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contrary anti-dumping’s positive effects on export price in the former one period current period and later one period are roughly

the same but for the later two and more than two periods the positive effects decline even to negative effects in the long term.

National Reputation of Product Quality Soft Power and Export Profit
Xue Xinhong Wang Zhongcheng( 47)

In this paper we first prove in theory how soft power development of a country can influence export profits of its exporters
when buying decision is made with imperfect information about the quality of export products. Soft power works as advertising
when foreign buyers make choices among products especially when they have the same or similar national reputation of product
quality from different exporting countries. Then we test our theory by using Chinese company samples from 2004 ~2006. We
find that without constraints Chinese soft power improves their export profits and export-profit margin. However their export-profit
margin declines when their product quality improves and export duration extends as a result of the lagging of quality improvement
behind of soft power. This challenges the Export-oriented companies and economic strategy. Therefore to speed up the improve—

ment of product quality is the key for Chinese exporting competitiveness and the foundation for economic growth.

The Research on Relation between Outward Direct Investment and Domestic Industrial Structure Upgrading: Based on
the Sample Data in OECD Countries from 1990 to 2014
Wang Li Zhang Yan( 60)

This paper makes use of the outward direct investment data of OECD countries from 1990 to 2014 to analyze the relation be—
tween outward direct investment and industrial structure upgrading. The result shows that the increase of outward direct investment
is beneficial for domestic industrial structure upgrading. When outward direct investment increases by 1%  domestic industrial
level will rise by 0.02% . The positive factors which promote upgrading of domestic industrial structure include openness the lev—
el of financial development the level of technology development human resource and foreign direct investment. Finally the pa—
per adds in finance interaction with investment and technical interaction with foreign direct investment to test the relation empiri—
cally. The result shows that finance interaction with investment and technical interaction with foreign direct investment are all pos—

itive factors promoting domestic industrial structure upgrading.

Institutional Environment OFDI and TFP Growth: An Analysis from a Spatial Perspective
Song Yuegang Wu Yaoguo( 70)

Based on Chinese Industrial Enterprise Database from 1999 to 2007 and Foreign Investment Enterprises ( Institutions) List
released by Chinas Ministry of Commerce ( MOFCOM) . This paper conducts an empirical study of the impact brought by institu—
tional environment and OFDI on Total Factor Productivity ( TFP) at firms and provincial level. The results show that good institu—
tional environment and OFDI proves positive impact on TFP. Provincial level TFP shows obvious agglomerative effect. Further—
more from the perspective of different ownership enterprises in home country a favorable institutional environment adds on the
TFP growth of private enterprises. Foreign direct investment has a significant positive impact on the TFP of private enterprises and

foreign capital enterprises but cannot improve the TFP of state owned enterprises.

The Non-inear and Dynamic Effects of OFDI in Yangtze River Delta on Regional Technology Innovation: An Empirical
Analysis Based on Absorptive Capacity and Panel Smooth Transition Regression Model

Wang Xin Yao Hongxing( 86)

Based on the 25 cities data in Yangtze River Delta from 2007 to 2014 by using absorptive capacity variables such as human
capital openness financial development level and transport infrastructure as transision variables repectively this paper analyzes
the nondinear and dynamic effects of OFDI on regional technology innovation with panel smooth transition regression model in—
cluding exogenous control variables. The results show that all of the capacity variables have single thresholds repectively and OF-

DI has a positive impact on regional technology innovation capability when the absorptive capacity variables exceed their thresh—
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