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Export Potential of Chinas Iron and Steel Products:

Taking “ The Belt and Road” Countries for Example
ZHANG Weifu FANG Qiyan

( School of International Economics and Trade Nanjing University of Finance and Economics Nanjing 210023  China)

Abstract “The Belt and Road” initiative has promoted the cooperation between China and countries along “The Belt and
Road”. Based on the panel data at national level from 2007 to 2017 this paper builds an extended gravity model to calculate
export potential of China$ iron and steel products to some countries along “The Belt and Road”. The results show that GDP and
GDP per capita of importing country and the signing of free trade agreement between China and importing country have a posi—
tive impact on China$ iron and steel products export to countries along “The Belt and Road”. The distance between China and
importing countries have a negative impact on China$ iron and steel export value and whether China and the importing country
are both members of a certain organization has no significant effect on the increase of iron and steel export value. According to
the calculation of trade potential Singapore and Russia have huge potential Thailand and the United Arab Emirates ( UAE)
belong to the type of potential pioneers and Pakistan Saudi Arabia Indonesia and Vietnam belong to the type of potential re—
shaping.

Key words “The Belt and Road”; iron and steel exports; trade potential; overcapacity
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The Impact of Technological Innovation on Income Distribution:

An Analysis Based on Different Income Groups

CHEN Yi LIU Yunyun
( School of Economics Nanjing Audit University Nanjing 211815 China)

Abstract: By constructing Schumpeter growth model a theoretical framework is provided for studying the impact of techno—
logical innovation on income inequality and microdata of 83 cities in 13 provinces of CHIP2013 data is used to empirically test
the impact of technological innovation on income distribution. The results show that: (1) In addition to the bottom 10% of
households  the return of technological innovation on technology innovation is significantly positive and the income growth
effect of technological innovation by high-income people is greater so technological innovation is increasing income inequality
of higher income groups. (2) Technological innovation significantly expands the share of higher income groups and technologi—
cal innovation significantly increased overall income inequality. ( 3) There are significant technological innovation returns differ—
ences between urban and rural areas and the return rate of technological innovation to urban areas is always higher than that to
rural areas. Therefore the improvement of technological innovation may promote the expansion of urban-—rural income gap.
Based on the above conclusions formulating corresponding competition policies optimizing labor supply structure and impro—
ving distribution system will slow down the agglomeration of income to high-income groups and to reduce the income gap.

Key words: technological innovation; the share of higher income groups; Schumpeter growth model



