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This paper is to analyze impacts of free trade agreements (FTAs) on China’s agricultural products, export and the 
influencing factors especially associated with the FTA. Based on China’s FTA network and its planning, 15 China FTA 
partners and 16 non-FTA partners are selected as the representatives, uses micro-founded model to measure China’s 
agricultural products export costs during 2002~2013. Then, use the multiple regression model to observe how FTAs 
impact on China’s agricultural products export through trade costs. It finds that FTA is significantly and negatively 
relating to China’s agricultural products export.costs. Tariff concession, trade facilitation and SPS are with the opposite 
influences. To accelerate and promote FTA under negotiation is very important to improve China’s agricultural products 
export.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Whatever developed or developing countries currently 
strengthen economic and trade ties with other countries 
(regions). Multinational negotiation conducted by the WTO was 
suffered by repeated setbacks. Regional Free Trade 
Agreements (FTAs) have already become a new trend of world 
trade liberalization. FTA is deemed as a new platform to further 
open up to the outside world and to speed up domestic 
reforms, an effective approach to integrate into the global 
economy and strengthen economic cooperation with other 
economies, and, particularly, an important supplement to the 
multilateral trading system. FTA involves multiple fields 
including goods, services, investment, agriculture, labor, 
environment, government procurement, intellectual property 
protection, safeguard mechanism, technical barriers to trade 

(TBT), sanitary and phytosanitary standards (SPS) and trade 
facilitation, etc. FTA aims to trade liberation and decrease 
trade costs. Tariff concession is the inevitable result of trade 
liberation and the main part of market access of agricultural 
products. Tariff, TBT, SPS and trade facilitation are associated 
with the FTA and trade costs. 

Agriculture is the emphasis and difficulty of FTA 
negotiation. Agricultural products trade is always one of the 
main disagreements of FTA negotiation (Zhang, 2012). 
Available evidence suggests that agricultural products face 
higher trading costs than manufacturing products due to more 
stringent and numerous border procedures, physical 
inspections and sanitary and phytosanitary standards and to 
the perishable nature of many agricultural products which 
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entail a higher sensitivity to delivery delays (OECD, 2009a; 
Moïsé and Le Bris, 2013; Tao, 2013). As a large agriculture 
country, China’s agricultural products market has been merged 
into the world market and push forward to more 
comprehensive liberalization. While, China’s agricultural 
products imports increased much faster than exports. China 
had been changed from a surplus nation of agricultural 
products to a deficit one. It can be considered that China’s 
agriculture products trade faces great pressure. How to 
decrease trade costs of agricultural products exports is very 
important for China. This study has an analysis on the impacts 
of FTAs on China’s agricultural products export. 

Up to Jul 10, 2016, besides Asia-Pacific trade agreement, 
China had signed 13 free trade agreements (FTAs) with 21 
partners. 8 agreements are launched negotiation and 5 
agreements are under consideration. The details of China’s 
FTA network and plan can be found in Table 1. To consider 
data availability of 2002~2013, 31 representing partners of 
China were selected for this study (details see Table 2) and 
were shared into four groups for a comparative analysis. Group 
1 includes 15 FTAs partners of China in 2013. Group 2, 3 and 
4 include 16 non-FTA partners of China in 2013. Group 2 
contains 7 partners with FTA negotiation launched. Group 3 
contains 2 partners with FTA consideration. Group 4 contains 7 
partners with non-FTA plan. Because China-ROK FTA and 
China-Australia FTA was signed in Jun, 2015, Korea and 
Australia are put into group 2. Firstly, in order to know which 
partner has experienced the fastest declines in trade costs and 
the difference of trade costs changed between FTA partners & 
non FTA partners, this study uses Novy (2007, 2011)’s micro-
founded model to measure China’s agricultural products export 
costs to 31 partners from 2002 to 2013. Secondly, use multiple 
regression to understand how the FTA impact on China’s 
agricultural products export through trade costs. Thirdly, have 
an analysis on how China improve improves the strategies of 
FTAs negotiations and/or agricultural products exports.  

This study is divided into six sections, including the present 
introductory one. A literatures literature review used to fulfill the 
needs of the study is discussed in Section 2. The basic 
information on China’s agricultural products export is 
discussed in Section 3. Section 4 is to estimated estimate 
China’s agricultural products, export costs and has a 
comparison analysis. Section 5 has a quantitative analysis to 
pin points the impacts of FTAs on China’s agricultural products 
exports. The last is main conclusion and suggestions of the 
study. 
 
LITERATURES REVIEW 

 
Xu et al. (2012) stated that the average costs of China’s 
agricultural products exports were keeping downward during 
1996~2009, especially the labor intensity agricultural products. 
The agricultural product trade costs between China and Japan, 
USA are lower than that of between China with ASEAN and 
EU. Trade costs of agriculture products are higher than 
manufacture products. TBT becomes the primary barrier of 
China’s agricultural products export. To decrease the absolute 
value of agricultural product trade costs between China and its 
main partners are benefit to adjusting the imbalance of China’s 
import and export of agricultural products and its deficit status. 
It is realized that trade costs changing is different between 
different partners. Variant trade promotes measure should be 
applied by different markets. 

Some scholars stated that China needs to adjust FTA 
strategies and enhance FTA on trade. Chen et al. (2015) 
stated that China’s FTA strategies are still in the shallow 

integration stage and need to be in deep cooperation and 
integration. Zhao et al. (2013) predicted that China-Japan-
Korea FTA will improve Japan’s trade term and can’t solve 
China’s problems, such as bottom industrial structure, low 
technology and lacking innovation. The price advantages of 
most China’s agricultural products would not get inverted after 
effectiveness of Korea-U.S. FTA. The FTA has little impact on 
China’s agricultural products export to Korea and Korea can be 
predicted that he will present a conservative plan for China-
Korea agriculture negotiation. China is necessary to balance 
comprehensive effect of all industries and make appropriate 
decisions. Zhao (2014) thought that China needs to set up a 
set of clear FTA strategies to face new rules of international 
trade and investment and regional groups’ challenge. Sheng 
and Guo (2014) stated that China must pay more attention on 
significant impact and role of Second generation trade policies 
in FTAs, push deep domestic reform gradually and ensure 
China’s core interests and strategic initiatives in global 
economic governance. 

 
AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS EXPORT OF CHINA  

 
The WTO agreement on agriculture defines agriculture 
products in its Annex 1 by reference to the Harmonized 
System of product classification, including all of the products 
under HS01~24 and part of products under HS29, 33, 35, 38, 
41, 43, 50, 51, 52 and 53, except for fish and fish products. As 
fish and fish products are the one of the largest import and 
export products of China, this study uses classification of the 
Development Research Center of the State Council (SCDRC) 
of China. It covers all products under HS01~24 including fish 
and fish products. Whatever WTO classification or SCDRC 
classification, forestry products are not included. Table 3 
shows the description of agriculture products and their HS 
Codes. This part analyzes trade flows and position of China’s 
agricultural products trade, composition of import and export 
and bilateral exports of agriculture products between China 
and its main partners. Data comes from UN comtrade 
Database. 

From 2002 to 2013, across the range of imports and 
exports, China’s agricultural product trade has increased 
rapidly. Except for financial crisis in 2009, China agricultural 
products export value increased yearly from USD17.400 billion 
to USD 65.366 billion, import value increased from USD10.332 
billion to USD100.649 billion. Although China is a surplus 
nation of total commodity trade during 2002~2013, its 
agricultural products trade changed from surplus in 2002~2007 
to deficit from 2008. The deficit appeared in 2008 with 
USD7.390 billion and the figure rose to USD35.283 billion in 
2013. The share of China’s agricultural products import to total 
commodity imports was increased from 3.50% in 2002 to 
5.16% in 2013. While, its share of exports decreased gradually 
from 5.34% to 2.96%. Details please find in table 4. 

With no doubt, the above partners are very important to 
China’s agricultural products trade. Values of bilateral 
agricultural products export are increasing gradually during 
2002~2013 (see Table 5). The ratio of China’s agricultural 
products export to 31 partners of China’s total agricultural 
products export to the world was keeping more than 82%. The 
ratio of 31 partners exported agricultural products to China of 
their total agriculture products export to the world was 
increasing gradually from 4.0% in 2002 to 10.0% in 2013. 
China was keeping deficit of agricultural products trade with 
partners under FTA consideration, FTA signed as well as non-
FTA plan during 2002~2013. However, China was keeping 
surplus with partners under FTA negotiation, although the 
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surplus amount was decreasing yearly. The ratio of China 
export to the partners with FTA signed, non-FTA plan was 
increasing gradually from 18%, 23% to 26%, 30% respectively. 
In 2013, the ratio of China export to partners with FTA 
consideration was only about 0.1%. The ratio of China export 
to the partners with FTA negotiation was decreasing sharply 
from 46% to 26%. It is especially crucial how to change the 
constraint of agricultural products export from China to its 
partners with FTA under negotiation.  

 
Measuring Trade Costs of China’s Agricultural Product 
Export 
 
This study uses Novy (2007, 2011)’s micro-founded model to 
estimate China’s agricultural products export cost to its 
representing partners from 2002 to 2013 as per the following 
formula (1). Data sources, please find in Table 5. 
 

 

 

: China 
: Partners 

: Year 

: China’s agricultural products export 

, : Value of (GDP- service value added) 

current USD of , in Year  

: Actual export Value of exports to  for 

agricultural products in year  

: Actual export Value of exports to for 

agricultural products in year  
    : Elasticity of substitution 

 
This study regards the share of tradable agriculture products 
“s” and the elasticity of substitution  of two nations (regions) as 
equal. In order to investigate the elasticity of substitution and 
the share of tradable agriculture products influence on export 
cost, this study sets the value of the elasticity of substitution as 
5 (low), 8 (middle) and 10 (high), the share value of tradable 
agriculture products as 0.3, 0.5 and o.8 respectively for 
analysis because the assortment of (s,  ) between China and 
developed/developing countries may be different. In addition, 
this study uses , as the value of (GDP-service value added) 
current USD other than use GDP current USD directly in Fang 
et al.(2010), Xu et al. (2012) and Novy (2007, 2011)’s.  

The absolute values of China’s agricultural products, export 
cost (Hereafter briefly as EC) to its representing partners are 
quiet difference under different assortment of (s, ) including 
(0.3,5), (0.3,8), (0.3, 10), (0.5,5), (0.5,8), (0.5,10), (0.8, 5), 
(0.8,8) and (0.8, 10) during 2002~2013. The export costs 
changed sensitively under a different assortment of (s, ) but 
never changed the trend. The value of the EC (0.5, 8) is in the 
middle. In order to observe EC values and its trend earlier, this 
study sets a benchmark as index=100 as per the absolute 
value of trade costs EC (0.5, 8) between China and USA in 
2002. Then change all the absolute values of bilateral trade 
costs into indexes. For example, EC (0.3, 5), (0.3, 8), (0.3, 10), 
(0.5, 5), (0.5, 8), (0.5, 10), (0.8, 5), (0.8, 8) and (0.8, 10) 

indexes between China and USA in 2002 were 129.4, 94.5, 
79.5, 134.5, 100, 84.6, 138.7, 104.7 and 89.1 respectively. EC 
(0.5, 8) index in 2013 is 89. So, in 2002, EC (0.8, 5), (0.5, 5), 
(0.3, 5), (0.8, 8) were 38.7%, 34.5%, 29.4% and 4.7% higher 
than EC (0.5, 8), while EC (0.3, 8), (0.8, 10), (0.5, 10) and (0.3, 
10) were 5.5%, 10.9%, 15.4% and 20.5% lower than EC (0.5, 
8) respectively. EC (0.5, 8) in 2013 is lower 11% than in 2002.  

Based on the index value of EC (0.5, 8), it can be found 
that only EC to Hong Kong, Vietnam, Indonesia and Korea are 
lower than in the USA in 2002. In 2013, EC of 15 partners were 
lower than 100 including the USA. While, Japan’s 102.9, 
Korea’s 98.0 and ASEAN 7’s average index 98 are all higher 
than USA’s 89. The conclusion is different with Tao (2013). EC 
to partners of Africa (South Africa, Nigeria), North Europe 
(Sweden, Switzerland, Iceland and Norway), South America 
(Costa Rica, Colombia, Peru, Chile), GCC (Oman, UAE) and 
South Asia (Sri Lanka, India, Pakistan) were still very high. EC 
to Thailand, Korea and Indonesia were close to the USA. Only 
Hong Kong and Vietnam keep lower than USA in 2002~ 2013. 
EC to Korea, Indonesia changed from lower to higher than that 
to USA. EC to Cambodia was the highest among ASEAN 7 
partners.  

As per the decreasing rate, it can be found that EC had 
been decreasing gradually during 2002~2013 excluding Japan. 
EC in Japan was the only exception with increasing 1.8%. The 
simple average decreasing rate of ECs to partners with non-
FTA plan, FTA signed, FTA negotiation and FTA consideration 
were respectively of 8.8%, 7.4%, 4.1% and 2.0%. Brazil was 
the top 1 with the highest decreasing rate of 16.4%. On the 
opposites, Hong Kong became the lowest decreasing of 0.5% 
but with the lowest value of the EC. With the combination of 
EC indexes and its decreasing rate between 2002~2013, it can 
find that:  
i. EC to Hong Kong, New Zealand, USA, EU, Canada, Brazil, 
Korea, Australia,Thailand, Vietnam, Indonesia, Malaysia, 
Philippine were keeping improvement.  
 ii. EC to Chile, Pakistan, Costa Rica, Nigeria, Sri Lanka, UAE 
and Cambodia had a sharply decreasing rate and  their EC 
indexes were still very high.  
 iii. Peru, Iceland, Switzerland, South Africa, Norway, Oman, 
India and Colombia were with high EC indexes and less EC 
decreasing.  
iv. Japan, Russia and Singapore’s EC indexes of 2013 were 
very close but with quite difference decreasing rate during 
2002~2013.  

The above statements all covered China’s agricultural 
products export partners with FTA signed, FTA negotiation, 
FTA consideration and non-FTA plan. With a comparison 
analysis on the EC to FTA partners and non-FTA partners, 
except for Russia’s decreasing 2.8% and South Africa’s 3.2%, 
EC to other non-FTA partners decreased sharply, including 
Brazil’s 16.4%, USA’s 11.0%, EU’s 9.6%, Canada’s 8.9% and 
Nigeria’s 10.0%, while FTA partners such as New Zealand, 
Costa Rica, Chile and ASEAN 7 were decreased 12.5%, 
10.9%, 10.6% and 8.3 respectively. It seems that China’s FTA 
had little impact on agricultural products export during 
2002~2013. 

 
Impacts of FTA on China’s Agricultural Products Export  
 
Further, in order to measure impacts of FTAs on China’s 
agricultural products export, this study uses multiple regression 
model as per the following formula (2) to understand how FTA 
impact on agricultural products export through trade costs. 

& , , are same as formula (1).  

1

2 2ijt jit

2
it it jt jt

X X
1

(Y -X )(Y -X )s
ijt
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The dependent variable is the logarithmic of export costs 

measure Ln ( ) and be calculated on the basis of EC (0.5, 

8) of USA in 2002 as index=100. , , ,

, are dummy variables, denote respectively if 

China and its partner had signed a free trade agreement, if 

they are use same language, if they share a common land 
border (adjacency), if they are once belong to a same country 

in the history and if partner was a high income nation in 

2013. denotes China and its partner’s capital 

physical distance. denotes the exchange rate to USD of 

China and partner . denotes numbers of notification of 

the partner for sanitary and phytosanitary standards. &

denote China and its partner’s total numbers of 

documents to export and import respectively (TNDEI), they are 
used as the indicators of trade facilitation and also can be as 

substitution variables of the regime. & denote 

China and its partner’s agricultural product import tariffs. is 

the constant term and is random variable. - are 

coefficients to be estimated. Data source details please see 
Table 6.  

With 9 regressions relating to different bilateral trade costs 
of agricultural products under different assortment of trade 
products share and substitute elasticity (s, ) including (0.3, 5), 
(0.3, 8), (0.3, 10), (0.5, 5), (0.5, 8), (0.5, 10), (0.8, 5), (0.8, 8) 
and (0.8, 10), it found that the trade costs measure is sensibly 
under a different assortment of (s, ), especially influenced by 
substitution elasticity . Four explanatory variables, including 
FTA, partner’s tariff, China’s tariff and total number of 
Documents to exports and imports (TNDEI) of China have the 
expected signs whenever significant. Partner’s tariff and 
China’s tariff & TNDEI are positively related to trade costs, 
whereas FTA is associated with lower trade costs.  

The coefficient of same significant variable has difference 
response to a different assortment of (s, ). For example, the 
coefficient of FTA under  =10 and 8 are lower than =5. The 
highest is -1.006 under EC (0.8, 5) and the lowest is -1.606 
under EC (0.3, 8). FTA under  =5 is significant at the 5% level, 
while at the 1% level under =8, 10. Moreover, exchange rate 
and language under EC (0.8, 5), (0.5, 5) and (0.3, 5) are 
significant under 5% level and negatively related to trade costs. 
Language under EC (0.8, 8), (0.5, 8) and (0.3, 8) is significantly 
under 10% level and negatively related to trade costs. Other 
explanatory variables, including distance, SPS, partner’s 
TNDEI, adjacency and history are all not significant. It means 
that bilateral FTA signed is much more benefit to decrease 
trade costs if China and its partner with High of agricultural 
products. Exchange rate and language under high isn’t 
significant. The exchange rate is significant only under low . 
Language is significant under low and middle .The lower with 
higher constant value means higher fixed costs existed in 
bilateral agricultural products trade.  

CONCLUSION & SUGGESTIONS 

 
The ratio of China’s agricultural products export to 31 partners 
of China’s total agricultural products export to the world is 

keeping more than 82% in 2002~2013. The ratio of 31 partners 
export agricultural products to China of their total agriculture 
products export to the world is increasing gradually from 4.0% 
to 10.0%. Without doubt, 31 representing partners are very 
important to China’s agricultural products trade, and vice 
versa. China is dependent on 31 representing partners well, 
especially partners with FTA under negotiation, non-FTA plan 
and FTA signed. China is keeping continuous growth of 
agricultural products exports to partner with FTA signed and 
partners with non-FTA plan but with greater deficit. China’s 
export market composition of agricultural products is very 
stubborn.  

China’s agricultural product export costs has been 
decreasing gradually during 2002~2013. Generally, the simple 
average EC to FTA partner and its decreasing rate are lower 
than that to non-FTA partner. China’s agricultural products 
export costs are sensibly under a different assortment of share 
of tradable agriculture products & elasticity of substitute (s, ), 
especially influenced by the elasticity of substitute but never 
change the trend. Value of EC (0.5, 8) is in the middle, higher 
than EC (0.3, 8), (0.3, 10), (0.8, 10), (0.5, 10) and lower than 
EC (0.3, 5), (0.5, 5), (0.8, 8), (0.8, 5),  can reflect the basic 
situation of China’s agricultural products export costs. The 
conclusion is other than Jacks et al (2011) and Xu and Liang 
(2010)’s set s = 0.8 and Fang et al.(2010)’s set  =10.  

FTA is significant with negative sign under 1% level when 
=8, 10 or under 5% level when =5. Partner’s tariff and China’s 
TNDEI are significant under 1% level. China’s tariff is 
significantly under 5% level ( =5) or 10% level ( =8, 10). The 
exchange rate is significant and positive under 5% level when 
=5. Language are significant and positive under 5% level ( =5) 
or under 10% level ( =8). FTAs associate with tariff concession, 
trade facilitation and SPS, etc. The low coefficient (negative 
sign) of FTA on trade costs of China’s agricultural products 
export corresponds to higher coefficient (positive sign) of 
partner’s tariff, China’s tariff & China’s TNDEI.   

 
SUGGESTIONS  
 

China has taken shape Asia-Pacific FTA network to compatible 
with the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) and Transatlantic 
trade and investment partnership (TTIP) dominated by USA, 
regard China-ROK FTA, China-New Zealand FTA, China-
Australia FTA, China-Switzerland FTA, China-Iceland FTA, 
China-Norway FTA, China-Peru FTA, China-Chile FTA, China-
Colombia FTA and China-Costa Rica FTA as the endpoints, be 
made of RECP (10+6), North Europe (4) and South America 
(4), line link to ASEAN 10, Japan, Korea, Australia, New 
Zealand, India and Switzerland, Iceland, Norway, Costa Rica, 
Peru, Colombia, Chile and covers all Asia-Pacific member 
excluding Canada, USA, Mexico and Russia. Based on the 
successful programs in China and ASEAN, New Zealand and 
Chile, Peru, Costa Rica FTA, it is confident that China can 
succeed in the others. China has achieved the obvious effect 
on FTA construction in South America, South-East Asia, South 
Asia, East Asia, Oceania and North Europe.China shall expand 
partners with FTA under negotiation into FTA partners’ basket, 
especially high income partners such as Japan, GCC and 
Norway. 

China shall consider carefully, clearly and take different 
strategies in the further FTA negotiation. The status of China’s 
agricultural products export is going down. It may be caused by 
China’s supply and demand imbalance of land intensity 
agriculture products, cut down import tariffs and increase 
quotas as well as degradation of the agricultural export 
environment. China may push multiplex strategies such as 

1 2 3 4 5 6tanijt ij ij ijt jit t it jtLn c LnDis ce LnTariff LnTariff LnRate LnDoc LnDoc           

7 8 9 10 ij 11 12Historyjt ij j ij ij ijtLnSPS FTA High Adj Lan            
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ijHistory jHigh

i j

j

tan ijDis ce

tRate

j jtSPS

itDoc

jtDoc

ijtTariff jitTariff

ijc

ijt 1 12



 Qiner Jiang e t  a l                          S w i f t .  J . E c o . I n t . F i n a n c e .  | 005 

www.swiftjournals.org 

implement of agricultural product import substitution, 
advancing quality and diversifying markets and products to 
improve elasticity of a substitute. It is especially crucial how to 
change the constraint of agricultural products exports between 
China and partners with FTA under negotiation. Increasing 
substitute elasticity or decrease share of tradable is benefit to 
decrease trade costs. It is necessary for China to further cut 
down tariff of importing agricultural products from high income 

partners, including Asian high income partners and ask the 
partners for more tariff concession of importing from China 
including ASEAN partners. China shall improve the level of 
trade facilitation and ask the partners same. 

 
 
 
 

 
Table 1   FTAs signed, under negotiation and consideration of China 

Progress FTA Remarks 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FTA Signed 

 
 

China-ASEAN  The agreement on trade in Goods of China-
ASEAN FTA Signed in Nov, 2004 
and effected in Jul 01, 2005  

China-Pakistan Signed in Nov, 2006 and effected in Jul, 
2007 

China-Chile Signed in Nov, 2005 and effected in Oct, 
2006 

China-New Zealand Signed in Apr, 2008 and effected in Oct, 
2008 

China-Singapore Signed in Oct, 2008 
China-Peru Signed in Apr, 2009 and effected in Mar, 

2010 
Mainland and Hong Kong Closer Economic 
and Partnership Arrangement (CEPA) 

Signed in Sept, 2003 and effected in Jan, 
2004 

Mainland and Macau Closer Economic  
and Partnership Arrangement (CEPA) 

Signed in Oct, 2003 and effected in Jan, 
2005 

China-Costa Rica Signed in Apr, 2010 and effected in Aug, 
2014 

China-Iceland, 2013 Signed in Apr, 2013 and effected in Jul, 
2014 

China-Switzerland, 2013 Signed in Jul, 2013 and effected in Jul, 2014 
China-ROK, 2015 Signed on Jun 01, 2015  
China-Australia, 2015 Signed on Jun 17, 2015 

 
 
FTA under 
Negotiation 

China-GCC (Gulf Cooperation Council) Launched in Jul, 2004 

China-Norway Launched in 2007 
China-Japan-Korea Launched in Nov, 2012 
Regional Comprehensive Economic  
Partnership, RCEP 

Launched in Nov, 2012 

China-ASEAN FTA Upgrade Negotiations Launched in Aug, 2014 
China-Sri Lanka Launched in Sept, 2014 

China-Maldives FTA  Launched in Feb,2015 

China-Geogria FTA Launched in Dec,2015 

 
 
FTA under  
Consideration 

China-India Regional Trade arrangement  
Joint Feasibility Study 

 

China-Columbia FTA Joint Feasibility Study  
China-Moldova FTA Joint Feasibility Study  

China-Fiji FTA Joint Feasibility Study  
China-NePal FTA Joint Feasibility Study Start in Mar, 2016 

 (http://fta.mofcom.gov.cn/list/chinageorgiaen/chinageorgiaennews/1/encateinfo.html, Jul 10,2016) 
 

 

http://fta.mofcom.gov.cn/list/chinafijien/enfiji/1/encateinfo.html
http://fta.mofcom.gov.cn/list/chinanepalen/ennepal/1/encateinfo.html
http://fta.mofcom.gov.cn/list/chinageorgiaen/chinageorgiaennews/1/encateinfo.html
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Table 2  31 Representing Partners and their Geographical Distribution   

Group   Area Representing Partners Excluding partners 

Group 1 
Partners: 

FTA signed 

South-East Asia 

（ASEAN10） 

Singapore 
Indonesia 
Malaysia 
Vietnam 

Cambodia 
Philippine 
Thailand 

Laos 
Myanmar 

Brunei Darussalam 

North-East Asia Hong Kong Macao 
Korea 

South Asia Pakistan  

Oceania New Zealand Australia 

South America Chile 
Peru 

Costa Rica 

 

Europe Switzerland  

Europe Iceland  

Group 2 
Partners: FTA 

under 
negotiation 

North-East Asia Japan 
Korea 

 

South Asia Sri Lanka  

Oceania Australia  

GCC Oman 
United Arab Emirates 

Kuwait 
Bahrain 
Qatar 

Europe Norway  

Group 3 
Partners: 

FTA under 
consideration 

South Asia India Maldives 

Group 4 
Partners: 

Non-FTA plan 

North America USA 
Canada 
Brazil 

 

Europe EU-28  

 Russia  

Africa South Africa 
Nigeria 
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Table 3 Agricultural products’ Name and Description of HS 01~24 
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Table 4   Export & Imports Value of China’s Agricultural Products and All Commodity 
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Table 5 Bilateral Agricultural Products Trade between China and its Partners 

 
Remarks: i. Group 1: Partners with FTA signed included Singapore, Indonesia, Malaysia, Vietnam, Cambodia, Philippine, Thailand, Hong Kong, Pakistan, 
Costa Rica, Peru, Chile, New Zealand, Iceland and Switzerland. ii. Group 2: Partners with FTA negotiation included Japan, Korea, Norway, Australia, Sri 
Lanka, Oman and UAE. iii. Group 3: Partners with FTA consideration included India and Columbia. iv. Group 4: Partners with non-FTA plan included USA, 
EU, Canada, Brazil, Russia, South Africa and Nigeria: v. Value: Total value of China exported to each group or each group exported to China. vi. Ratio: 
Total value of China exported to each group/China’s total exports to world; total value of each group exported to China/Each group’s total export to world. 
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Table 6  Data and Its Sources 
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Table 7 Regressing Results of 9 ECs on Common Explanatory Variables Proxies  

 
Remarks: STATA 12.0, Random effect GLS regression. Standard errors are given in parentheses. ***,** and* indicates significance under 1 ,5 and 10 % 
level, respectively. 
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