanxue® ZHANG Xiaolei'

. School of International Economics and Trade Nanjing University of Finance and Economics Nanjing 210023 China;

2. School of Economics Nanjing University Nanjing 210093 China)

Abstract: After several years of dominating the TPP negotiation the U. S. announced to quit from TPP and once again the

of TPP was changed which triggered the debate about whether China should take over and lead the new round of Asian-Pa-

cific trade integration or not. The economic effects of China’ s two different approaches to cooperate with TPP countries ( exclu—

ding the U.S.) which are “a united multilateral zero tariff FTA” and “bilateral FTAs with every TPP country ( excluding the

U.S
TPP

eral

.) respectively” are numerically simulated by using the GTAP model. Results have shown that “bilateral FTAs with every

country ( excluding the U.S.) respectively” could not compensate its negative impacts on China while “a united multilat—

zero tariff FTA” could benefit China more. Besides the cooperation among China and TPP countries could promote the ef-

ficiency of resource allocation and consolidate the regional value chain in Asian-Pacific region and generally benefit all TPP

countries.

Key words: TPP; customs barrier; GTAP model; numerical simulation



