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1. Introduction
Trade creation and diversion have been key concepts in considering the economic
effects of regional trade agreements (RTAs). Viner (1950) performed a pioneering study
of these concepts, although they were discussed in the context of customs unions.
Originally, the trade creation effects refer to the start of product imports, which were
previously not imported, from an RTA member country. Trade diversion means the
stoppage of product imports from an RTA non-member country by starting to import
these products from a member country instead. Such a switch may happen, even if the
before-tax prices from the RTA non-members are cheaper than those from RTA
members, because RTA members enjoy lower RTA preferential tariff rates than the
general tariff rates (e.g., most-favored-nation (MFN) rates). Trade diversion has long
been regarded as one of the consequences of the notorious “evils” associated with RTAs.
Researchers have tried to quantify these effects, since they play a crucial role in
evaluating the total impact of RTAs.
There are several ex–post empirical studies on trade creation and diversion. 1
These studies mostly estimate the gravity equation by employing aggregated trade data
at the country level (or country-sector level). Recent examples include Soloaga and
Winters (2001), Magee (2008), Carrere (2006), Dai et al. (2014), and Yang and
Martinez-Zarzoso (2014). These studies differ, particularly by estimation techniques.
For example, while Carrere (2006) employs the Hausman–Taylor estimation technique,
the multinomial Poisson maximum likelihood estimation is used in Yang and
Martinez-Zarzoso (2014). These studies introduce various RTA dummy variables into
gravity equations to differentiate the trade creation and trade diversion effects. In
particular, Magee (2008) carefully defines these effects and quantifies their absolute
values. 2 As a result, Magee finds that the trade creation effect led to an increase in
intra-bloc trade by 89% after RTAs were in place for 18 years and there was little
evidence of trade diversion. Also, Cipollina and Salvatici (2010) conduct a
meta-analysis of 85 such studies and conclude that trade creation effects exist and they
1

As summarized by Magee (2008), another strand is the ex-ante studies. A typical approach is a
computable general equilibrium (CGE) model simulation. In particular, many studies based on CGE
models use variations of the Global Trade Analysis Project (GTAP) model. Examples of this
approach include Brown et al. (1995), Cox (1995), Sobarzo (1995), and the studies surveyed by
Baldwin and Venables (1995). There are also some studies that employ a simpler approach, which is
based on the partial equilibrium model. Those studies include Karemera and Ojah (1998), Wylie
(1995), and Kreinin and Plummer (1992). Although the estimates in these studies are severely
affected by the assumption of exogenous parameters such as demand elasticity, all papers show
certain amounts of the absolute values derived from trade diversion.
2
Clausing (2001) directly examines the effects of tariff reduction through RTAs on trade.
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are significant.
Against this backdrop, our paper is the first to examine trade creation and
diversion at the firm level. A firm-level analysis provides microeconomic insights on
trade creation and diversion. The Vinerian version is derived basically from a simplistic
international trade model for a homogenous good under perfect competition. Thus, in
the Viner model, we do not need to introduce any firm-level perspectives. However, a
firm-level analysis clarifies the detailed effects of RTAs on firm-level imports that have
never been investigated. This paper focuses on an interesting case from the viewpoint of
trade creation and diversion, specifically on firm-product pairs, in which firms import a
particular product from non-members but not from RTA members. In such firm-product
pairs, we define firm-level trade creation as the start of imports from RTA members
under RTA schemes. The firm-level trade diversion is simply defined as the termination
of imports from RTA non-members. 3 As mentioned above, this definition is slightly
different from the Vinerian version’s definition of trade creation and diversion. For
example, the original definition of trade creation refers to the start of product imports,
which were formerly not imported at all. On the other hand, the target of our firm-level
trade creation study is firms that used to import from non-members. In short, our
interest lies in firm-level switching from the imports of a particular product from
non-members to those from members under RTA schemes.
Specifically, using shipment-level import data for Thailand during the period
2007–2011, we quantitatively and qualitatively investigate such firm-(product-)level
switching of import sources. Our quantitative analysis examines how much switching is
observed in Thailand’s imports and presents some important findings, which cannot be
obtained from country-level analyses of trade creation/diversion. For example, we can
investigate whether new importers simply started their importing activities per se or
switched their import sources from non-members to RTA members. Similarly, it is
possible to examine whether the termination of imports from non-members was the
result of simply stopping their importing activity per se or switching their import
sources to RTA members. On the other hand, one objective of our qualitative analysis is
to investigate the determinants of firm-level trade creation and diversion. In particular,
we shed light on the roles of MFN rates and RTA rates in the importing country, i.e.,
Thailand. We present unique empirical evidence that these tariff rates have symmetric
effects on firm-level trade creation and diversion, as defined above. In addition to such
3

More specifically, we define these firm-level trade creations and diversions at the firm-product
level, but we use the terms firm-level trade creation and diversion for brevity.
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“extensive margins” of imports from RTA members and non-members, we further
investigate the role of “intensive margins,” i.e., the magnitude of imports from RTA
members and non-members.
Our dataset enables us to identify the tariff schemes used for each import
shipment. 4 It covers all commodity imports for Thailand and includes information not
only on firms, source countries, and commodities, but also on the tariff schemes (e.g.,
an RTA or MFN scheme) applied to these imports. Namely, as is consistent with the
above definition on firm-level trade creation, we can identify whether a particular
import from RTA members is under an RTA or MFN scheme. Regardless of either the
Vinerian country-level version or our firm-level version, the reduction of tariff rates by
introducing RTA preferential rates is a major source of “trade creation” for RTAs. Our
dataset enables us not to include the start of imports from RTA members under MFN
schemes as trade creation, which is not motivated by such tariff reductions. To the best
of our knowledge, none of the above-mentioned country-level studies examine trade
creation/diversion under different tariff schemes.
Our paper is related not only to the above-mentioned traditional literature on trade
creation/diversion but also to some other types of literature. First, several papers have
recently examined the mechanisms for the survival of international transactions (e.g.,
Besedes and Prusa, 2006a, 2006b; Gorg et al., 2012; Nitsch, 2009; Esteve-Perez et al.,
2013; Gullstrand and Persson, 2015). These studies find, for example, that international
transactions are likely to survive when they are related to exports by more productive
firms, countries with larger GDPs, or geographically closer countries. In terms of
analyzing the survival of imports from RTA non-members (i.e., firm-level trade
diversion), our paper is related to this literature, but it is different in terms of analyzing
the roles of RTA rates and MFN rates separately. Such differentiation is important
because they have different effects on the survival of imports from non-members, as
shown in this paper.
Second, our paper is also related to some firm-level studies on the choice of tariff
schemes when exporting. These studies employ the data that can identify tariff schemes,
4

The aggregated version of trade data according to tariff schemes has been employed in several
papers, including studies on the determinants of the utilization rates of preferential trade and the
effects of preferential utilization on prices. The former kind of studies include Bureau et al. (2007),
Cadot et al. (2006), Francois et al. (2006), Manchin (2006), and Hakobyan (2015). Those studies
find that the utilization of preferential schemes is higher in the products with larger tariff margins,
larger volumes, and less restrictive rules of origin. Examples of the latter kind are Cadot et al. (2005),
Olarreaga and Ozden (2005), and Ozden and Sharma (2006), which find the rise of export prices
after RTA schemes are utilized.
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such as preferential schemes or MFN schemes. Employing these unique survey data, for
example, Takahashi and Urata (2010) and Hayakawa (2015) examine the role of firm
size in terms of the number of employees. By employing the firm-level data on the
Generalized System of Preferences (GSP) utilization for exporting apparel products to
Europe from Bangladesh, Cherkashin et al. (2015) structurally estimate their model on
the firms’ choice of tariff schemes. However, these studies only focus on trade with
partner countries in terms of preferential schemes and thus do not shed light on trade
diversion. Also, although the datasets used in these studies do not include trade for all
firms and industries, our dataset covers all commodity trade in Thailand.
Third, there are some studies on the effects of tariff reductions on extensive and
intensive margins. For example, employing product-level import data in the United
States, Debaere and Mostashari (2010) examine changes in the effect of tariff reductions
on the extensive margin (positive exports or zero) and find that tariff reductions have a
small effect on the extensive margin relative to the overall growth in international trade.
Buono and Lalanne (2012) show the significant role of tariff rates on the number of
exporters (extensive margin) and exports per firm (intensive margin) in France. On the
other hand, we investigate the role of tariff rates on the firm-(product/country)level
probability of importing (extensive margin) and firm-(product/country)level imports
(intensive margin). Furthermore, we differentiate between the roles of RTA rates and
MFN rates, particularly for the extensive margins. As mentioned above, we will show
that these tariff rates have different effects on the start of imports from RTA members
and the termination of imports from non-members.
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The next section provides our
conceptual framework on firm-level trade creation and diversion. Section 3 introduces
our dataset and then provides an overview of firm-level trade creation and diversion in
Thailand. Indeed, we believe that Thailand is a suitable importing country in which to
examine the effects of RTAs on imports. As stated in Section 3, Thailand and the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), of which Thailand is a member, have
actively terminated RTAs with countries outside ASEAN since the latter half of the
2000s, which represents our sample period. As a result, Thailand’s imports from RTA
partner countries under RTA schemes grew rapidly during that period. In Section 4, we
report the results for our econometric analyses. Section 5 concludes.

2. Conceptual Framework
This section discusses how MFN rates and RTA preferential rates affect the start
5

and exit of imports from RTA members and non-members. To simplify our discussion,
we examine a firm’s imports of a homogenous product, in which the market structure
represents perfect competition. That product is imported from two groups of countries:
RTA non-member countries and future RTA member countries. We consider the imports
at two time points. RTA is not available at the initial time, but RTA schemes are
available at the later time.
The possible unit import prices of product i at time t are given by
𝑀𝑀𝑀
𝑃𝑛𝑛𝑛
= (1 + 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑖𝑖 )𝑝𝑛𝑛 ,
𝑀𝑀𝑀
𝑃𝑚𝑚𝑚
= (1 + 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑖𝑖 )𝑝𝑚𝑚 ,
𝑅𝑅𝑅
𝑃𝑚𝑚𝑚 = (1 + 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑖𝑖 + 𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶)𝑝𝑚𝑚 .

PS indicates the import price under tariff scheme S (i.e., an RTA scheme or an MFN
scheme). MFN and RTA are MFN rates and RTA preferential rates, respectively.
Subscripts n and m refer to non-member countries and member countries, respectively. p
indicates c.i.f. prices (prices inclusive of costs, insurance, and freight), which are
assumed to be time-invariant. For simplicity, we assume that the compliance costs of the
rules of origin (Compliance) enter in an ad valorem fashion against c.i.f. prices.
To consider the effects of tariffs, we categorize the import structure of firms into
four cases, based on the import status at the initial time, as shown in Table 1. The first
case is that a firm does not import a product from either member or non-member
countries at the initial time. We do not discuss this case, since it is unfeasible to
empirically examine all of the possible import patterns. Namely, since this case requires
us to investigate non-importers at the initial time, we cannot investigate a particular set
of firms. Similarly, sets of products and export countries cannot be restricted either. As a
result, even if some firms to be examined can be specified, we need to examine whether
or not such firms start importing each of all products from each of all countries through
changes in the tariff rates. Such an analysis is empirically unfeasible. 5
===

Table 1

===

The second case is that a firm imports a product from member countries but not
5

This difficulty may be the reason why there are few empirical studies on the determinants of the
start of firm/country/product-level trade. In contrast, as listed in the introductory section, there are
several studies on the determinants of exit because we can only restrict the estimation sample to the
firm/country/product pairs that existed at the initial time. When examining the start of
firm/country/product-level trade, some restrictions are necessary. For example, Fontagné et al.
(2015) examine the firm/destination/product-level export probability by restricting the sets of firms
and destination countries, and analyzing at the HS four-digit level rather than at the tariff line–level.
6

from any non-member countries. This case emerges when, even under the initial level of
MFN rates, production costs and thus c.i.f. prices are lower for the product from
member countries than those from non-member countries, i.e., p ni > p mi . In this case, the
introduction of RTA preferential rates only encourages firms to continue importing that
product from member countries. If MFN rates are sufficiently high or RTA rates are
sufficiently low, the applied tariff scheme for imports from RTA members changes from
MFN to RTA. However, it does not generate imports from non-member countries,
because p ni > p mi . The same is true for any change or level of the MFN rates. In short,
the firms’ import patterns do not change in this case.
The interesting case is the third one, in which a firm does not import a product
from any member countries, but it does import a product from non-member countries.
This case becomes dominant if c.i.f. prices are lower in the product from non-member
countries than those from member countries, i.e., p ni < p mi . In this case, the firm imports
that product from either non-member countries under an MFN scheme or member
countries under an RTA scheme, depending on the level of MFN and RTA rates. In
particular, if the RTA rates are sufficiently low compared with the MFN rates (including
the compliance costs), the firm will start importing that product from member countries
under an RTA scheme and stop importing from non-member countries. Namely,
firm-level trade creation and diversion emerge. On the other hand, lower MFN rates will
discourage such firms from switching the origin of their imports.
The last case is that a firm imports a product from both member and non-member
countries. Under the above setting, this case simply emerges if the c.i.f. prices are the
same between products from member and non-member countries, i.e., p ni = p mi . While
the reduction of MFN rates does not change the initial import pattern, low RTA rates
would encourage firms to stop importing from non-member countries and to switch
their applied tariff schemes for imports from member countries from MFN to RTA. 6
Our empirical analysis basically focuses on the interesting case, i.e., the third case.
Indeed, as mentioned above, it is unfeasible to empirically examine the first case.
Furthermore, in the second case, tariff rates play a role of only strengthening the initial
import pattern. On the other hand, in the third case, we will see firm-level trade creation
and diversion at the same time through changes in the tariff rates. In particular, as
6

Furthermore, when assuming that this product is differentiated, this case will emerge if import
prices from both types of countries are not sufficiently high and not very different. Also, if the
product is not sufficiently differentiated, lower RTA rates may discourage the importing firms to
continue their imports from non-member countries. On the other hand, low MFN rates may
encourage the continuation of not only imports from non-member countries but also imports from
member countries under MFN schemes.
7

mentioned above, symmetric patterns of tariff effects will emerge. Low RTA rates have
positive and negative effects on the start of imports from member countries and the
continuation of imports from non-member countries, respectively. In contrast, low MFN
rates have the opposite effects. Also, it is feasible to empirically examine this case
because we can restrict importers to those who imported from non-members but not
from any RTA members, in the initial year. The products to be examined can also be
restricted to those that were imported from non-members in the initial year. Lastly, the
fourth case is also investigated, to some extent, in our empirical analysis.

3. Data Overview
This section provides an overview of firm-level trade creation and diversion in
Thailand. After introducing our dataset, we will show that very few firms switch their
import source countries from RTA non-members to RTA members.

3.1. Data Source
Our dataset is obtained from the Customs Office, Kingdom of Thailand. It
represents transaction-level import data from 2007 to 2011 and covers all commodity
imports in Thailand. In our sample period, we retain the consistency of the Harmonized
Commodity Description and Coding System (HS) version for the product classification,
i.e., HS2007. Our dataset includes the customs clearing date, HS eight-digit code,
export country, firm identification code, tariff scheme (e.g., RTA, MFN, etc.), and
import values in Thai baht (THB). We use the import data aggregated by years, in
addition to the source countries, HS eight-digit codes, firms, and tariff schemes. We
classify the tariff schemes into three categories, including the MFN and RTA schemes,
as well as other schemes. The tariff payment for imports under “other schemes” is
exempted on the basis of five categories: bonded warehouses, free zones, investment
promotion, duty drawback for raw materials imported for the production of exports, and
duty drawback for re-exportation. 7
As listed in Table 2, Thailand has ten RTAs in our sample period, most of which
overlap in terms of their country coverages. Thailand has not only bilateral but also
plurilateral RTAs with Japan, Australia, New Zealand, and India. With the members of
ASEAN, of which Thailand is also a member, Thailand has at least five RTA schemes.
In this paper, we call the following 15 countries “RTA member countries”: Korea, China,
7

See Appendix A for these five categories within “other schemes.”
8

Japan, India, Philippines, Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar, Malaysia, Indonesia,
Brunei, Singapore, New Zealand, and Australia. Except for Korea, where Thailand
concluded an RTA in 2010, all of these countries have been RTA partner countries with
Thailand at least since the beginning of our sample period, i.e., 2007. The other
countries are called “RTA non-member countries.” 8
===

Table 2

===

Although Thailand has had RTAs earlier than our sample period, the significant
use of RTA schemes for Thailand’s imports only started during our sample period.
Figure 1 reports the imports under RTA schemes, in addition to their share of total
imports. In this figure, the samples are restricted to observations in which any RTA rates
are lower than MFN rates in 2007. In 2007, imports under RTA schemes remained at a
small magnitude. The share of total imports was less than 1%. However, both the
magnitude and share of imports under RTA schemes dramatically increased since 2008.
The share rises to 16% in 2008 and to 31% in 2011. In sum, our sample period is the
period when Thailand started to increase its imports under RTA schemes.
===

Figure 1

===

3.2. Overview: Quantitative Analysis
We start from an overview of firm-level trade creation. Table 3 decomposes
Thailand’s imports in 2011. For example, total imports are disaggregated into imports
from non-members (i) and imports from members (ii). The latter imports represent
approximately 60% of total imports in 2011. The case of (iv) shows that, among the
imports from members, those in “eligible products” are larger. In this table, the eligible
products are defined as products in which the RTA rates are lower than the MFN rates in
8

More precisely, all products do not necessarily have lower RTA rates than MFN rates in any RTAs.
Furthermore, it depends on the RTAs and thus on the export countries which products can be
exported to Thailand under lower RTA rates than MFN rates. Also, RTA preferential rates for some
products become available many years after the RTAs have been in force. In this sense, “RTA
member countries” should be classified by not only country but also by product and year. However,
such a classification is too complicated from which to examine trade creation/diversion. Thus, we
simply classify imports according only to the country of origin. However, in our econometric
analysis, we impose some restrictions on exporter-product pairs based on RTA eligibility. The
number of products with RTA rates lower than MFN rates, i.e., the number of eligible products, is
reported in Appendix B. In this appendix, we also provide the product-level distributions of MFN
rates, the lowest RTA rates, and their differences, i.e., the preference margin in 2009.
9

2011. Otherwise, the products are categorized as “ineligible products.” If multiple
preference schemes are available (e.g., ASEAN-Japan Comprehensive Economic
Partnership (AJCEP) and Japan-Thailand Economic Partnership Agreement (JTEPA)
when importing from Japan), the lower preferential rates are used in this categorization.
The imports of eligible products from RTA members under RTA schemes only represent
about 10% of total imports.
===

Table 3

===

We further decompose the imports of eligible products from RTA members under
RTA schemes in 2011. In the cases of (viii) and (ix), we identify whether or not such
imports existed in 2007 (the start year of our dataset). We find that almost all of such
imports did not exist in 2007. On the other hand, as shown in the case of (x), most of the
RTA users that did not import from members also did not import from non-members in
2007. In other words, such firms are new importers during this period rather than
switchers of import source countries from non-members to members. The switching
importers can be found in the case of (xiii), which represents only 1% of all imports in
Thailand. In sum, at least during our sample period, there are few firms that started to
import a product from RTA members under RTA schemes by stopping their imports of
that product from non-members, i.e., there was little firm-level trade creation. Almost
all (future) RTA users were new importers (x).
Next, we provide an overview of firm-level trade diversion in Table 4. As in Table
3, we decompose imports in 2007 and find that the share of imports from non-members
was 40% (ii), which is the same as in 2011. Among these imports, 15% are in eligible
products (iv). In this table, the eligible products are defined as those in which the
preferential tariffs under at least one of the RTAs are lower than the MFN rates in any
year during the period 2007–2011. For such imports of eligible products from
non-members, we focus on those under MFN schemes (vi). Such imports from
non-members under MFN schemes represent approximately 10% of total imports.
About 40% of these imports (i.e., 4% of the 10%) are by firms that did not import the
same products from members in 2007 (viii). And in this case, approximately 60% of
these imports disappeared in 2011 (x). Almost all transactions categorized in (x) are by
firms that also did not import from members in 2011 (xi). Namely, most of the firms
that stopped importing from non-members did not start importing from members.
Rather, they stopped their importing activity per se rather than switching their import
sources.
10

===

Table 4

===

4. Econometric Analysis: Qualitative Analysis
This section conducts econometric analyses of firm-level trade creation and
diversion. As mentioned in Section 2, we focus on firm-product pairs, in which firms
import a particular product from non-members but not from RTA members in the initial
year, i.e., case (iii) in Section 2. In particular, we examine the roles of RTA rates and
MFN rates on the start of imports from RTA members under RTA schemes and the exit
of imports from non-members.

4.1. Trade Creation
Setting the initial year as 2007, we examine the existence of imports from RTA
members during the period 2008–2011. Specifically, we restrict the sample firm-product
pairs to those that imported from any non-members, but did not import from RTA
members, in 2007. Then, we examine whether a firm engages in importing a particular
product from each member in each year under RTA schemes. We exclude the import
transactions under the other schemes. The products are restricted to those in which the
available RTA rates are lower than the MFN rates when importing from a certain
member country in a certain year. 9
Our empirical model of firm choice for imports and utilizing RTA schemes is
specified as follows. To take into consideration the fact that RTA users are always
importers, we employ the Heckman probit model, whose framework is provided in Van
de Ven and Van Praag (1981). The selection equation describes the firms’ decisions on
whether or not to import a product from a member country in a particular year:
∗
𝑦𝐼𝐼
≡ max{𝜋𝑀𝑀𝑀 , 𝜋𝑅𝑅𝑅 } = 𝐳𝐳 + 𝑢𝐼𝐼 ,

𝑦𝐼𝐼 = �

∗
1 if 𝑦𝐼𝐼
>0
.
∗
0 if 𝑦𝐼𝐼 ≤ 0

(1)

For simplicity, we omit firm, product, export country, and year subscripts. π MFN and
π RTA are gross profits from importing under MFN and RTA schemes, respectively. A
vector z includes various elements that affect gross import profits. A vector γ indicates
the coefficients to be estimated. Namely, this equation indicates that firms choose to
import if the gross profits from importing under either an MFN scheme or an RTA
9

If a firm imports from members under multiple schemes, we only use the observations for the
scheme with the largest import values.
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scheme become positive. u IM is a disturbance term.
The elements in a vector z are selected on the basis of the simple conceptual
framework in Section 2. The profits from importing from a particular member country
will not be independent from the profits from importing from other member and
non-member countries. In other words, it depends on the characteristics of all export
countries. However, we simply assume that a vector z mainly includes MFN and RTA
rates. These two kinds of tariff rates may have a more direct association with the
imports from non-members and members, respectively, although the import profits from
each country are simultaneously determined. 10 As discussed in Section 2, we expect that
higher MFN rates or lower RTA rates encourage firms to import from RTA members.
We also introduce a log of export costs per container for the export country in order to
control for the fixed costs of exporting on the export side. 11
Then, the resulting equation describes the firms’ decision on whether to use an
MFN scheme or an RTA scheme:
∗
𝑦𝑅𝑅𝑅
≡ 𝜋𝑅𝑅𝑅 − 𝜋𝑀𝑀𝑀 = 𝐱𝐱 + 𝑢𝐹𝐹𝐹 ,

𝑦𝐹𝐹𝐹 = �

∗
∗
1 if𝑦𝑅𝑅𝑅
> 0, 𝑦𝐼𝐼
>0
. (2)
∗
∗
0 if𝑦𝑅𝑅𝑅 ≤ 0, 𝑦𝐼𝐼 > 0

A vector x includes the various elements that affect the difference between gross import
profits under RTA and MFN schemes, and it is assumed to mainly include the
preference margin. The larger margin will encourage firms to import under RTA
schemes rather than under MFN schemes, as found in previous studies on the
determinants of RTA utilization rates. 12 We also introduce a log of the fees for the
issuance of certificates of origin (CoOs) in the export country in order to control for the
fixed costs of utilizing an RTA on the export side. 13 A vector β indicates the coefficients
to be estimated. u FTA is a disturbance term. This equation indicates that firms choose to
import under RTA schemes if the associated gross profits are greater than those under
MFN schemes. The disturbances in these two equations are assumed to be as follows:
𝑢𝐼𝐼 ~𝑁(0,1),
𝑢𝑅𝑅𝑅 ~𝑁(0,1),
corr(𝑢𝐼𝐼 , 𝑢𝑅𝑅𝑅 ) = 𝜌.
(3)

In addition, as the control variables in both of the z and x vectors, we include a
log of total global imports at the firm-product level (ln total imports), a firm-level
10

If multiple preference schemes are available, the lower preferential rates are used for the import
observations under an MFN scheme. For the import observations under RTA schemes, we use
preferential rates in the corresponding RTA schemes.
11
Fixed export costs will have a significant effect on importers’ profits if we take into consideration
the matching between exporters and importers. See, for example, Sugita et al. (2015).
12
See footnote 4.
13
We do not introduce this variable into the selection equation, because of its high correlation with
the export costs per container. Also see footnote 11.
12

dummy variable taking the value one if a firm becomes engaged in exporting (export
dummy), a log of GDP, and a log of the geographical distance between the export
country and Thailand. The former two firm-level variables are one-year lagged. 14 Also,
we include year fixed effects to control for the import country’s specific time-variant
elements, such as demand size, for both vectors. Since our variable for CoOs fees is a
time-invariant export country–specific variable, we do not include fixed effects for the
exporting countries. Also, the export costs per container do not change much over time.
Similarly, the reason for not including product fixed effects is because MFN rates,
which are one of our main variables, do not change for almost all products (99%) during
our sample period. The nature of this variable also implies that our estimation results for
MFN rates come from the variations across products, not over time. 15
The results are reported in column (I) in Table 5. We can find the significant
results in “Rho,” indicating the existence of selection bias in the estimates of the RTA
use equation when estimating this equation using a simple probit model rather than a
Heckman probit model. In the equation for imports, the coefficients for RTA and MFN
rates are significantly negative and positive, respectively, which is consistent with our
prior expectations. Namely, lower RTA rates or higher MFN rates encourage firms to
start importing from RTA members. In the equation of RTA use, the coefficient for the
preference margin is estimated to be significantly positive, as is also consistent with our
expectations. Namely, when starting to import products with a larger preference margin
for RTA members, firms are more likely to use RTA schemes than MFN schemes.
===

Table 5

===

The results for the other variables are as follows. First, firms are more likely to
import from RTA members with lower export costs and then to utilize RTA schemes
when importing from RTA members with the lower CoO fees. Second, larger-sized
firms in terms of total imports are more likely to import from RTA members, but they
are less likely to utilize RTA schemes when importing. Although we did not consider the
14

When specifying firm-level characteristics, we must rely on customs data-based measures, since
we do not have information on turnovers, employment, or capital for the universe of Thai importers.
15
All firm-level data, in addition to the data of MFN rates, are obtained from Customs, Kingdom of
Thailand, as used in the previous section. The data on GDP, which is deflated by the GDP deflator,
are drawn from the World Development Indicator. We obtain the data on geographical distance from
the CEPII website. The data on export costs per container and CoOs fees are drawn from the Doing
Business Database at the World Bank and Table 1 in Hayakawa et al. (2015). The basic statistics for
our sample are provided in Appendix D.
13

existence of fixed costs for switching import sources in Section 2, larger-sized firms
may be more likely to afford paying such costs. However, the result for RTA utilization
is puzzling. When using RTA schemes when importing, firms only need to submit the
CoOs prepared by the exporting firms to customs. Namely, importers always prefer to
use an RTA if the exporters can afford to use an RTA scheme. Nevertheless, it is unclear
why smaller-sized firms are more likely to utilize RTA schemes when importing. Third,
another puzzling result is that non-exporters are more likely to import from RTA
members and then to utilize RTA schemes. Fourth, firms are more likely to import from
RTA members that are larger economically (i.e., in terms of GDP) or from the less
distant members, but they are less likely to utilize RTA schemes when importing from
such RTA members.
We present one kind of robustness check on the above results. In the above
analysis, we employ balanced panel data on imports from each RTA member by year.
For example, the dataset includes observations for all years (i.e., 2008–2011) for each
firm/product-RTA member country pair, even if the positive imports in the
corresponding pair appear in the middle year (e.g., 2009) and disappear in a later year
(e.g., 2010). 16 However, the decision process by firms may be different before and after
the first imports from members (at least in our sample period) begin. Therefore, in this
robustness check, we drop the firm-product pairs from the estimation sample after those
pairs record the first positive imports from any RTA member. The results are reported in
column (II) in Table 5 and show the qualitatively same results as those in column (I). 17

4.2. Trade Diversion
Next, we examine the cessation of imports from non-members. Specifically, we
examine whether the import transactions from non-members by firms importing a
product from a non-member country, but not from any member countries in 2007,
continue to exist during the period 2008–2011. The products are restricted to those in
which the preferential rates of at least one RTA are lower than the MFN rates, as of
2008. We estimate a simple probit model on the above-mentioned existence of import
transactions from non-member countries. As in the above case for trade creation, the
import profits from non-members are not independent from the import profits from RTA
members. 18 Again, we simply assume that the explanatory variables in this probit model
16

See Appendix C1, which introduces the structure of our dataset for trade creation.
Appendix E reports the results of examining the start of imports from RTA members for the fourth
case in Section 2. The results are similar to those reported in this subsection.
18
In this sense, the disturbance in the model specified in (1) may be correlated with that in this
17

14

are the same as the z vector, except for the log of the export costs that was used as one
of the excluded variables in the analysis on trade creation. Another noteworthy
difference is that the lowest RTA rates among all of the available RTAs in Thailand are
used as the variable for RTA rates.
The results are reported in column (I) of Table 6. As is consistent with our
discussion in Section 2, the coefficient for MFN rates is estimated to be significantly
positive, indicating that firms are more likely to stop importing products with higher
MFN rates from non-members. In contrast, RTA rates have a significantly negative
coefficient. Namely, firms are more likely to stop importing products with lower RTA
rates. In Table 6, we find that firms are more likely to start importing from RTA
members in the case of products with higher MFN rates or lower RTA rates. In
particular, the larger difference between MFN rates and RTA rates encourages firms to
import from RTA members under RTA schemes. Combining these results with those for
imports from members, we could say that firms are more likely to switch import sources
from non-members to members under RTA schemes when importing products with
higher MFN rates or lower RTA rates.
===

Table 6

===

The other results are as follows. First, the significantly negative coefficient for
“Total Imports” indicates that the larger-sized importers are better able to cope with
various kinds of idiosyncratic shocks (e.g., demand shocks on the import countries) and
thus they will continue importing from non-members. Second, the coefficient for the
“Export dummy” is significantly positive. In the analysis for trade creation, we find a
significantly negative coefficient for this variable. Therefore, we can say that exporters
are more likely to exit from the import market per se rather than to switch import
sources. Third, as found by Besedes and Prusa (2006b), the coefficient for the exporter’s
GDP is significantly negative. A larger GDP in the export countries leads to the lower
uncertainty of demand in their home countries and thus enables the exporters to
continue devoting their productive resources to export activities. Last, the coefficient for
distance is significantly positive, which is consistent with the result by Nitsch (2009).
Trading with more distant countries obviously increases the uncertainty of the fixed
trade costs and may discourage firms from continuing to trade.

probit model, according to the firm-product pairs. However, we simply make separate estimates of
these two models on trade creation and diversion.
15

As in the case of trade creation, we present one kind of robustness check on the
above results. Namely, we drop the firm-product pairs after they record their first import
exit from any non-members because the decision-making process by firms may be
different before and after the first such exit (at least in our sample period). 19 The results
are reported in column (II) in Table 6 and they show the same qualitative results as
those in column (I). In particular, the coefficients for the MFN and RTA rates are
estimated to be significantly positive and negative, respectively. 20

4.3. Intensive Margin
In this subsection, we examine the magnitude of imports from RTA members under RTA
schemes and those from RTA non-members. 21 The former magnitude is explored by
estimating the Heckman model. The selection equation is formalized, as in the outcome
equation for the analysis of trade creation in Section 4.1. Namely, imports from an RTA
member under RTA schemes can only be observed if the gross profits from importing
under RTA schemes are greater than those from importing under MFN schemes. As in
Section 4.1, this relationship is specified as follows.
𝐱𝐱 + 𝑢𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸 > 0.
(4)
Again, we omit firm, product, export country, and year subscripts for simplicity. The
outcome equation is a simple linear equation:
ln Imports = 𝐳𝐳 + 𝑢𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼𝐼 .
(5)
The dependent variable is the natural log of imports from an RTA member under RTA

schemes. Here we do not include the log of export costs per container in the z vector,
because the fixed costs for exports are not expected to affect the intensive margin
(Helpman et al., 2008). Also, the MFN rates are not included in this analysis of the
imports under RTA schemes in order to focus on the effect of corresponding tariff rates
on the intensive margin. 22

The results are shown in the “Trade Creation” column in Table 7. The most
important result in the outcome equation (i.e., “Intensive”) is that the RTA rates have a
significantly negative coefficient. Namely, the imports of products with lower RTA rates
19

See Appendix C2, which introduces the structure of our dataset for trade diversion.
Appendix E reports the results of examining the exit of imports from RTA non-members for the
fourth case in Section 2. The results are similar to those reported in this subsection.
21
We again focus on firms that import a particular product from non-members but do not import
from RTA members, i.e., case (iii) in Section 2.
22
Furthermore, for simplicity, we do not take into account the selection on whether or not to import
in the estimation (i.e., the model specified in (1)) and the existence and magnitude of imports from
non-members. The same is also true for the model that examines the intensive margin when
importing from non-members.
20

16

are larger. The noteworthy results for the other variables are as follows. First, in the
selection equation (i.e., “RTA Use”), GDP has a significantly positive coefficient, unlike
the case of the outcome equation in Table 5, which takes into account the selection of
importing. Namely, our results for the export country’s GDP in RTA utilization are not
robust and they are unclear. Furthermore, the coefficient for GDP is significantly
negative in the outcome equation. This result is not consistent with the typical results
for gravity studies, though the dimension of analysis is different (i.e., firm-product level
versus national level). Second, the significantly positive coefficient for “Total Imports”
under “Intensive” will be a natural result.
===

Table 7

===

Next, the magnitude of imports from non-members is examined by estimating the above
outcome equation by the ordinary least squares (OLS) method. However, in contrast to
the above analysis, RTA rates are not included in this analysis on the imports from
non-members. Instead, we introduce MFN rates into the z vector. The results are
reported in the “Trade Diversion” column of Table 7. Naturally, the coefficient for MFN
rates is estimated to be significantly negative, indicating that the imports of products
with lower MFN rates are larger. The other variables have coefficients similar to the
case of “Trade Creation” in terms of signs.

5. Concluding Remarks
Using highly detailed import data for Thailand, this paper examined firm-level
trade creation and diversion of RTAs. Specifically, by focusing on firms that imported a
particular product from non-members but not from RTA members in the initial year, we
empirically investigated the start of imports from RTA members under RTA schemes
and the cessation of imports from non-members at the firm level. Our findings can be
summarized as follows. Economic mechanisms work in the firm-level trade creation and
diversion of RTAs. Namely, firms are more likely to stop importing products from
non-member RTA countries with lower RTA rates or higher MFN rates and to start
importing such products from RTA member countries. The magnitude of firm-level
imports from RTA members and non-members is larger when importing products with
lower RTA rates and lower MFN rates, respectively.
However, from the quantitative point of view, there are very few firms that switch
import sources from non-members to RTA members. Most future RTA users are new
17

importers, i.e., firms that had never imported from either RTA members or
non-members. Also, most of the firms that stopped importing from non-members do not
start importing from members; instead, they stop their importing activity per se. In sum,
firm-level switching of import sources rarely happens. Switching from non-members to
members directly reduces the imports from non-members, whereas a rise in imports
from members by new importers (at least directly) does not occur, though it may
discourage existing importers to continue importing from non-members. Therefore, our
result denoting only a few “switching importers” may be one of the reasons why
existing studies at a country level do not find significant trade diversion, though it is
unclear as to how far the results for Thailand can be generalized.

18
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Table 1. Import Pattern

(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)

Import Status in the Initial Time
From RTA Members
From Non-members
NO
NO
YES
NO
NO
YES
YES
YES
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Table 2. RTAs for Thailand during Our Sample Period
FTAs
ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA)

Thailand-India FTA (TIFTA): Early harvest
Thailand-Australia FTA (TAFTA)
ASEAN-China FTA (ACFTA)

Thailand-New Zealand Closer Economic Partnership Agreement (TNZCEP)
Japan-Thailand Economic Partnership Agreement (JTEPA)
ASEAN-Japan Economic Partnership Agreement (AJCEP)

ASEAN-Republic of Korea FTA (AKFTA)

ASEAN-Australia-New Zealand FTA (AANZFTA)

ASEAN-India FTA (AIFTA)

Source: Legal texts of RTAs
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Members
Implementation
Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos,
1993
Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines,
Singapore, Viet Nam, and Thailand
2004
India and Thailand
2005
Australia and Thailand
Brunei, Cambodia, China Indonesia,
2005
Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines,
Singapore, Viet Nam, and Thailand
2005
New Zealand and Thailand
Japan and Thailand
2007
Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia, Japan,
2009
Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines,
Singapore, Viet Nam, and Thailand
Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos,
2010
Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines, Korea,
Singapore, Viet Nam, and Thailand
Australia, Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia,
2010
Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, New Zealand,
Philippines, Singapore, Viet Nam, and
Thailand
Brunei, Cambodia, India, Indonesia, Laos,
2010
Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines,
Singapore, Viet Nam, and Thailand

Table 3. Decomposition of Imports in 2011: Trade Creation (Million THB)
(i) Imports from non-members in 2011
(ii) Imports from members in 2011
(iii)
of an ineligible product as of 2011
(iv)
of an eligible product as of 2011
(v)
Scheme of imports from members in 2011 = MFN
(vi)
Scheme of imports from members in 2011 = Others
(vii)
Scheme of imports from members in 2011 = RTA
(viii)
Existence of import of that product from that member in 2007 = YES
(ix)
Existence of import of that product from that member in 2007 = NO
(x)
Existence of import of that product from non-members in 2007 = NO
(xi)
Existence of import of that product from non-members in 2007 = YES
(xii)
Existence of import of that product from non-members in 2011 = YES
(xiii)
Existence of import of that product from non-members in 2011 = NO
(xiv) Total

Source: Authors’ computation.
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Value
2,798,638
3,873,102
1,486,225
2,386,877
946,411
825,607
614,860
59,741
555,118
395,772
159,347
115,684
43,662
6,671,740

Share
0.42
0.58
0.22
0.36
0.14
0.12
0.09
0.01
0.08
0.06
0.02
0.02
0.01
1.00

Table 4. Decomposition of Imports in 2007: Trade Diversion (Million THB)
(i) Imports from members in 2007
(ii) Imports from non-members in 2007
(iii)
of an ineligible product as of any year during 2007-2011
(iv)
of an eligible product as of any year during 2007-2011
(v)
under Others
(vi)
under MFN
(vii)
Existence of import of that product from any members in 2007 = YES
(viii)
Existence of import of that product from any members in 2007 = NO
Existence of that import from that non-member in 2011 = YES
(ix)
(x)
Existence of that import from that non-member in 2011 = NO
(xi)
Existence of import of that product from any members in 2011 = NO
(xii)
Existence of import of that product from any members in 2011 = YES
Scheme of that import from members in 2011 = MFN
(xiii)
(xvi) Total

Source: Authors’ computation.
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Value
2,898,477
1,969,455
1,237,313
732,142
278,611
453,531
259,421
194,110
84,233
109,878
109,878
0.001
0.001
4,867,932

Share
0.60
0.40
0.25
0.15
0.06
0.09
0.05
0.04
0.02
0.02
0.02
0.00
0.00
1.00

Table 5. Trade Creation: Extensive Margin
(I)
ln (1+MFN rates)
ln (1+RTA rates)

Import
0.547***
[0.022]
-0.534***
[0.053]

Preference Margin
ln Total Imports
Export dummy
ln GDP
ln Distance

0.147***
[0.056]
-0.058***
[0.002]
-0.070***
[0.010]
-0.291***
[0.006]
0.550***
[0.011]
-0.029***
[0.005]

0.064***
[0.001]
-0.013***
[0.004]
0.313***
[0.002]
-0.188***
[0.006]

ln CoO Fee
ln Export Cost

(II)
RTA Use

-0.427***
[0.007]

Import
0.247***
[0.030]
-0.225***
[0.068]

0.051***
[0.001]
0.020***
[0.006]
0.284***
[0.002]
-0.152***
[0.007]

RTA Use

0.536***
[0.104]
-0.039***
[0.003]
-0.113***
[0.018]
-0.233***
[0.012]
0.573***
[0.023]
-0.028***
[0.010]

-0.433***
[0.009]

Rho

-0.936
[0.007]
1014.7
9,166,871
9,107,223
59,648
-318194

Chi-squared statistics
Number of observations
Censored observations
Uncensored observations
Log pseudolikelihood

-0.914
[0.014]
1014.7
8,292,312
8,263,932
28,380
-168697

Notes: Robust standard errors are in parentheses. ***, **, and * indicate 1%, 5%, and 10%
significance, respectively. In all specifications, we include year dummy variables.
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Table 6. Trade Diversion: Extensive Margin
(I)
0.280***
[0.021]
-1.143***
[0.105]
-0.055***
[0.001]
0.164***
[0.004]
-0.053***
[0.001]
0.028***
[0.003]
851,572
0.0126
-482312

ln (1+MFN rates)
ln (1+RTA rates)
ln Total Imports
Export dummy
ln GDP
ln Distance
Number of observations
Pseudo R-squared
Log pseudolikelihood

(II)
0.459***
[0.032]
-1.131***
[0.127]
-0.057***
[0.001]
0.116***
[0.006]
-0.044***
[0.002]
0.037***
[0.005]
347,253
0.1243
-207913

Notes: Robust standard errors are in parentheses. ***, **, and * indicate 1%, 5%, and 10%
significance, respectively. In all specifications, we include year dummy variables.
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Table 7. Trade Creation and Diversion: Intensive Margin
Trade Creation
RTA Use
Intensive
S.E.
Coef.
S.E.
Coef.
ln (1+MFN rates)
ln (1+RTA rates)
Preference Margin
ln Total Imports
Export dummy
ln GDP
ln Distance
ln CoO Fee
Rho
Chi-squared statistics
Number of observations
Censored observations
Uncensored observations
R-squared
Log pseudolikelihood

1.787***
-0.015***
-0.214***
0.100***
0.442***
-0.150***

[0.104]
[0.004]
[0.022]
[0.009]
[0.028]
[0.010]

-2.946**

[1.297]

0.264***
-0.240***
-0.084**
0.033

[0.020]
[0.085]
[0.035]
[0.104]

0.184
6.03
59,648
55,972
3,676

[0.073]

Trade Diversion
Intensive
Coef.
S.E.
-2.032***
[0.097]

0.168***
-0.376***
-0.036***
0.029**

[0.003]
[0.015]
[0.006]
[0.013]

170,821

0.0371
-20664

Notes: “Coef.” and “S.E.” show coefficients and the robust standard errors. ***, **, and * indicate 1%, 5%, and 10% significance, respectively. In all
specifications, we include year dummy variables.
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Figure 1. RTA Imports for Thailand (Billion THB)
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Appendix A. The Other Schemes
In addition to RTAs, there are five additional privileged schemes in which
importing firms in Thailand can enjoy preferential tariff treatments; namely, bonded
warehouses, free zones, investment promotion, duty drawback for raw materials
imported for the production of exports, and duty drawback for re-exportation. While
benefits under the first three are realized immediately at the time of importation, those
under the latter two schemes are essentially the refund of the duties already paid, which
is collected when exportation or re-exportation is achieved. The benefits offered under
these five schemes, which may also vary among schemes, are different from those under
RTAs, at least in the following six aspects.
First, the beneficiaries are different. Under RTAs, beneficiaries can be any
importer, no matter what the goods are used for. In other words, they can be either
manufacturers for the domestic market, manufacturers for the export markets, traders
that import and distribute goods to customers, or final users of the imported goods.
Unlike RTAs, the beneficiaries under bonded warehouses, free zones, and duty
drawback schemes are required to be firms that only import goods for their own
production and exporting activities. For imports under investment promotion, the
beneficiaries are mixed, depending upon the imported goods. For imports of machinery,
the beneficiaries could be manufacturers for either the domestic or export markets. On
the other hand, only manufacturers for the export markets benefit from the investment
promotion scheme during the importation of raw materials.
Second, the lists of eligible goods are different. Under RTAs, eligible goods can
be any goods tagged within the inclusion list. In other words, subject to negotiations
among RTA members, they can be raw materials, machinery, or final products. Unlike
RTAs, eligible goods are mainly raw materials in most of the five schemes. Machinery
to be used in the production process is ineligible under all schemes, with the exception
of free zones and investment promotion. Imported goods to be used as final products are
ineligible under all schemes. It is noted that duty drawback for re-exportation is
applicable to any goods—either raw materials, machinery, or final products—provided
that such goods do not undergo any transformation from the time they are imported until
they are exported.
Third, the extent of customs duty reductions is different. Under RTAs, while
tariffs for a large portion of traded goods are totally eliminated, some remain non-zero
subject to their sensitivity to liberalization and RTA maturities. Tariff reductions under
the five schemes vary, but most of them are greater than those for RTAs. Tariffs for all
raw materials imported under free zones, investment promotion, and bonded warehouse
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schemes are virtually exempt. For machinery, imports under free zones are tariff free,
whereas those under the investment promotion scheme may be either tariff free or
subject to a 50% tariff reduction, depending upon the decision by the Board of
Investment of Thailand. Under the duty drawback schemes, firms may ask either for a
full refund, if the raw materials are imported for the production of exports, or for
nine-tenths or the excess of one thousand Thai baht of the duty already paid, whichever
is higher, if the goods are imported for re-exportation.
Fourth, the benefits from the exemption of other duties are different. On top of
tariff reduction, certain schemes grant additional duty privileges to firms. The
exemption of excise taxes exists for goods imported under the bonded warehouse and
duty drawback for raw materials imported for the production of export schemes.
Privileges for firms in the free zones are among the best, since imported goods are free
of tariffs, excise taxes, and value-added taxes.
Fifth, the qualifications are different. Under RTAs, qualified goods are required to
be produced in the RTA-member countries and meet the relevant originating criteria
specified in the rules of origin. Failure to do so makes such goods unqualified and
results in the denial of benefits under RTAs. On the other hand, this is not an issue for
importations under the five privilege schemes. It means that the goods that have
qualified for these schemes may be produced in and exported from anywhere in the
world.
Last, the burdens for the importers to prove eligibility are different. In order to
claim benefits under the five schemes, importers are required to submit evidence of
compliance to the authority in charge. The evidence of compliance includes a
production formula, a necessity claim that explains why imports are preferred over
locally produced goods, and other relevant documents. To some extent, this inevitably
results in higher compliance costs. On the other hand, this evidence is not required for
importers claiming preferential benefits under RTAs. The only evidence needed is the
CoO issued by a competent authority in the exporting country. As a result, the burden
and cost of proving eligibility under RTAs is imposed mainly on the exporters.
In conclusion, the benefits offered and costs imposed vary among import schemes.
Such differences may either encourage or discourage firms to switch their imports
among RTAs, other privilege schemes, and MFN schemes. In addition to the lower cost
of compliance, the broader coverage of eligible goods and the beneficiaries, who are
able to claim preferential tariff treatments, are some of the advantages of import
switching to RTAs. On the contrary, the extent of customs duty reductions, the offer of
other kinds of duty reductions, and the goods’ originating status requirements are among
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the main reasons why firms either switch to or remain in the other privileged schemes.

Appendix B. Tariff Rates in Thailand
Table B1. Number of Products with Lower Preferential Rates than MFN Rates
AANZFTA
ACFTA
AFTA
AIFTA
AJCEP
AKFTA
JTEPA
TAFTA
TIFTA
TNZCEP

2007

2008

2009

2,415
5,809

2,415
6,267

4,897
6,273

4,990
5,481
238
5,482

5,147
5,783
238
5,784

5,505
6,117
238
6,148

2010
5,963
5,893
6,672
4,191
5,466
5,773
5,705
6,567
238
6,635

2011
5,963
5,893
6,672
4,191
5,466
5,773
5,705
6,577
238
6,656

Source: Authors’ compilations
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Appendix C. Construction of the Dataset for Our Estimations
This appendix explains how we construct our datasets for econometric analyses.
Such datasets for trade creation and diversion are introduced separately.

C1. Dataset for Trade Creation
We start by identifying the importers from non-members in 2007. Thus, we
restrict the import data to the import transactions from non-members in 2007, in which
we have information on firm IDs, export countries (Exporter), HS codes, and import
values (Values). In this dataset, only observations with positive import values are kept.
Next, using this information, we construct a list of import firm–HS code pairs that
existed in 2007, an example of which is shown in Dataset 1 in Figure C1. Then, for each
pair, we make a balanced panel dataset in terms of RTA member countries (15 countries
in total) and years (2007–2011). 23 As a result, we obtain the dataset shown in Dataset 2.
Taking this dataset as the master data, we merge the data on imports from RTA members
according to firm, HS code, export country, and year. Finally, while we put a zero value
for the imports in the unmatched part of the master data, we drop the unmatched part of
the data on imports from RTA members. As explained in Section 4.1, we further exclude
some observations.
Figure C1. Dataset for Trade Creation
Dataset 2

Dataset 1
Firm ID HS code
1
XXXX
YYYY
1
ZZZZ
3
:
:

Firm ID HS code
1
XXXX
1
XXXX
1
XXXX
1
XXXX
1
XXXX
1
XXXX
1
XXXX
1
XXXX
1
XXXX
1
XXXX
1
XXXX
1
YYYY
1
YYYY
1
YYYY
3
ZZZZ
3
ZZZZ
3
ZZZZ
:
:

23

Exporter
Country 1
Country 2
:
Country 15
Country 1
Country 2
:
Country 15
Country 1
:
Country 15
Country 1
:
Country 15
Country 1
:
Country 15
:

Year
2007
2007
2007
2007
2008
2008
2008
2008
2009
:
2011
2007
:
2011
2007
:
2011
:

More precisely, as mentioned in Section 3.1, 14 countries are included as RTA member countries
during the period 2007–2009, in which Korea is not included. For 2010 and 2011, we have a total of
15 countries.
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C2. Dataset for Trade Diversion
When constructing the dataset for trade diversion, we first restrict our original
dataset to include only the observations of imports from RTA non-members, as shown in
Dataset 3 in Figure C2. Next, after deleting firm/HS code/exporter pairs that did not
exist in 2007, we construct a balanced panel between the firm/HS code/exporter pair
and year. The example is presented in Dataset 4. Notice that an observation for “Firm
3-ZZZZ-USA” is dropped in Dataset 4 because of its non-existence in 2007. In this
dataset, we put zero for “Values” in the newly created years. Then, we construct a list of
firm/HS code pairs that have positive imports from RTA members in 2007, which is like
Dataset 1 in Figure C2. Finally, we merge this list with Dataset 4, according to firm-HS
codes. The unmatched part of the list is deleted. As explained in Section 4.2, we further
drop some observations.
Figure C2. Dataset for Trade Diversion
Dataset 4

Dataset 3
Firm ID HS code
1
XXXX
1
XXXX
1
XXXX
1
XXXX
1
XXXX
1
YYYY
1
YYYY
2
XXXX
3
ZZZZ
:
:

Exporter
USA
USA
USA
USA
USA
France
France
UK
USA
:

Firm ID HS code
1
XXXX
1
XXXX
1
XXXX
1
XXXX
1
XXXX
1
YYYY
1
YYYY
1
YYYY
1
YYYY
1
YYYY
2
XXXX
2
XXXX
2
XXXX
2
XXXX
2
XXXX
:
:

Year Values
2007
40
2008
10
2009
14
2010
39
2011
32
2007
54
2009
25
2007
75
2009
42
:
:
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Exporter
USA
USA
USA
USA
USA
France
France
France
France
France
UK
UK
UK
UK
UK
:

Year Values
2007
40
2008
10
2009
14
2010
39
2011
32
2007
54
2008
0
2009
25
2010
0
2011
0
2007
75
2008
0
2009
0
2010
0
2011
0
:
:

Appendix D. Basic Statistics
Table D1. Basic Statistics in Trade Creation
Obs
Statistics for (I) in Table 6
Import
9,166,871
RTA Use
59,648
ln (1+MFN rates)
9,166,871
ln (1+RTA rates)
9,166,871
Preference Margin
9,166,871
ln Total Imports
9,166,871
Export dummy
9,166,871
ln GDP
9,166,871
ln Distance
9,166,871
ln CoO Fee
9,166,871
ln Export Cost
9,166,871
Statistics for (II) in Table 6
Import
8,292,312
RTA Use
28,380
ln (1+MFN rates)
8,292,312
ln (1+RTA rates)
8,292,312
Preference Margin
8,292,312
ln Total Imports
8,292,312
Export dummy
8,292,312
ln GDP
8,292,312
ln Distance
8,292,312
ln CoO Fee
8,292,312
ln Export Cost
8,292,312
Statistics for Table 8
RTA Use
59,648
ln Imports
59,648
Preference Margin
59,648
ln Total Imports
59,648
Export dummy
59,648
ln GDP
59,648
ln Distance
59,648
ln CoO Fee
59,648

Mean

Std. Dev.

Min

Max

0.007
0.062
0.089
0.013
0.083
17.407
0.694
29.307
7.609
1.917
6.444

0.080
0.240
0.072
0.028
0.080
2.721
0.461
2.038
0.884
1.271
0.417

0
0
0.000
0
0.000
4.143
0.000
25.839
6.264
0.000
5.748

1
1
1.297
1.140
2.657
26.412
1.000
32.882
9.198
3.932
7.473

0.003
0.042
0.089
0.013
0.082
17.320
0.686
29.294
7.606
1.920
6.445

0.058
0.201
0.072
0.028
0.080
2.733
0.464
2.036
0.885
1.271
0.417

0
0
0.000
0
0.000
4.143
0.000
25.839
6.264
0.000
5.748

1
1
1.297
1.140
2.657
26.412
1.000
32.882
9.198
3.932
7.473

0.062
10.668
0.084
18.464
0.773
31.522
7.946
1.977

0.240
2.644
0.076
2.399
0.419
1.476
0.528
0.974

0
0
0.000
7.641
0.000
25.839
6.264
0.000

1
20.669
0.750
26.412
1.000
32.882
9.198
3.932
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Table D2. Basic Statistics in Trade Diversion
Statistics for (I) in Table 7
Import Exit
ln (1+MFN rates)
ln (1+RTA rates)
ln Total Imports
Export dummy
ln GDP
ln Distance
Statistics for (II) in Table 7
Import Exit
ln (1+MFN rates)
ln (1+RTA rates)
ln Total Imports
Export dummy
ln GDP
ln Distance
Statistics for Table 8
ln Imports
ln (1+MFN rates)
ln Total Imports
Export dummy
ln GDP
ln Distance

Obs

Mean

Std. Dev.

Min

Max

851,572
851,572
851,572
851,572
851,572
851,572
851,572

0.739
0.087
0.005
17.497
0.702
31.917
8.972

0.439
0.071
0.015
2.687
0.457
1.339
0.603

0
0.000
0
4.143
0
22.101
7.339

1
1.297
0.049
26.412
1
33.806
9.889

347,253
347,253
347,253
347,253
347,253
347,253
347,253

0.568
0.089
0.008
17.373
0.668
31.975
8.970

0.495
0.073
0.018
2.729
0.471
1.327
0.604

0
0.000
0
4.143
0
22.298
7.339

1
1.297
0.049
26.412
1
33.806
9.889

170,821
170,821
170,821
170,821
170,821
170,821

11.737
0.085
17.832
0.693
32.037
9.001

2.481
0.069
2.274
0.461
1.261
0.573

0
0.000
7.080
0
24.522
7.339

22.885
1.297
26.412
1
33.806
9.889
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Appendix E. Extensive Margin for Case (iv)
This appendix reports the estimation results for firms categorized into the fourth
case in Section 2. Specifically, we examine the start of imports from RTA members and
the exit of imports from RTA non-members. Explanatory variables are the same as in
Section 4. For the former analysis, we keep the firm-product pairs that existed in 2007
in the dataset for trade creation, which is explained in Appendix C1. As in the baseline
analysis in Section 4.1, we do not drop the firm-product pairs after such pairs record
their first positive imports from any RTA member, because all pairs existed in 2007 in
this estimation. The estimation results are reported in the “RTA Members” column. For
the latter analysis, we keep the firm-product pairs, in which any positive imports from
RTA members were recorded in 2007, in the dataset for trade diversion, as explained in
Appendix C2. And as in the analysis for the robustness check in Section 4.2, we drop
the firm-product pairs after they record their first exit of imports from any non-member.
The estimation results are reported in the “RTA Non-members” column.
Table E1. Extensive Margin for Case (iv)
RTA Non-members

RTA Members
Import
ln (1+MFN rates)
ln (1+RTA rates)
Preference Margin
ln Total Imports
Export dummy
ln GDP
ln Distance
ln CoO Fee
ln Export Cost
Rho
Chi-squared statistics
Number of observations
Censored observations
Uncensored observations
Pseudo R-squared
Log pseudolikelihood

Coef.
0.644***
-0.611***

S.E.
[0.023]
[0.042]

0.078***
0.015***
0.456***
-0.344***

[0.001]
[0.005]
[0.002]
[0.006]

-0.345***

[0.007]

RTA Use
Coef.
S.E.

0.287***
-0.080***
-0.114***
-0.417***
0.596***
0.001

[0.037]
[0.001]
[0.007]
[0.003]
[0.007]
[0.002]

-0.980
3315.24
2,342,424
2,217,284
125,140

[0.002]

-411539

Coef.
0.383***
-0.513***

S.E.
[0.050]
[0.190]

-0.011***
0.033***
-0.099***
0.036***

[0.002]
[0.010]
[0.003]
[0.006]

149,922

0.0628
-95809

Notes: “Coef.” and “S.E.” show coefficients and the robust standard errors. ***, **, and * indicate
1%, 5%, and 10% significance, respectively. In all specifications, we include year dummy variables.

38

～Previous IDE Discussion Papers ～
No.

Author(s)

Title

620

Yoko ASUYAMA

Delegation to Workers across Countries and Industries: Social Capital
and Coordination Needs Matter

2016

619

Jiyoung KIM

Inter-Industry Analysis and Monetary Policy Evaluations in the
Korean Flow of Funds Accounts

2016

618

Shintaro HAMANAKA
Sufian JUSOH

The Emerging ASEAN Approach to Mutual Recognition: A
Comparison with Europe, Trans-Tasman, and North America

2016

617

Toshitaka GOKAN,
Spatial Structures of Manufacturing Clusters in Cambodia, Lao
Ikuo KUROIWA,
Nuttawut LAKSANAPANYAKUL, People’s Democratic Republic, and Thailand
and Yasushi UEKI

2016

616

Toshitaka GOKAN , Ikuo
KUROIWA , Kentaro NAKAJIMA Spatial Patterns of Manufacturing Clusters in Vietnam
and Shozo SAKATA

2016

615

Kazunobu HAYAKAWA, Nuttawut
Firm-level Utilization Rates of Regional Trade Agreements:
LAKSANAPANYAKUL, Taiyo
Importers’ Perspective
YOSHIMI

2016

614

Kazunobu HAYAKAWA, Taiyo
YOSHIMI

Gravity with Multiple Tariff Schemes

2016

613

Shintaro HAMANAKA

Dynamics of Investment Negotiations between China and Japan: The
China-Japan-Korea Trilateral Investment Treaty and Beyond

2016

612

Mariko WATANABE

Does Market Upgrading Bene t Farmers?: Market Differentiation,
Contract Farming, and Professional Cooperatives in China's Pork
Processing Industry

2016

611

Hiroshi MUKUNOKI

Preferential Trade Agreements and Antidumping Actions against
Members and Nonmembers

2016

610

Yoichi SUGITA, Kensuke
TESHIMA, Enrique SEIRA

Assortative Matching of Exporters and Importers

2016

609

Isao KAMATA

Labor Clauses in Regional Trade Agreements and Effects on Labor
Conditions: An Empirical Analysis

2016

608

Hikari ISHIDO

A New Institutional Approach to Japanese Firms’ Foreign Direct
Investment under Free Trade Agreements

2016

607

Kensuke KUBO, Mariko
Impacts of HIV Counseliung and Testing Initiative: Results from an
WATANABE, Michikazu KOJIMA experimental intervention in a large firm in South Africa

2016

606

Shintaro Hamanaka

Accession Clause of TPP: Is It Really Open?

2016

605

Seiro ITO

A Note on Three Factor Model of Discounting

2016

604

Seiro ITO

Heterogenous Match Efficiency

2016

603

Seiro ITO, Rulof BURGER

Labour Market Turnovers among South African Youths

2016

602

Mariko WATANABE, Michikazu
KOJIMA

Energy Efficiency Standard and Labeling Program and Cosummer
Welfare

2016

601

Kiyoyasu TANAKA

Forecasting Inbound Tourists in Cambodia

2016

No.

Author(s)

Title
Determinants of Inbound Tourists in Cambodia: A Dynamic Panel
Data Approach

2016

600

Kiyoyasu TANAKA

599

Takatoshi TABUCHI, Jacques-Franç
Does Technological Progress Magnify Regional Disparities?
ois THISSE, Xiwei ZHU

598

Tatsufumi YAMAGATA

Sustainable Development Goals and Japan: Sustainability
Overshadows Poverty Reduction

2016

597

Yutaka ARIMOTO, Narumi HORI,
Seiro ITO, Yuya KUDO, Kazunari
TSUKADA

Impacts of HIV Counseliung and Testing Initiative: Results from an
experimental intervention in a large firm in South Africa

2016

596

Seiro ITO, Satoshi OHIRA, Kazunari Impacts of tertiary canal irrigation: Impact evaluation of an
TSUKADA
infrastructural project

2016

595

Kazunobu HAYAKAWA, Fukunari
KIMURA, Nuttawut
Measuring the Usage of Preferential Tariffs in the World
LAKSANAPANYAKUL

2016

593

Klaus HUBACEK

592

Yu LIU, Bo MENG, Klaus
How Does Firm Heterogeneity Information Impact the Estimation of
HUBACEK, Jinjun XUE, Kuishuang
Embodied Carbon Emissions in Chinese Exports?
FENG, Yuning GAO

2016

590

Abu S. SHONCHOY, and Kenmei
TSUBOTA

Partition, Independence, and Population Geography in Bengal

2016

589

Souknilanh KEOLA and Kenmei
TSUBOTA

Some notes on the spatial representations

2016

588

Miki HAMADA

Excess capital and bank behavior: Evidence from Indonesia

2016

Consumption-based Accounting of U.S. CO2 Emissions from 1990 to
2010

Simulation Analysis of the EU ELV/RoHS Directives Based on an
Applied General Equilibrium Model with Melitz-type Trade
Specification
Asset Composition of the Philippines' Universal and Commercial
Banks: Monetary Policy or Self-Discipline?

2016

2016

587

Kazuhiko OYAMADA

586

Chie KASHIWABARA

585

Tomohiro MACHIKITA and Hitoshi
Temporary Jobs and Globalization
SATO

2016

584

Tsubasa SHIBATA

Modeling for the World Crude Oil and Natural Gas Markets

2016

583

Jun SAITO

Boards of Directors and Bank Performance in United Arab Emirates

2016

582

Ke DING , Toshitaka GOKAN and
Xiwei ZHU

Heterogeneous Firms and Cost Sharing in China's Marketplaces

2016

581

Selim RAIHAN and Abu S.
SHONCHOY

Evaluation of a Targetted Private Sector Skill Training Program in
Bangladesh

2016

580

Hisaki KONO, Yasuyuki SAWADA, DVD-based Distance-learning Program for University Entrance
Abu S. SHONCHOY
Exams: RCT Experiments in Rural Bangladesh

2016

579

Tomoki FUJII, Abu S. SHONCHOY, Impact of Electrification on Children’s Nutritional Status in Rural
Bangladesh
and Sijia XU

2016

578

Hisatoshi HOKEN

Participation in Farmer’s Cooperatives and Its Effects on Agricultural
Incomes: Evidence from Vegetable-producing Areas in China

2016

577

Michikazu KOJIMA and Mariko
WATANABE

Effectiveness of Promoting Energy Efficiency in Thailand: the Case
of Air Conditioners

2016

2016
2016

No.

Author(s)

Title

576

Bo MENG, Jianguo WANG, Robbie
Spatial Spillover Effects in Determining China’s Regional CO2
ANDREW, Hao XIAO, Glen
Emissions Growth: 2007-2010
PETERS, Jinjun XUE

575

Kumiko MAKINO

The Framing Discourses of ‘Honorary White’ in the Anti-Apartheid
Movement in Japan

2016

574

Souknilanh KEOLA

Measuring Population Mobility Speed from Space

2016

573

Lei LEI

The Environment Dimension of Food Supply Chain Analysis

2016

572

Humayun KABIR

From School to Work: Muslim Youths’ Education and Employment
Strategies in a Community in Uttar Pradesh, India

2016

571

Lei LEI

Tea Supply Chain in East Asia

2016

570

Kaoru NABESHIMA and Etsuyo
MICHIDA

Japanese Import Survey: Descriptive Statistics

2016

569

Aya Suzuki and Vu Hoang Nam

Food Quality Awareness: Cases from Shrimp Producers in Thailand
and Vegetable Consumers in Vietnam

2016

568

Ching-mu CHEN and Satoru
KUMAGAI

Economic Impacts of the Kra Canal: An Application of the Automatic
Calculation of Sea Distances by a GIS

2016

567

566

Ikumo ISONO, Satoru KUMAGAI,
Comparing the Economic Impacts of Asian Integration by
Kazunobu HAYAKAWA,
Computational Simulation Analysis
Souknilanh KEOLA, Kenmei
TSUBOTA and Toshitaka GOKAN
Kazunobu HAYAKAWA, Nuttawut
LAKSANAPANYAKUL, Taiyo
Effect of Import Time on Export Patterns
YOSHIMI

2016

2016

2016

565

Kazunobu HAYAKAWA

Domestic and International Border Effects

2016

564

Bo MENG, Norihiko YAMANO,
Satoshi INOMATA, Hao XIAO,
Jianguo WANG

Compilation of a Regionally-extended Inter-country Input–Output
Table and Its Application to Global Value Chain Analysis

2016

563

Asao ANDO and Bo MENG

A Unified Framework of Trade in Value Added: Physical, Monetary,
Exchange Rates, and GHG Emissions

2016

562

Satoru SHIMOKAWA

Dietary Patterns and Nutritional Impacts of Rising Food Prices in
Asian Countries

2016

561

Noriyuki OSADA

560

Housing the Rangoon Poor: Indians, Burmese, and Town Planning in
Colonial Burma
Stability of Complementarity between Japanese FDI and Import of
Tadashi ITO, Toshiyuki
Intermediate Goods: Agglomeration Effects and Parent-Firm
MATSUURA and Chih-Hai YANG
Heterogeneity

2016
2016

559

Ikumo ISONO and Hikari ISHIDO

Service liberalization in Lao PDR

2016

558

Kaoru NABESHIMA, Byeongwoo
KANG, and Mila KASHCHEEVA

Descriptive Analysis of the Knowledge Network Formation in East
Asia

2016

557

Yoko ASUYAMA and Hideaki
GOTO

Negative Skill Sorting across Production Chains

2016

556

Yuya KUDO

Malaria Infection and Fetal Growth during the War: Evidence from
Liberia

2016

555

Satoshi INOMATA

Adjustment Methods of National Input–Output Tables for
Harmonized and Consistent Multi-Regional Input–Output Databases

2016

No.

Author(s)

Title

554

Kiyoyasu TANAKA

Do International Flights Promote Foreign Direct Investment? The
Role of Face-to-Face Communication

2016

553

Yasushi HAZAMA

Influence of Economic Performance and Corruption on Voting
Behavior in a Predominant Party System

2016

552

Satoshi NAKANO, Kazuhiko
NISHIMURA and Jiyoung KIM

Structural Propagation of Productivity Shocks: The Case of Korea

2016

551

Ashwini DESHPANDE, Alain
DESROCHERS, Christopher
KSOLL and Abu S. SHONCHOY

The Impact of a Computer Based Adult Literacy Program on Literacy
and Numeracy: Evidence from India

2016

550

Masahiko GEMMA

Time Preference of Rice Producing Households in the Mekong Delta,
Vietnam

2016

549

Lorenzo ROTUNNO, Pierre-Louis
VEZINA, and Tadashi ITO

Heckscher-Ohlin: Evidence from virtual trade in value added

2016

548

Toshitaka GOKAN

On the sustainability of a monocentric city: Lower transport costs
from new transport facilities

2016

547

Hisaya ODA and Yuko TSUJITA

Rural Electrification Revisited: The Case of Bihar, India

2015

545

Yoko ASUYAMA

Skill Sorting and Production Chains: Evidence from India

2015

544

Yoshihiro HASHIGUCHI

Allocation Efficiency in China: An Extension of the Dynamic OlleyPakes Productivity Decomposition

2015

543

Satoru SHIMOKAWA

Is Prohibiting Land Reallocation Enough to Promote the Development
of Farmland Rental Markets in China?

2015

542

Kazunobu HAYAKAWA, Tadashi
ITO, and Toshihiro OKUBO

On the stability of intra-industry trade

2015

Measuring the Costs of FTA Utilization: Evidence from TransactionLevel Import Data of Thailand

2015

Does Trade Liberalization Boost Quality Upgrading?: Evidence from
Indonesian Plant-Product-Level Data

2015

541

540

Kazunobu HAYAKAWA, Nuttawut
LAKSANAPANYAKUL, and
Shujiro URATA
Kazunobu HAYAKAWA,
Toshiyuki MATSUURA, and
Sadayuki TAKII

539

Hisatoshi HOKEN and Qun SU

Measuring the Effect of Agricultural Cooperatives on Household
Income Using PSM-DID

2015

538

Byeongwoo KANG

What best transfers knowledge? Capital, goods, and innovative labor
in East Asia

2015

537

Momoe MAKINO

Better than Nothing? Dowry in the Absence of the Legal Protection of
Women’s Inheritance Rights

2015

536

Takeshi KAWANAKA

The Stakes of Politics and Electoral Administration: A Comparative
Study of Southeast Asian Democracies

2015

535

Tadashi ITO and Pierre-Louis
VEZINA

Production fragmentation, Upstreamness, and Value-added: Evidence
from Factory Asia 1990-2005

2015

534

Momoe MAKINO

Marriage, Dowry, and Women's Status in Rural Punjab, Pakistan

2015

533

Kiyoyasu Tanaka

The Impact of Foreign Firms on Industrial Productivity: Evidence
from Japan

2015

532

Koji KUBO

Impacts of Foreign Exchange Auctions on the Informal Market Rate
in Myanmar

2015

531

Kiyoyasu TANAKA and Souknilanh Shedding Light on the Shadow Economy: A Nighttime Light
KEOLA
Approach

2015

No.

Author(s)

Title

530

Ming YE, Bo MENG, Shang-jin
WEI

Measuring Smile Curves in Global Value Chains

2015

529

David BULLÓN, Tayutic MENA,
Bo MENG, Natalia SÁNCHEZ,
Henry VARGAS, Satoshi

Using the Input-Output Approach to Measure Participation in GVCs:
The Case of Costa Rica

2015

528

Hongsheng ZHANG, Bo MENG and Determinants of China’s Bilateral Trade Balance in Global Value
Shuzhong MA
Chains

2015

527

Gianluca TARASCONI and
Byeongwoo KANG

2015

526
525

PATSTAT Revisited

Tsunehiro OTSUKI, Keiichiro
Effects of RoHS and REACH regulations on firm-level production
HONDA, Etsuyo MICHIDA, Kaoru and export, and the role of global value chains: The cases of Malaysia
NABESHIMA and Yasushi UEKI
and Vietnam
Behavioral Characteristics of Applied General Equilibrium Models
Kazuhiko OYAMADA
with an Armington-Krugman-Melitz Encompassing Module

2015
2015

523

Abu S. Shonchoy and Kenmei
TSUBOTA

Economic Impact of Political Protests (Strikes) on Firms: Evidence
from Bangladesh

2015

522

Abu S. Shonchoy and Mehnaz
RABBANI

The Bangladesh Gender Gap in Education: Biased Intra-household
Educational Expenditures

2015

521

Tomoki FUJII and Abu S.
SHONCHOY

Fertility and Rural Electrification in Bangladesh

520

Chie KASHIWABARA

Changes in Source of Profits and Business Strategies?: Some
Evidence from the Philippines’ Universal Banks in the 2000s

2015

519

Yutaka ARIMOTO and Satomi
KUROSU

Land and labor reallocation in pre-modern Japan: A case of a
northeastern village in 1720–1870

2015

517

Kazuhiko OYAMADA and Yoko
UCHIDA

Is FTA/EPA Effective for a Developing Country to Attract FDI?
2015
Simulation Analysis Based on an Extended Knowledge-Capital Model

516

Yoko UCHIDA and Kazuhiko
OYAMADA

Theory and Empirics of Markusen Type Multinationals

2015

515

Hikari ISHIDO

Establishing Global Value Chains through the Liberalization of Trade
in Services

2015

514

Masaki MATSUO

Authoritarianism and Labor Market: Preference of Labor Policies in
the Arab Gulf Countries

2015

513

Andrew M. GARDNER

Migration, Labor and Business in the Worlding Cities of the Arabian
Peninsula

2015

512

Takayuki HIGASHIKATA
Koichi KAWAMURA

Voting Behavior in Indonesia from 1999 to 2014: Religious Cleavage
or Economic Performance?

2015

511

Koji KUBO

Transition from Black to Official Markets for Foreign Exchange in
Myanmar

2015

510

Tadashi ITO

On the Variety of Mexico’s Export Goods

2015

509

Byeongwoo KANG, Kaoru
NABESHIMA, and Fang-Ting
CHENG

Avoiding the middle income trap: Indigenous innovative effort vs
foreign innovative effort

2015

508

Mami YAMAGUCHI

The Voices and Protests of China’s Labour NGOs
and Their Effort to Promote Migrant Worker Rights

2015

507

Kaoru NABESHIMA, Etsuyo
MICHIDA, VU Hoang Nam, Aya
SUZUKI

Emergence of Asian GAPs and its relationship to Global G.A.P.

2015

2015

No.

Author(s)

Title

506

Mila KASHCHEEVA, Kaoru
NABESHIMA

505

Yutaka Arimoto, Hisaki Kono,
Understanding traders’ regional arbitrage: The case of rice traders in
Tsilavo Ralandison, Takeshi Sakurai,
Antananarivo, Madagascar
Kazushi Takahashi

504

503
502

501

Takeshi Sakurai, Tsilavo Ralandison,
Kazushi Takahashi, Yutaka Arimoto,
Hisaki Kono
Tsilavo Ralandison, Yutaka Arimoto,
Hisaki Kono, Takeshi Sakurai,
Kazushi Takahashi
Yuya Kudo, Abu Shonchoy, Kazushi
Takahashi

Lei LEI

Innovation in Eastern Europe: A case study of Czech Republic

2015

2015

Is There Any Premium for Unobservable Quality? A Hedonic Price
Analysis of the Malagasy Rice Market

2015

Rice flows across regions in Madagascar

2015

Impacts of Solar Lanterns in Geographically Challenged Locations:
Experimental Evidence from Bangladesh

2015

A Closer Look at the Diffusion of ChinaGAP

2015

The Source of Sustainable Growth in Costa Rica

2015

Kaoru NABSEHIMA, Tadashi ITO,
Kiyoyasu TANAKA, Mila
Kashcheeva, David BULLÓN,
Natalia SÁNCHEZ
Satoru KUMAGAI, Yasushi UEKI,
David BULLÓN, and Natalia SÁ
NCHEZ
Hakaru IGUCHI, Toshi H.
ARIMURA and Etsuyo MICHIDA

Industrial Agglomeration in Costa Rica: A Descriptive Analysis

2015

Adoption of ISO9001 through Supply Chain in Vietnam: Impacts of
FDI and Product-related Environmental Regulation

2015

496

Saumik PAUL, Abu SHONCHOY
and Andrew DABALEN

Food Crop Diversification as a Risk Mitigating Strategy During
Conflict: Evidence from Cote d’Ivoire

2015

495

Kiyoyasu TANAKA and Yoshihiro
HASHIGUCHI

Agglomeration Effects of Informal Sector: Evidence from Cambodia

2015

494

Kazunobu HAYAKAWA, Han-Sung FTA in International Finance: Impacts of Exchange Rates on FTA
KIM, Taiyo YOSHIMI
Utilization

500

499
497

493
492
491

Jiansuo PEI, Bo MENG, Fei WANG Production Sharing, Demand Spillovers and CO2 Emissions: The
and Jinjun XUE
Case of Chinese Regions in Global Value Chains
Boundaries of Firms and Catching Up by Latecomers in Global
Taeko Hoshino
Production Networks: The Case of a Mexican Auto-Parts
Manufacturer
Political influence in commercial and financial oil trading: the
Mila KASHCHEEVA, Kevin TSUI
evidence from US firms

2015
2015
2015
2015

