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Summary

Existing empirical studies on trade caststrade facilitatidargely focus on aggregate ingpatt
reformdue to data availability. We take a step toward filling in this gap in literature. Using the World
Bank Enterprises Surveys, thewtextends the scope of empirical literature to firm dimension with

a focus on SMEs. For Asia countries, we find that improvement in trade facilitation indicators tend
to inaease the probability that SMEH become exporter as well as their exporiopensity. In
particular, increasing polipyedictability and enhancing information technadegyices are the

most effectiveneasures for SMEs in expanding trade. We also firBMEatare less respoesiv

to improvement in transportation infrastructuwreerall, than lge enterprises whilacreasing

policy predictabilitgnatters more to SMEB summaryin order to expand the benefits of trade to
SMESs, countries need to make more substantial investmeaformd in particular inte o0sof t o
part oftrade facilitation.

Introduction

Two conflicting dynamics in todayds internat.
particularly important to development prospects. On the one hand, tariffs have been significantly cut
through a combination of multilateral, regional, aidteral efforts. It is important to recognize,
however, the increasingly important role of other factors in driving a wedge between export and
import priceB and the role of trade facilitation policies in reducing that wedge. The second
dynamic relate tthe institutional nature of the trade reform process. Ensuring a successful
conclusion to the Doha Development Agenda is an important aim for all WTO members.

Progress at the multilateral levelweveris increasingly difficdtir a number of reasonxluding
the lack of willingness among some members to engage in substantive reform. Nevertheless,
recovery from the current crisis requires addressing trade barriers now. Countries eager to move

'This paper is a part of broader research project under
trade costs, facilitation, and economic development. The findings, interpretations, and conclusions expressed in this
paper are entirely those thfe authors. They do not necessarily represent the view of the World Bank, its Executive
Directors, or the countries they represent.



forward ontrade reform seek new agendas at the domedtiegional level§rade facilitadn
represents an increasingly important part of trade reform.

Trade facilitation is a mtfiticeted area. Unlike cutting tariffs or eliminating quotas, progress on
trade faditation can involveesource costs relatéal improving tradeelated infrastructure, or
streamlining customs administrations. Before investing in these measures, it is important for
policymakers to understand the behavior of exporters and to have an idea of what affect their
companies and wheretpriorities aran reformfor their countries.

Firms make conscious decision about entering export markets before they decide how many goods
or services they want to send abroad. Due to higher costs and risks, only a minority of firms in each
country aatally exporfs Those which do export tend to be larger and more productive. One
powerful explanation is the existence of 4voster trade costs. Only the most productive firms

are able to make profit withstanding the additional costs associatepgontititgekess productive

ones cannot do so and only produce for the domestic fneBkate economy and increased
competition due to direct contact withobal marksttend to further increase the profitability and
productivity of exporters.

This has a maber of important implications on the role of trade costs and tradithtitaci First, as

trade costs fall, lowproductivity firms at the edge of becoming exporters will start to find it
profitable to export. Trade facilitation can, therefore, promeotnthy of small and medium sized
enterprises (SMESs) into export markets. It will expand the number of firms in direct contact with
the world market and extend the benefits of t
propensity to export dnstimulate the growth of exporters. The overall effect will be the
reallocation of resources from {pmductivity to higiproductivity firms and higher productivity of

the economy.

Existing empirical studies on trade caststrade facilitatidargelyfocus on aggregate impaof

reformdue to data availability. We take a step toward filling in this gap in literature. Using the World
Bank Enterprises Surveys, the study extends the scope of empirical literature to firm dimension with
a focus on SMEs. Fésia countries, we find that improvement in trade facilitation indicators tend

to increase the probability that firms will become exporter as well as their export propensity. In
particular, increasing policy predictability and enhancing IT servibesrmaostteffective. SMEs

appear to b&ess responsive improvement in transportation infrastructiinan large enterprises.

On the other handncreasing policy predictabilifects SMEs maoreln order to expand the

benefits of trade to SMEs, countme®d to make more substantial investment as well as to pay
attention to the o0softo6é part of trade facilit

2 See Bernard et al. (2007) for a survey of the literature.
% See Melitz (2003) for a theoretical model.



SMEs and Exporter Premier

The World Banlnterprises Surveys provide very valiabld or mat i on t o i nvest.
and tradefacii t at i on d e dimpitatiore. Firsh we canadistnguish SMEs as well as
exporters using the World Bank Enterprises Surveys. The surveys conducted in ten East and
Southeast Asian countries and four South Asian countries fro20Q60&e use(lable 1). It

includes 14862 firms operating in fourteen manufacturing s@abts 2). Among them, sixty

percent are SMEs that are defined as firms with a employment less than 100. Firms are also required
to disclose their status as exporters and &éne shexports to their total sales. Tatypercent of

firms were exporters when surveyed (Tables 1 and 2).

Exporters tend to be larger and more productae tlonexporers. There exists a premium of
being an exporter. Using the Enterprise Sufnmays20022006 of all countries, we confirmed this
regularity, consistent with various stiftlieExporters are much larger in size valuated by sales
(Figurel). The magnitude of the premiisngreater for SMEs. For all regions, the sales of exporters
are 64 percent larger than those of-ewporters among large firms, and double the sales-of non
exporteramong SMEs. The exporter premiomSMES is the largest in Asia countries, about 120
percent. Exporters are not that different when they are langeirfi South Asia as sales of
exporters are only 22 percent larger than those -efxporters.

Evaluated by sales per labor, labor productivity is higher in exporting companies than in non
exporting onés An employee of exporters generates 20 perceatsales than an employee of
non-exporters if both companies are large. The difference is more significant if the companies are
SMEs, almost 50 percent higher. Comparing across regions, the exporter premier on labor
productivity for SMEs is the highestdountries in Asia, 58 percent for South Asia and 75 percent

for East and Southeast Asia.

* Some limitationsnclude small number of firms for some countries, and-pamel structure of data.

® These countries are Cambodia, China, Indonesia, Lao PDR, Malaysia, Mongolia, Philippines, Korea, the Republic,
Thailand, and Vietnam of East and Southeast Asia, andi&#e®h, India, Pakistan and Sri Lanka from South Asia.

® These sectors are textiles, leather, garments, food, beverages, metal and machinery, electronics, chemical and
pharmaceutics, wood and furniture, Ametallic and plastic materials, paper, auto aaddportation equipments,
construction, and other manufacturing.

" See for instance, Bernard and Jensen (1995), Bernard and Jensen (2007), Mayer and Ottaviano (2007) and the
World Bank (2007).

8 Following previous studies, we obtain export premier by egtirg a simple model. The L.H.S. is firm
characteristics, including sales and sales per labor. The R.H.S includes a dummy on exporter while controlling for
country fixed effects, sector fixed effects and year fixed effects. In order to distinguish b&MEsrand large

firms, we add a dummy on SME and interact the dummy with the dummy on exporter. The coefficient on the
dummy on exporter will imply the exporter premier among larger firms and the coefficient on the interact term will
indicate the exportggremier among SMEs.

° Due to limited observation on other variables, we cannot compute other measures of productivity for majority of
Asian firms.



Trade Facilitation Measures and SMESPerception

We also construct counsgctoryear specific indicators on trade facilitation, taking advantage of

the questionnes. The surveys ask individual firms to assess the business operating environment.
We first select a set of assessments capturing a broader range of trade facilitation measures. As &
second step, we take the average of these assessments over dounamyd sesar. This has two
advantages: first, it helps to alleviate the potential endogeneity problem associated with firm level
perception; second, it will extend the coverage to firms which operate in the same country and the
same sector at the samer yed fail to answer the question. This is especially helpful to include
more norexporters.

In its narrow sense, trade facilitation refers to improving the logistics of moving goods through
ports and increasing custom efficiency for trosker trade.Time is essential to business.
Additional delay in shipping could reduce trade by 1 perkcetite Enterprise Surveys, firms are

asked to evaluate to what extent that customs and trade regulations are obstacles to business. The
scale ranges from 0, nostdrle, to 4, severe obstacle. Exporters or importers also report the
average days to clear their goods from the port of exit or the port of entry. We use all three answers
as the measure on customs efficiency.

A broad view of trade facilitation has eyadrin the international development community. At its

most general, it includes all measures to improve the environment in which trade takes place and
reduce the costs of importing and exporting. Transparency of policy and regulations, good
governance, overgence of standards, upgrading of IT services and improvement in other
infrastructures have all shown to matter.

Transparency of policy has two dimensions, predictability and simplification. First, transparency
through greater certainty can lower tradés for business. A country with low level of corruption,

good governance and effective legal system can offer more certainty in the interpretation and
i mpl ementation of its trade policy. Transpar
bette institutions will cut information and compliance costs for business. Helble, Shepherd, and
Wilson (2007) construct export and import transparency indices capturing the idea. Based on these
indices, improving importer transparency of APEC economiesragitieal average can lead to

7.5% ($148bn) increase in im@gional trade as well as expand global welfare by'$406Hine

Enterprise Surveys, firms also provide their view on corruption, and economic and regulatory policy
uncertainty as an obstattldusiness {0 scale). They also express their confidence in legal system
regarding enforcing contractual and property rights. The scale is from 1, fully disagree with effective
protection, to 6, fully agree. We use answers to these three questaphsdathe essence of
transparency of policy and good governance.

Transportation infrastructure and IT services have gained increasing importance in trade facilitation.
Poor roads and congested ports limit trade. Improved roads in Eastern Europe ahdgientr

1° See Djankov, Freund, and Pham (2006).
1 See Helble, Shepherd, and Wilson (2007), and Abe and Wilson (2008).



could expand trade by 56%40% increase in the capacity of East Asia ports raises lowers costs by
9%". High quality IT services and competitive IT sectors generate spillovers to all aspects of
economic activities, including trade. Consideriethtrgwith port efficiency, customs environment,

and regulatory environment, IT infrastructure improves trade. For Southeast Asia, trade flows are
sensitive to IT technology and transport infrastructure. Improving competitiveness in internet
services wouldboost trade by 5.7% ($1.76n) We use firmsd assessme
infrastructure and telecommunication as obstacles to business as the first set of measures on
infrastructure. Additionally, firms are asked to report the days of transportaties iséevruption

in a year. However, only a very small portion of firms actually provide the number. We, therefore,
use it as alternative measure on transportation infrastructure only in robustness checks. The Surveys
also ask firms to provide evaluatoonthe affordability (0, not affordaldel, affordable) and

quality of IT services (1, very pdorvery good). We take the average of the answer to each
guestion over country, sector and year and then multiply the two numbers together to get our
measuren IT services. As it incorporates richer information than the answers to business obstacles,
we use it as our benchmark measure in impact analysis.

Before proceeding to iImpact anal ysi s, we fir
aspects of &de facilitations. We use answers to business obstacles to make the comparison (Figure
3). Clearly, the inefficiency in customs and trade regulations, the lack of transparency, and the
inadequate infrastructure have been constraints to business opeaditidsian countries. Even

looking at the best case, there are still 34 percent of SMEs and 45 percent large firms saying that IT
services were obstacles. Interestingly, the proportion of SMEs complaining about the all measures
was smaller that of larganganies. SMEs are more dynamic and often the source of innovations.

In short, they tend to lookward to adapt to the marketsemifacing obstacles. That might be a
reason why we observe less complains from them. Another reason might be that ceentries ha
been successful in facilitating the development of SMEs.

Turning to assessment on each policy measure, the proportion of companies regarding transparency
of policy as constraints was the largest. For East and Southeast Asian companies, economic policy
and regulatory policy uncertainty was the number one obstacle as 63 percent of SMEs and 73
percent of large companies said it constrain their business operation. For South Asian companies,
corruption ranked the worst which was followed by policy ungertaiihiere were also large

portion of companies complaining about inefficient customs and trade regulations. The case of
South Asia was more severe, half of SMEs and 70 percent of large enterprises rated it as an obstacle
Infrastructures, especially ITvsegs, have seen rapid development in most Asian countries and
some have opened IT sector to foreign competition. The progress seemed to be well perceived by
enterprisds the smallest portions of companies complained about infrastructure as constraints. The
fact should be kept in mind is that there is still space for improvement when comparing with
industrialized countries.

12 Shepherd and Wilson (2007).
13 Abe and Wilson (2009)
4 Mann, Otsuki, and Wilson (2005), and Shepherd and Wilson (2009).



SMEs® evaluation al so Vv aFguesD). Me are awvare af theifact r i e s
that the numbers of observationssafveys are quite different and the simple summary figures
should be interpreted with caution. In general, SMESs in countries with higher income complained
less. Korea, the Republic, had the smallest fraction of firms saying customs, transportation and IT
services were somewhat obstacles to business operation. Thailand and Malaysia also tended to have
better perceived trade facilitation measures among SMEs. The perception seemed to improve over
time, too. Unfortunately, we only include one survey for esrexcept India Looking at the

two surveys on India, one in 2002 and the other in 2006, there was a clear fall in the faction of
SMEs which saw trade facilitation measures as business constraints. For customs and trade
regulations, the faction changedn 57 percent to 39 percent.

Trade Facilitation and Firmsd Exports

Now, we turn to investigate the i mpact of tra
Following recent theories, thepatt can be two folds: first and foremost, tradédton should

increase the number of firms decide to start exporting by reducing trade costs, especially fixed entry
costs; second, trade facilitation may stimulate growth of exports by affecting how much exporters
sell abroad relative to sell domesti@d marginal costs of trade falls. For an individual firm, we
interpret the two aspects as the probability of exporting impact and the export propensity impact. It
can be illustrated with a simple model.

Assume a representative firm with fixed cospreducingF (W, )and a variable cosfqg, |[W) .

Both are affected by firm specific characteristics, such as size, managerial ability, labor productivity,
and ownership structure, denoted\by Suppose exporting imposes additional fixed costs to the
firm differentiated by country, industry and time. For instance, completing the documents needed
for custom clearance requires at least-aioreinvestment in learning the documents and maybe
aninitial cost of contacting external experts for that purpose. In order to explore foreign markets,
there might be a need to purchase computers. The fixe cost is deroted By st + D(W) .

The first component of the fixed cost is the fixed cost comionindustryslocated in countrgat

timet. The costs may due to compliance with customs and other trade regulattosnrss pement

policy, and insufficient infrastructure. The second component represents-wisefidaviation

from the common costdue to the varied impact perceived by each firm, which is potentially
affected by firm specific characterist¢s,

Subsequently, selling the product abroad also requires additional variable cost. For instance, when
exporting perislides large exporters will lose more from longer delays than smaller ones. As an
automotive components exporter from a small country, the more the firm exports the more it
suffers if the relationship is interrupted by a sudden changes in exchangelratgsade@olicies.

15 Survey on China conducted in 2003 is dropped in this exercise due to limited observations for some questions.



They do not have many alternative buyers domestically and therefore, have to factor the uncertainty
of domestic policy more into their production planning. The variable cost is denoted as

cF (g% |W,cft) . i is the amount exportew/, , firm specific characteristics, such as size,
managerial ability, labor productivity, and ownership structure, are also included since they may be

correlated with its variable export casts: represents the costs must be withstood by a firm of
industryslocated in countrgat timet to produce each unit of products. These costs may include

the time costs due to custom clearance, poor transportation conditions, and IT services, as well as
the additional risk due to policy uncertainty.

Assuming exogenously determined prices in foreign markets, fieoeives from exports
p% =p" @i - c(q%i |W,C%st) - (F Fest + D(W)) or
pEi (qu (Vvi,CEcst),VVi F Ecst)) :pEi (VVI ,CEcst, F Ecst) .

It will export if and only if the expected profits from exportiegasitive. Define the export status
of firmiis given byy; then:

Yi =1if E[pEi(Vvi,CEcs,t,FEcs,t)]2 0 (1)

Yi =0 if E[pEi(VVi,CECSt,FEcst)] <0

It implies that the probability of exporting is a functidiirof characteristics, and additional fixed
and variable trade costs which is inchgstmtrytime specific:

prOuYi :1) = f (VVi,CEcst, F Ecst) . (2)

Once firm decides to export, its total profits will be the sum of the profits from domestic sales

PP =c(g [W)+FMW) =p (g, (W),W) and those from expors=i (g, 5 (W, cEest), W, F Ecst) .

In equilibrium, the share of exports in total sales is a function of firm characteristics, and additional
fixed and variable trade costs which is indostmytrytime specific. Define the share as export
propensityEP;:

E % E E E
EF: = ER(\M ,CEcst, F Ecst) = Eqi = = CIi (VV| ,C csty F cst) . (3)
qi *+qi * qi *(Vvi,CEcst,FEcst)-i-qi * (VVi,CECSt,FEcst)

Following the ideas of equation (2) and (3), we estimate the impacts using reduced form
specifications. In particular, we assume that the unobservable firm idiosyncratic characteristics are
normally distributk For the probability of exporting, we then follow a probit model:

Y, =1if a* X, +g*TF,

cst

+D,+D,+D, +v, 2 0 andv, ~ N(0,J) 4)



Y, =0 other wise

For the export propensity, we follow a tobit model taking into adbeuissue that the share is
bounded by zero and one. Define the latent export propensity as
ER*=b* X, +g*TF,+D,+D_+D, +u, andu, ~N(0,2) then

ERP =0 if EP*¢O

EP=EP* if O<EP*¢1
i i i (5)

EP =1if 1<EP*

TF represents measures on trade facilitation indicators as explained above. They include measures
on the efficiency of customs, the transparency of policy, transportation infrastructure and IT
services. All are counsgctoryear specific average valesepresents firm specific characteristics,
including employment size, labor productivity valued by sales per labor, a dummy on management
with college education and foreign share in ownelship, andD, denote a set of country fixed

effects, sectolixed effects and year fixed effects. In particular, tariff ar@nfbmarriers, and

other country and industry specific factors are, hence, taken into account.

The results strongly support the idea that all trade facilitation reforms will incprabaliiigy of

exporting by firms as well as export propensity (Table 3, Table 4). In particular, improvement in
trade transparency and IT services are indicated to be the most effective. Start with the impact on
the probability of exporting. First, wekaa the relationship when including one measure at a time.
Recall t hat we wuse the days to clear exports
customs and trade regulation as business operation obstacles to examine the impact of custom
effidency. For all three indicators, we expect the estiow#iciens to be negative if custom
efficiency facilitates entry. The results are consistent with the expectation (Cblofhalde 3).

Firms tend to start exports when there are reductiolaysnto clear exports or imports. The same

is true when there is perceived improvement in customs and trade regldssarsan obstacle.

Three indicators are used to measure transpa
operation obstaes$, their perception on uncertainty of economic and regulatory policies as obstacles,
and their confidence in legal system. If transparency matters, we would expect the coefficients on
the former two variables as negative and the coefficient on theptasitias Again, the results

offer support to the hypothesis (Column8 6f Table 3). Less corruption and more predictability
certainly encourage firms to enter export markets. The impact of legal protection is not significant
when looking it as an indi d u a | factor . Finally, we use fi
obstacles and their assessment of the affordability and quality of IT services to evaluate
infrastructure. The former term should have negative impact and the latter should have positive
impact. The coefficient on IT services is consistent with the hypothesis, indicating IT services



stimulate entry into foreign markets while the coefficient on transportation does not matter in this
case (Columns-20 of Table 3).

In practice, all tradadilitation policies interact with each other. Customs regulation will only stay

on the paper if the officials are corrupted. Overall predictability of trade policy will enhance the
impact of customs modernization by reducing additional risks. Improventemsportation
infrastructure tends to affect exports more when trade regulatmrgood governanceake

exporting possible for more firms. IT services, on the other handicheigsroveefficiency

overall and reduce costs. In order to take into account those correlations, we consider all aspects of
trade facilitations together. The results confirm the idea that the various measures reinforce each
other and that reducing policy unceryaarid enhancing I3ervices are relatively meféective

measurem reform than otérs examined hef€olumns 2 of Table 3).

Improving the efficiency of customs clearly matters. Reducing days to exports by half will increase
the probability of expantg by 7.5 to 12 percent. The role played by policy transparency becomes

clearer and stronger. When <considering with
corruption as obstacles seems to mat thew | ess
greater impact, and firmsé evalwuation on | ega

results from using individual measures, it may imply the following. First, the results on days of
exports have incorporated the impact of corruptidntizerefore, reducing corruption is effective

in increasing customs efficiency. Second, policy uncertainty adds additional risks on top of customs
efficiency and dominates customs and trade r ¢
legal emronment plays a role butstalso builds upahe effectiveness of other trade facilitation
policiesBetter data and more sophisticated method are needed to confirm these implications.

Interestingly, the impact of transportation infrastructure is1ighdve significant and the impact of

IT services more than doubles. Analogous to the idea of policy transparency, it may have the
following indications. The improvement in transportation infrastructure mattdsataalyighly
correlated with other pojyi measures’rogresses i servicedend to encourage entry aloae

well as through other trade facilitation measures.

The impact of trade facilitation on export propensity shows a similar pattern (Table 4). Policy
predictability and IT services arevah to be the most effective while all trade facilitation reforms
encourage more exports. Custom efficiency matters while the iropaetated witlthe level of
corruption and the level of policy uncertainty. Reducing days to clear exports byinatasay

the share of exports in total sales by 1.6 to 4.5 percent. Increasing policy predictability leads to
substantialncreases in exports propensity. Legal environment seems to mattatl whher

factors are controlled forimprovement in transpation infrastructure would encourage dspo

while it is highly correlated with the effectiveness of other measures. Enhancing IT serfiges is a
effective trade facilitation measamd its impact tends to work through other measures, too



Trade Fecilitation and Impact on SMEs

We further investigate the i mpact on SMEsd pr
to do so, we create a dummy on SMEs and interact it with all measures on trade facilitation. The
coefficient on each trade ifaation measure imply the impact on large firms, and the sum of the
coefficient on each measure and the coefficient on the interacted term shows the impact on SMEs.
The dummy on SMEs is omitted as we have employment size as covariate. In other words, we
measure the impact of trade facilitation among SMEs and the impact among large firms separately.
An implicit assumption is that firm individual characteristics and other aggregated fixed effects will
have same impact for the two groups.

The estimated impigcon SMEs of all trade facilitation measures are in line with the results when
considering firms of al | si zes. However, SME
responsive tamprovement in transportation infrastructure but much more sagptn policy
predictability. In other words, this measure is probably the most effective in encouraging the entry
of SMEs as well as increasing their export propensity.

We investigate the impact of each trade facilitation measure by itself asgetieasvith other

factors. The pattern across measures when only considering SMEs is the same as that for all firms
(Tables 5 and 6). Focusing on the results from using all trade facilitation measures, the impact on
SMEs tends to be smaller than that onsfiof all sizefor transportation infrastructure and IT
serviceqFiguresl0 and 11). Policy uncertainty, however, affects SMEs more. For comparison
purpose, we convert the estimated coefficients of Column 2 of Table 5 and Comlun 2 of Table 6
into positive measures. In other words, we consider how improvement in each measure will affect
the probability of exporting and export pro
perception on customs as obstacles, for instance, is converted into positive coefficient of the same
magnitude.

Firmsd perception on nitordynleagsdo 29 pdrderd imcrease mmrthe a s e
probability of exporting among SMEs while the same change can increase the probability by 60
percent amg firms of all sizes (Figure.1Dhe difference of impacts on exports propensity is also
significantylage. The same 1 mprovement can only incr e
while it can lead to 34 percent increase in the export propensitstomgidering all firms (Figure

11). The case of IT servicessimilar though the differences amnech smaller. Interestingly,
reducing policy uncertainty tends to affect S
assessment on policy uncertainty improves by 1 unit, the probability of exporting for SMEs
increases by 66 percent while the fmibtyafor all firms inreases by 62 percent (Figune TBe

same change | eads to 53 increases in SMEOGs e
firmsd export propensity. Legal enviromment i
in the same magnitude (Figure 11

In summary, foAsia countries, we find that improvement in trade facilitation indicators tend to
increase the probability that SMiE8l become exporter as well as their export propensity. In



particular, increasing ljpy predictability and enhancing IT services are the most effective. SMEs
appear to b&ess responsive improvement in transportation infrastructinan large enterprises.

On the other handncreasing policy predictabiltifects SMEs moreln orderto expand the

benefits of trade to SMEs, countries need to make more substantial investment as well as to pay
attention to the o0softo part of trade facilit



References:

Abe, Kazutomo and Wilson, Johri28080 Gover nance, Conrulpéi Asi, aaBRadcilTf iat
Policy Research Working Paper SHoet731. The World Bank.

Ander son, James E. and Eric Van Wincoop, 2004, o]
691751.

Bernard, Andrew B., J. Bradford Jensen, Stepherd @ iRe g , and Pet er K. Schot
Il nternati onal Tradebo, Jour 120! of Economic Perspec
Buys, Pi et ; Uwe Di echmann and David Wheel er, 200
ExpansioninSuBa har an Af r archaMorkingPapériNa. $097REhe World Bank.

Chaney, Thomas, Forthcoming, oDi storted Gravity:
Traded, American Economic Review.

Clar ke, George R. G. 2005, oBeyomdf hatiufffes safod pQuo
Policy Research Working Paper No0.3617, The World Bank.

Denni s, Al |l en, and Ben Shepherd, 2007, o0Trade Co
Developing Countriesdé, Policy ®Benkearch Working Pa

Dj ankov, Si meon, Caroline L. Fr eund Policgk Resear€Cho n g S.
Working Paper N0.3909, The World Bank.

Dutt, Pushan, and Dani el Traca, 2007, oCorruptio
Working Paper, http://faculty.insead.edu/dutt/Research/corruption_gravityaug07.pdf.

Francoi s, Joseph, and MiriamuManchind, T2@@2,6, 0IPo$
Working Paper No. 4152, The World Bank.

Francoi s, Joseph, Hans van Mei j I, and Frank van
Devel opment Roundé6é, E®®Dnomic Policy, 20(42), 349

Hausman, Warren H., Hau L. Leaep d Uma Subr amani an, 2005, 0Gl obal
Metrics, and Bil ateral Trade Patternso6é, Policy Re

Hel be, Matthias, Ben Shepherd, and Jionfinnthe8sia Wi | son
Paci fic: Esti mat i ng -Radifie Ec@anicnCoopdratian end Rre fVorld Bankd A s i a

Hel pman, El hanan, Mar c J. Mel it z, and Yona Rubi ns
and Trading Vol uwhoeEdnomic 128(R)1444r.1 v Jour n

Leamer , Edwar d E. , and James Levinsohn, 1995, ol
Grossman and Kenneth Rogoff (eds.) Handbook of International Economics Vol. lll, Elsevier Science:
Amsterdam.

e happy f ew: ntNewFactsbbsed nat i on

Mayerand Ottava no, 2007, o0Th
EFI'M Report 2007.

onfirml ev el evidencebo



Mayer, Thierry, and Soledad Zignago, 2006, ONotes

Melitz, Marc J., 2008, The | mpact o findustry Rehlocations andd iAggregate Industry
Productivityé, Ed®hometrica, 71(6), 1695

Ng, Francis and Al exander Yeat s, 1999, OProductio
Why?6, Policy PeeNoe2dd7héWoNddBank.i ng Pa

Shepherd, Ben, and John S. Wil son, 2007, OTr ade,
New Empirical Evidenced, Jou-74i.al of Economic I nte

Shepherd, Ben, and J dabilitatiors in ASEAN member coinBigs:9measlrng d e

progress and assessing priorities,6 Policy Resear
Wal kenhor st , Peter, and Tadashi Yasui, 200n36,, 0Qua
Working Paper No. TD/TC/WP(2003)31/FINAL, OECD.

Wil son, John S. , 2005, 0OTrade Facilitatiidn and Ec
Wil son, John S. , Catherine L. Mann, and Tsunehi

Facit at i on: A Gl obal Perspect-87%e 6, The Worl d Econom

Wil son, John S. , Catherine L. Mann, Yuen Pau Wo
Facilitation: A Devel opment Perspective i n t he
http://www.apec.org/apec/publications/all_publications/others.MedialibDmadaV1.html?url=/etc/medi
alib/apec_media_library/downloads/misc/pubs/2002.Par.0007.File.v1.1

The World Bank 2 0 0 7 ,Latip Awedca an@aribbeaBagiorRapdrt i n L ACO


http://www.apec.org/apec/publications/all_publications/others.MedialibDownload.v1.html?url=/etc/medialib/apec_media_library/downloads/misc/pubs/2002.Par.0007.File.v1.1
http://www.apec.org/apec/publications/all_publications/others.MedialibDownload.v1.html?url=/etc/medialib/apec_media_library/downloads/misc/pubs/2002.Par.0007.File.v1.1

Figure 1Exporter Premier on Saldsy Firm Sizes
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Figure 2Exporter Premier on Sdlesbor, by Firm Sizes
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