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Trade facilitation serves as a new engine for economic growth in the post-tariff era and a
key driver for trade development. Based on an analysis of China’s current exports of
aquatic products to other RCEP member countries and the development of trade
facilitation measures among these countries, this study employs an extended trade
gravity model to empirically examine the impact of trade facilitation on China’s exports
of aquatic products. The research findings indicate that trade facilitation among RCEP
member countries is generally convenient. For every 1% increase in trade facilitation,
China’s aquatic products expand by 3.47%, with a significant impact on export trade. In
the current context of heightened trade uncertainty, this study offers valuable insights
for the steady development of the aquatic products trade.

1. INTRODUCTION

Aquatic products are China’s largest export agricultural
product and have maintained a trade surplus for many
years. The healthy development of aquatic product exports
not only promotes supply-side structural reforms in the do-
mestic aquatic industry, supports rural revitalization, and
increases employment opportunities for fishermen, but also
helps to optimize the allocation of fishery resources and es-
tablish a new pattern of opening up the fishery industry.
However, the rise of anti-globalization, Sino-US trade fric-
tions, geopolitical conflicts, and other unforeseen events
have increased the uncertainty of aquatic product trade
and, to some extent, reshaped the trade landscape.! China’s
aquatic product trade reached a turning point in 2022,
marking the beginning of an era of trade deficits. From
the perspective of national food security, long-term trade
deficits in terms of trade volume, product structure, and
trading partners are highly likely to lead to “path depen-
dence” in trade, thereby creating “chokepoint” risks that
threaten the foundation of China’s food security.? Mean-
while, as trade liberalization levels continue to rise, ad-
justments to traditional tariff and non-tariff barriers have
become less effective in promoting international trade.3
Against this backdrop, exploring the impact of trade facili-
tation aimed at reducing trade costs on aquatic product ex-
ports holds significant implications for the development of
China’s aquatic product trade.

The Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership
Agreement (RCEP) is a modern, comprehensive, high-qual-

ity, and mutually beneficial free trade agreement. It is also
the world’s largest free trade agreement in terms of popu-
lation, trade volume, and development potential. The im-
plementation of RCEP has deepened economic and trade
relations among partner countries, reduced institutional
costs caused by the “spaghetti bowl” effect,%> and brought
new development opportunities for China’s aquatic product
trade . On the one hand, China and other RCEP member
countries are important partners in aquatic product trade,
and bilateral economic and trade relations will become
even closer with the entry into force of the RCEP. In 2023,
China’s aquatic product exports amounted to 21.2 billion
U.S. dollars, with 10.81 billion U.S. dollars exported to other
RCEP member countries, accounting for a staggering
51.0%9; on the other hand, trade facilitation is a key com-
ponent of the RCEP provisions , and the implementation
of the RCEP will further enhance trade facilitation levels
within the region, directly impacting agricultural cooper-
ation between China and other RCEP member countries
and exerting a significant promotional effect on bilateral
aquatic product trade. Therefore, measuring the trade fa-
cilitation levels of RCEP member countries and analyzing
their impact on China’s aquatic product exports can better
leverage the policy dividends of the RCEP and elevate the
level of trade development between China and other RCEP
member countries.

Existing literature on the relationship between trade fa-
cilitation and international trade development primarily
focuses on two aspects. The first involves research on trade
facilitation itself, including analyses of its definition, the
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construction of indicator systems, and measurement meth-
0ds.”"12 The second examines the impact of trade facilita-
tion on international trade, specifically the trade effects of
trade facilitation, with studies conducted from both macro
and micro perspectives.13-15 At the macro level, the liter-
ature includes studies that adopt a global perspectived as
well as analyses focused on specific regions or countries.!®:
17 Aquatic products have high perishability and are diffi-
cult to store, making aquatic product trade more suscep-
tible to the effects of trade facilitation compared to gen-
eral agricultural products. Based on previous literature and
the characteristics of aquatic product trade, this paper con-
structs a trade facilitation level measurement indicator sys-
tem suitable for this study and incorporates the measure-
ment results into an extended gravity model for empirical
testing. In the early stages of the new development pat-
tern and the full implementation of the RCEP, using ex-ante
data to explore the impact of trade facilitation on China’s
aquatic product exports not only verifies the initial design
of the RCEP but also provides insights for the future devel-
opment of China’s aquatic product trade.

2. ANALYSIS OF CHINA’S CURRENT EXPORTS
OF AQUATIC PRODUCTS TO OTHER RCEP
MEMBER COUNTRIES

All data in this section are from the United Nations Con-
ference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) Trade Sta-
tistics Database. The quartile HS codes are globally stan-
dardized trade product codes, compiled in accordance with
the annexes of the RCEP Agreement. Aquatic products pri-
marily include 18 items (0301-0309, 0508, 1504, 1604, 1605,
020840, 021092, 12122, 7101, 711610), Among these,
0301-0304, 0306-0308, 0508, 12122, and 7101 are primary
aquatic products, while the remaining items are processed
aquatic products. 18,19

Overall, from 2010 to 2023, China’s exports of aquatic
products to other RCEP member countries showed an ex-
panding trend but with a slowing growth rate. In terms of
export share, China’s exports of aquatic products to other
RCEP member countries accounted for approximately 40%
of China’s total aquatic product exports, fluctuating around
this high level over the years. In the past five years, the
growth trend has been strong, with the share approaching
50% in 2022 and 2023. In terms of export value, China’s
exports of aquatic products to other RCEP member coun-
tries increased from USD 5,769.80 million in 2010 to USD
11,192.16 million in 2022, with an average annual growth
rate of 5.23%, as shown in Figure 1.

From the perspective of export market distribution, at
the average level, among other RCEP member countries,
Japan, South Korea, and Thailand are China’s top three
aquatic products export markets. A horizontal comparison
reveals that within the RCEP region, China’s aquatic prod-
ucts are primarily exported to Japan, South Korea, Thai-
land, Malaysia, and the Philippines, with Brunei, Cambodia,
Laos, and Myanmar accounting for a smaller share. A ver-
tical comparison shows that in recent years, the proportion
of aquatic products exported by China to Japan and South

Korea has been declining. Taking Japan as an example, in
2010, China’s aquatic products exports to Japan accounted
for 55.58% of China’s total aquatic products exports to the
entire RCEP region. By 2023, this proportion had decreased
to 32.92%, a decline of 40.77%.

Meanwhile, the proportion of aquatic products exports
to Malaysia and Thailand showed an overall upward trend.
Taking Thailand as an example, in 2010, Thailand’s share
was only 2.47%, but by 2023, it had increased to 13.26%,
representing a growth of 436.84%. Meanwhile, countries
with previously lower shares, such as Vietnam, Singapore,
and Cambodia, have shown positive trends. For example,
Vietnam’s share was 2.09% in 2010, but by 2023, it had in-
creased to 4.69%, marking a growth of 124.40%.

From the perspective of exported aquatic product cate-
gories, between 2010 and 2020, primary aquatic products
consistently accounted for a higher proportion of China’s
exports to other RCEP member countries than processed
aquatic products; in 2022, processed aquatic products sur-
passed primary aquatic products. Among primary aquatic
products, the HS codes with the highest export values were
0303 and 0307. Among processed aquatic products, those
with HS code 1605 were China’s largest processed aquatic
product exports. Due to space constraints, only data for se-
lected years are presented.

From the perspective of the average explicit comparative
advantage index, New Zealand, Myanmar, Vietnam, Thai-
land, and Indonesia possess extremely strong comparative
advantages, while the Philippines has relatively strong
comparative advantages. Looking at China’s explicit com-
parative advantage index, it has shown a downward trend
from 2010 to 2023, indicating that China’s competitiveness
in the international trade of aquatic products is gradually
weakening, especially as Southeast Asia’s trade advantages
in aquatic products have been continuously strengthening
in recent years, leading to an increasingly intense competi-
tive landscape.

From the perspective of the average trade complemen-
tarity index, China’s trade complementarity index for
aquatic products with Japan, South Korea, Thailand, and
Brunei exceeds 1, indicating that China’s aquatic product
exports have extensive prospects for cooperation with these
countries. In addition, China’s trade complementarity in-
dex for aquatic products with Australia, Vietnam, Malaysia,
New Zealand, and the Philippines is greater than 0.5, indi-
cating that China’s aquatic product exports have relatively
strong complementarity with these countries.

As can be seen from the above analysis, there is signif-
icant potential for further development in China’s aquatic
product trade with other RCEP member countries. Explor-
ing the impact of the trade facilitation provisions in the
RCEP agreement on aquatic product exports can provide
valuable insights for the steady development of China’s
aquatic product trade and the assurance of food security.
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Figure 1. China’s exports of aquatic products to other RCEP member countries from 2010 to 2023, and their share
of China’s total exports of aquatic products

Source: Calculated and compiled based on relevant data from the UN Comtrade database.
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Figure 2. Share of China’s aquatic products exports to other RCEP member countries by country, 2010-2023

Source: Calculated and compiled based on relevant data from the UN Comtrade database.
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Table 1. China’s Export Trade Value of Aquatic Products to Other RCEP Member Countries by Category,
2010-2023 (Million USD)

The impact of trade facilitation in RCEP members on China’s exports

Category 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022 2023
Primary 3364.95 4639.11 5474.81 5581.47 5539.6 5050.21 5477.04 4540.69
Processed 2404.85 3349.62 2844.01 2727.25 3290.11 3654.16 5715.13 5300.67

Table 2. Explicit Comparative Advantage Index for Aquatic Products of RCEP Member Countries, 2010-2023

State 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022 2023 Mean
AUS 0.7855 0.6637 0.6691 0.6842 0.5533 0.4437 0.2916 0.3631 0.5747
BRN 0.0164 0.0268 0.0485 0.0701 0.1513 0.1391 0.3219 0.1852 0.1189
IDN 24772 2.8275 3.3310 3.2365 3.2145 3.7687 2.7997 2.9662 3.0634
JPN 0.4092 0.3762 0.4121 0.4319 0.4509 0.3991 0.5340 0.5446 0.4389
KHM 0.0729 0.0335 0.0137 0.0079 0.0077 0.0024 0.0026 0.0035 0.0182
KOR 0.5111 0.5564 0.4045 0.4269 0.3966 0.4224 0.5193 0.5352 0.4625
LAO 0.0007 0.0220 0.0179 0.0027 0.0011 0.0107 - - 0.0064

MMR 5.1618 11.2190 4.8197 5.5258 5.4650 6.0933 6.0757 6.6638 6.4066
MSY 0.5773 0.5129 0.4608 0.4027 0.3498 0.4175 0.3483 0.4126 0.4351
NZL 4.7309 4.6353 3.7627 4.0378 3.6820 3.5021 3.5942 4.1602 3.9949
PHL 1.9119 2.3898 2.2672 1.5427 1.6846 1.5673 1.5519 1.6943 1.9003
SGP 0.1447 0.1258 0.1020 0.1232 0.1035 0.0760 0.0774 0.0846 0.1072
THA 5.1327 5.0248 3.6844 3.0461 2.8612 2.8889 2.6490 2.5263 3.4705

VNM 10.0174 7.6948 6.7652 4.6284 4.3492 3.5888 4.0085 - 5.7079
CHN 1.2445 1.3013 1.1769 1.1171 1.0731 0.8720 0.8574 0.8394 1.0751

Source: Calculated by the author. “—” indicates missing data; the same applies below.

Table 3. Index of Complementarity in Aquatic Product Trade Between China and Other RCEP Member Countries,

2010-2023

CHN 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022 2023 Mean
(Export)

AUS 1.2245 1.2425 1.2413 1.0893 0.9585 0.7278 0.7344 0.6655 0.9988
BRN 2.5872 2.2381 1.9734 1.9550 1.5677 0.9875 0.8368 0.9205 1.6772
IDN 0.3172 0.2446 0.2281 0.2781 0.2411 0.2281 0.2986 0.2837 0.2605
JPN 3.7760 3.8808 2.9360 3.1109 2.8147 22011 1.9824 2.0706 2.9006
KHM 0.1195 0.1216 0.1531 0.1229 0.0891 0.0899 0.1076 0.1252 0.1136
KOR 1.2918 1.3346 1.2683 14791 1.4629 1.2009 1.0421 1.0447 1.2740
LAO 0.1394 1.2808 0.0834 0.0630 0.0727 0.1572 - - 0.1802
MMR 0.0144 1.2433 0.0735 0.0696 0.0795 0.1007 0.1306 0.1014 0.1656
MSY 0.8108 1.0054 0.8374 0.7270 0.6356 0.6129 0.6149 0.6072 0.7399
NZL 0.7319 0.7906 0.7459 0.6409 0.6705 0.6840 0.5436 0.5441 0.6746
PHL 0.4877 0.7148 0.6523 0.6384 0.6896 0.5958 0.6509 0.7185 0.6550
SGP 0.5177 0.5325 0.4737 0.5232 0.4296 0.3183 0.3147 0.3376 0.4387
THA 2.0542 2.3880 1.9277 2.1009 2.1089 1.9060 1.7103 1.5897 1.9776
VNM 0.7467 1.1353 1.1778 0.8716 0.9020 0.6776 0.8191 —— 0.8275
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Table 4. Indicator System for Measuring the Level of Trade Facilitation

The impact of trade facilitation in RCEP members on China’s exports

Primary indicators Secondary indicator Score Source

Infrastructure (T) Road facilities (T1) 1~7 Global Competitiveness Report
Railway (T2) 1~7 Global Competitiveness Report
Port (T3) 1~7 Global Competitiveness Report
Airport (T4) 1~7 Global Competitiveness Report

Customs environment (C) Irregular payments and bribery (C1) 1~7 Global Competitiveness Report
Trade barriers (C2) 1~7 Global Competitiveness Report
Customs procedure efficiency (C3) 1~7 Global Competitiveness Report

Government regulation (R) Agricultural policy (R1) 1~7 Global Competitiveness Report
Government regulatory burden (R2) 1~7 Global Competitiveness Report
Transparency of government policies (R3) 1~7 Global Competitiveness Report
Efficiency of legal dispute resolution (R4) 1~7 Global Competitiveness Report
Judicial independence (R5) 1~7 Global Competitiveness Report

Finance and E-commerce (F) Availability of new technologies (F1) 1~7 Global Competitiveness Report
Percentage of Internet users (F2) 0~100% Global Competitiveness Report
Difficulty in obtaining loans (F3) 1~7 Global Competitiveness Report
Bank stability (F4) 1~7 Global Competitiveness Report

3. CALCULATION OF TRADE FACILITATION
LEVELS AMONG RCEP MEMBER COUNTRIES

(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF AN INDICATOR SYSTEM

Trade facilitation encompasses a comprehensive set of
measures designed to simplify trade procedures, enhance
trade efficiency, and reduce trade costs through the appli-
cation of policy frameworks and technological innovations.
To date, there is no universally accepted definition of trade
facilitation. This paper draws on the research of scholars
such as Fu | ,Chen L, Xue H,20 following the approach of
Wilson” and others in constructing an indicator system to
measure the level of trade facilitation. It combines the rel-
evant provisions of the Trade Facilitation Agreement to es-
tablish an indicator system comprising four primary indi-
cators: infrastructure, customs environment, government
regulation, and finance and e-commerce, and 16 secondary
indicators. To reflect the characteristics of aquatic product
(agricultural product) trade, the existing indicator system
has been appropriately adjusted to include agrarian poli-
cies. Considering the authority and availability of data, all
data are sourced from the Global Competitiveness Report.
Due to severe data gaps in some countries, this study ulti-
mately selected 12 countries from the RCEP member states
for analysis, covering the time period from 2010 to 2018.
The trade facilitation indicator system is detailed in Table
4.

(2) DATA PROCESSING AND WEIGHT DETERMINATION
A. DATA STANDARDIZATION

To make the indicator data more comparable, it is necessary
to eliminate the influence of the secondary indicator data
dimensions. This paper uses the extreme value standard-

ization method to convert the indicator value of the Inter-
net user ratio. X;represents the specific value of the Inter-
net indicator, X ..represents the maximum value of the
Internet indicator, and X,,;, represents the minimum value
of the indicator. The specific conversion formula is as fol-
lows:

X = (Xz - Xmin) / (Xmax - Xmin) (1)
B. RELEVANCE TEST AND DETERMINATION OF
INDICATOR WEIGHTS

The use of principal component analysis requires that the
data meet certain criteria. In this study, the KMO test was
conducted using Stata software, yielding a KMO value of
0.853. According to Kaiser’s criteria, it can be inferred that
there is a strong correlation among the secondary indica-
tors. Therefore, the indicator data in this study are suitable
for principal component analysis. Consequently, principal
component analysis was employed to reduce the dimen-
sionality of the secondary indicators, followed by objective
weighting. According to the information extraction criteria,
factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 in the correlation
coefficient matrix need to be extracted. Table 5 shows the
eigenvalues and contribution rates of each principal com-
ponent. A total of three principal components were se-
lected, with a cumulative contribution rate of 87.15%, in-
dicating that these three principal components can reflect
most of the indicator information.

Based on the results of the component matrix, the ex-
pressions of the three selected principal components can be
obtained as follows:
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Table 5. Principal Component Eigenvalues and Proportion

Component Eigenvalue Proportion Cumulative
Comp1 10.7967 0.6748 0.6748
Comp2 2.10539 0.1316 0.8064
Comp3 1.0423 0.0651 0.8715

Comp 1 = 0.82077'1 + 0.6442T2 + 0.91547'3
+0.8972T4 + 0.9496C1 + 0.7787C2
+0.9829C3 + 0.5731R1 + 0.6807R2 @)
+0.9124R3 + 0.9617R4 + 0.8898 R5
+0.8243F1 + 0.7780F2 4 0.6217F3
+0.7608 F4

Comp 2 = —0.4635T'1 — 0.6225T2 — 0.23667'3
—0.187974 — 0.1177C1 + 0.4797C2
+0.0147C3 + 0.6275R1 + 0.3379R2 3)
+0.2642R3 + 0.1539R4 + 0.0128 R5
—0.3326F1 — 0.4229F2 + 0.4152F'3
+0.3228F4

Comp 3 = 0.19807'1 + 0.276612 + 0.22617'3
+0.122374 — 0.2143C'1 — 0.0860C2
40.0455C3 + 0.1193R1 + 0.6055R2 (4)
—0.0073R3 + 0.0447R4 — 0.3550R5
—0.2637F1 — 0.1988F2 + 0.0970R3
—0.4217R4

The Comp column represents the total score for each sec-
ondary indicator, calculated by multiplying the coefficient
of each extracted principal component by its variance con-
tribution rate, dividing by the cumulative contribution rate
of the three extracted principal components (87.15%), and
then summing the results. The Comp column is then nor-
malized to obtain the weight of the corresponding sec-
ondary indicator.

The final weights for the primary indicators of trade fa-
cilitation were calculated as follows: Infrastructure (T) =
0.2345, Customs Environment (C) = 0.2114, Government
Regulation (R) = 0.3316, and Finance and E-commerce (F) =
0.2225.

The comprehensive index of the trade facilitation evalu-
ation indicators for RCEP member countries is as follows:

TF = 0.0574T1 + 0.042172 + 0.06827'3
+0.06687'4 + 0.0694C1 + 0.0662C2
+0.0758C3 + 0.0541R1 + 0.0617R2 )
+0.0738R3 + 0.0763 R4 + 0.0657R5
+0.0562F1 + 0.0518F2 + 0.0545F'3
+0.0600F4

(3) ANALYSIS OF TRADE FACILITATION LEVELS

Drawing on existing literature, the criteria for evaluating
trade facilitation levels are as follows: a score of 0.8 or
above is considered highly convenient, 0.7-0.8 is relatively
convenient, 0.6-0.7 is generally convenient, and a score be-
low 0.6 is inconvenient.2! Based on the calculated trade fa-
cilitation levels of the 12 countries within the RCEP region,
the following conclusions can be drawn:

In terms of the average level of trade facilitation, the
12 countries within the RCEP region have a trade facilita-
tion level of 0.6448, which is considered moderately conve-

nient. This indicates that there is significant room for im-
provement in the overall trade facilitation level within the
RCEP region. From a trend perspective, the average trade
facilitation level increased from 0.6361 in 2010 to 0.6448 in
2018, indicating that trade facilitation within the RCEP re-
gion has gradually improved, sending a positive signal for
further enhancements in trade facilitation levels.

From a country-specific perspective, based on average
values, among the 12 countries in the RCEP region, Singa-
pore and New Zealand are classified as highly convenient
countries, with average values of 0.8623 and 0.8087, respec-
tively; Australia, Japan, and Malaysia are classified as mod-
erately convenient countries, with average values of 0.7325,
0.7302, and 0.7246, respectively; South Korea and China are
classified as generally convenient countries, with average
values of 0.6347 and 0.6127, respectively; and the countries
classified as less convenient are Thailand, Indonesia, Viet-
nam, the Philippines, and Cambodia.

4. MODEL SETTINGS, VARIABLE DESCRIPTIONS,
AND DATA SOURCES

(1) MODEL BUILDING

The gravity model is the most widely used in international
trade. Its concept originates from the law of universal grav-
itation in physics, which states that the scale of trade be-
tween two countries is directly proportional to their GDP
and inversely proportional to the square of the distance be-
tween them. The standard gravity model primarily com-
prises three types of explanatory variables, which measure
market size, geographical location, and the presence of
preferential trade arrangements. Its general form is as fol-
lows:
Fij=00M) M* D} A% (6)
In this equation, Fj; represents the scale of trade between
the two countries, typically expressed in terms of trade
value or trade volume; M; and M; are variables measuring
the level of economic development between the two coun-
tries, typically represented by their GDP; D;;denotes the
geographical distance between the two countries; and A;;
represents other factors that promote or hinder the devel-
opment of bilateral trade. To facilitate regression analysis,
the standard model is typically log-transformed, resulting
in the following model transformation:
lnFijzao—‘rallnMi-f-azlnMj (7)
+031n Dij + O041n Ai]' + (sijt
In subsequent studies, relevant scholars expanded the stan-
dard gravity model by introducing more variables. In line
with the objectives of this study, variables such as trade
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Table 6. Composition of Principal Component Index Coefficients

Secondary Comp1l Comp2 Comp3 Comp Weight of secondary Weight of primary
indicator indicators indicators

T1 0.8207 -0.4635 0.1980 0.5803 0.0574 Infrastructure (T) (0.2345)

T2 0.6442 -0.6225 0.2766 0.4255 0.0421

T3 0.9154 -0.2366 0.2261 0.6900 0.0682

T4 0.8972 -0.1879 0.1223 0.6755 0.0668

(ox} 0.9496 -0.1177 -0.2143 0.7015 0.0694 Customs Environment (C)

c2 07787 04797 00860 06690 00662 (0.2114)

C3 0.9829 0.0147 0.0455 0.7667 0.0758

R1 0.5731 0.6275 0.1193 0.5474 0.0541 Government Regulation (R)

R2 06807 03379 0.6055 06233 00617 (0.3316)

R3 0.9124 0.2642 -0.0073 0.7458 0.0738

R4 0.9617 0.1539 0.0447 0.7712 0.0763

R5 0.8898 0.0128 -0.3550 0.6644 0.0657

F1 0.8243 -0.3326 -0.2637 0.5683 0.0562 Finance and E-commerce

F2 07780  -04229  -0.1988 05237 00518 (F)(02225)

F3 0.6217 0.4152 0.0970 0.5513 0.0545

F4 0.7608 0.3228 -0.4217 0.6063 0.0600

Table 7. Trade Facilitation Levels of the 12 RCEP Member Countries from 2010 to 2018

Stata 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Mean
CHN 0.5932 0.6045 0.6114 0.6005 0.6074 0.6157 0.6110 0.6315 0.6389 0.6127
AUS 0.7406 0.7500 0.7419 0.7414 0.7085 0.7065 0.7264 0.7377 0.7398 0.7325
IDN 0.5441 0.5476 0.5328 0.5403 0.5628 0.5713 0.5545 0.5738 0.5965 0.5582
JPN 0.6981 0.6998 0.7080 0.7061 0.7227 0.7455 0.7535 0.7695 0.7689 0.7302
KHM 0.4698 0.4850 0.5126 0.5320 0.4976 0.4534 0.4553 0.4760 0.4712 0.4836
KOR 0.6477 0.6384 0.6263 0.6335 0.6298 0.6139 0.6256 0.6431 0.6538 0.6347
MSY 0.6937 0.6933 0.7282 0.7263 0.7210 0.7476 0.7485 0.7319 0.7313 0.7246
NZL 0.8015 0.8056 0.8058 0.8234 0.8158 0.8097 0.7942 0.8068 0.8157 0.8087
PHL 0.4601 0.4554 0.4753 0.5039 0.5210 0.5346 0.5195 0.5001 0.4955 0.4962
SGP 0.8695 0.8690 0.8661 0.8643 0.8495 0.8427 0.8540 0.8708 0.8743 0.8623
THA 0.6006 0.6140 0.5873 0.5788 0.5773 0.5644 0.5686 0.5787 0.5957 0.5851
VNM 0.5148 0.5170 0.4941 0.4909 0.4941 0.5023 0.5198 0.5264 0.5187 0.5087
Mean 0.6361 0.6400 0.6408 0.6451 0.6423 0.6423 0.6442 0.6538 0.6584 0.6448

facilitation levels and tariffs were added to the original
model. The specific model is as follows:
In Y;ﬁjt :60 + (91 In GDP,t + 62 In GDP]t
+03In DISi]'t + 041In Tth (8)
+85 In Tarlff jt + 86 In ASEAN]t + 6ijt
In this context, i and j represent different countries, where
j is the importing country and i is the exporting country,
and t denotes the year. Specifically, in this study, i refers
to China, and j refers to other RCEP member countries.
Y;represents the value of China’s exports of aquatic prod-
ucts to country j in year t; GDPrepresents the GDP of
country i in year t, which in this study refers to China’s
GDP in year t; GDPj; represents the GDP of country j in
year t,in this study, it represents the GDP of other RCEP
member countries in year t; DIS;; denotes the trade dis-
tance between country i and country j in year t; TF; de-

notes the trade facilitation level of country j in year t, which
in this study represents the trade facilitation level of other
RCEP member countries in year t; Tariff ;, denotes the tar-
iff level of country j in year t; ASEANj; is a dummy vari-
able indicating whether country j belongs to the ASEAN or-
ganization in year t; dis a constant term; and ;5 is the
random error term.

(2) VARIABLE DESCRIPTIONS AND DATA SOURCES

Y, Y1, and Y2 are the explained variables in equation (7),
representing the total value of China’s aquatic product ex-
ports to country j, the value of exports of primary aquatic
products, and the value of exports of processed aquatic
products, respectively.
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Table 8. Explanation of Key Variables in the Trade Gravity Model

Variable Expected Sign Mean Standard Min Max Source
Deviation
Y / 7.40e+08 1.06e+09 9627 4.14e+09 UN COMTRADE
Y1 / 4.72e+08 5.90e+08 1 2.07e+09 UN COMTRADE
Y2 / 2.68e+08 5.00e+08 27 2.08e+09 UN COMTRADE
GDP; + 1.05e+13 1.22e+12 8.53e+12 1.23e+13 World Bank WDI
GDPj + 9.73e+11 1.42e+12 1.41e+10 6.27e+12 World Bank WDI
DIS;j — 318000 244000 41475.26 1080000 CEPII
TFj + 0.65 0.127 0.453 0.874 Previous calculation
T + 0.158 0.035 0.094 0.219 Previous calculation
C + 0.139 0.029 0.101 0.191 Previous calculation
R + 0.139 0.029 0.101 0.191 Previous calculation
F + 0.149 0.029 0.097 0.195 Previous calculation
Tariff; - 4.832 3.084 0.023 13.031 GCR
ASEAN + 0.636 0.485 0 1 ASEAN official website

GDP;; represents the economic scale of exporting coun-
try i, which reflects a country or region’s export capacity.
Generally, potential export capacity is directly proportional
to the total economic scale. GDPj represents the eco-
nomic scale of importing country j, which reflects a country
or region’s international market demand capacity. Simi-
larly, potential import demand is directly proportional to
the economic scale. In the gravity model, the larger the val-
ues of these two indicators, the larger the trade volume be-
tween the two countries.

DIS;;; represents the trade distance between the two
countries. Trade distance is the main physical barrier to
cross-border trade, calculated by adjusting the distance be-
tween the capitals of China and country j using the
weighted crude oil price for each year. Generally, the
greater the distance between two countries, the higher the
cost of trade, which, to some extent, weakens the incentive
for trade between the two countries and leads to a decline
in bilateral trade volume. However, with the improvement
of infrastructure and logistics technology, the distance bar-
rier effect on trade is gradually diminishing.

TF'; represents the trade facilitation level of importing
country j, and this level has a positive effect on China’s ex-
ports. It is generally believed that trade facilitation mea-
sures promote trade by reducing trade costs. Transaction
cost theory suggests that complex trade procedures in-
crease transaction costs, while prolonged customs clear-
ance times, complicated clearance procedures, and
processes may cause operators to miss business opportuni-
ties. These adverse factors reduce the suitability of a coun-
try’s trade environment and constrain its trade develop-
ment. An increase in trade facilitation levels lowers trade
costs, which, through the trade multiplier effect, promotes
economic growth in both cooperating parties.

Tariff; represents the import tariff of the importing
country. The tariff variable was introduced for two reasons:
as a policy cost, tariffs can reflect the degree of trade liber-
alization; and by including both variables in the regression
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equation, the coefficients of the two explanatory variables
can be used to compare their respective effects on trade.

ASEAN j; indicates whether country j belongs to the As-
sociation of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). Regional or-
ganizations with close ties to China can significantly pro-
mote bilateral trade between China and relevant countries.
Regional economic integration organizations promote
trade development by eliminating intra-regional tariff bar-
riers and quantitative restrictions, establishing a unified
tariff policy, facilitating the free flow of production factors,
and coordinating economic policies to enhance regional
economic growth.20 Given that China has signed and im-
plemented multiple free trade agreements with RCEP mem-
ber countries, to mitigate the “spaghetti bowl effect”
caused by numerous free trade agreements in empirical
analysis, this study selects regional integration organiza-
tions as the variable and excludes trade agreements.

5. THE IMPACT OF TRADE FACILITATION
AMONG RCEP MEMBER COUNTRIES ON THE
RETURN OF CHINESE AQUATIC PRODUCT
EXPORTS

Testing for multicollinearity among independent variables
is a necessary step before regression analysis. The test re-
sults show that the variance inflation factor (VIF) of the in-
dependent variables ranges from a maximum of 3.42 to a
minimum of 1.35, with an average of 2.30. Comparing this
to the criterion of 0 < VIF < 10, it can be concluded that
there is no severe multicollinearity among the independent
variables, and the model’s estimation results are not signif-
icantly affected by the correlations among the independent
variables.

To select the optimal effect model, an F-test was first
conducted. The F-test result Prob > F = 0.0000 indicates
that the fixed-effect model is more suitable for this study
than the mixed-effect model. Subsequently, an LM test was

21



The impact of trade facilitation in RCEP members on China’s exports

Table 9. Model Selection Test Results

P-value

Test result

Option
F-test Fixed-effect vs Mixed-effect
LM test Mixed-effect vs Random-effect
Hausman test Fixed-effect vs Random-effect

Prob > F =0.0000
Prob > chibar2 = 0.0000
Prob>chi2 =0.9437

Fixed-effect
Random-effect

Random-effect

Table 10. Mixed-effects Regression Results

(1) (2 ©) (4 (5) (6) 7
InY InY InY InY InY InY InY
InGDP;, -1.219 -1.877 -2.297° -2.048 -2.315° -2.523" -3.131"
(1.460) (1.464) (1.330) (1.386) (1.341) (1.360) (1.222)
InGDP;; 1.456™" 1315 1.507"" 1457 1555 1.526"" 1506
(0.117) (0.135) (0.146) (0.150) (0.151) (0.151) (0.133)
In DIS;j -0.501" -0.766™" -0.854"" -0.769™ -0.897"" -0.955™ -0.827™"
(0.239) (0.269) (0.260) (0.269) (0.264) (0.275) (0.236)
InTF; 2.010° 2.838"
(1.013) (1.197)
InT 1.149
(0.793)
InC 2.766"
(1.304)
InR 2.184°
(1.265)
InF 5.440™"
(1.246)
Tariff; -0.058 -0.143™ -0.052 -0.079 0.067
(0.082) (0.070) (0.088) (0.088) (0.081)
ASEAN}, 1.605"" 1.389" 1.703™ 1.375" 2.116™
(0.379) (0.371) (0.413) (0.361) (0.373)
_cons 22.907 46.663 53.238 50.749 57.326 64.498 81.105"
(45.260) (45.814) (43.133) (44.806) (43.418) (43.949) (39.393)
Note: *** ** and * indicate significance levels of 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively.

performed. The LM test result Prob > chi2 = 0.0000 in-
dicates that the random-effect model is superior to the
mixed-effect model. Therefore, which model is more suit-
able: the fixed-effect model or the random-effect model?
Finally, the Hausman test was used, with results showing
Prob > chi2 = 0.9437, indicating that the random effects
model is more appropriate. Therefore, the random effects
model was ultimately selected for this study. As a control,
mixed regression was also conducted in the paper.

(1) BASIC REGRESSION ANALYSIS

A comparison of the results from mixed regression and
random effects regression reveals that the signs and signif-
icance of the explanatory variables are largely consistent,
indicating that the results of the random effects model are
robust.

The models (1) to (3) in Tables 10 and 11 are the regres-
sion results obtained by successively adding variables such
as trade facilitation, tariff rates, and whether the country is
an ASEAN member to the basic trade gravity model. From
the regression results (1), the regression effects are rela-
tively ideal, and the explanatory variables generally meet
expectations. Therefore, the simple form of the gravity
model explains the determining equation of China’s aquatic
product export trade. From the regression results, it can be
seen that the explanatory variable GDPj achieves a very
high level of significance and has the most significant co-
efficient, indicating that the GDP of the importing coun-
try is an essential factor influencing China’s exports to it;
the coefficient of distance is negative and significant, indi-
cating that distance is the main obstacle to China’s export
trade. It is worth noting that the coefficient of GDP;;
is negative, meaning that the growth of China’s GDP
has an inhibitory effect on China’s aquatic products ex-
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Table 11. Random Effects Regression Results

(1 () (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
InY InY InY InY InY InY InY
InGDP; -1.423 -1.644° -1.858" -1.564 -1.842° -1.780 -2.314"
(0.955) (0.950) (0.953) (0.975) (0.974) (0.947) (1.007)
InGDPj; 1.405™" 1262 14737 14257 1.503"" 1.580"" 14417
(0.273) (0.291) (0.327) (0.339) (0.329) (0.340) (0.289)
In DIS;j; -0.595 -0.657" -0.648" -0.613" -0.672" -0.634" -0.620"
(0.305) (0.304) (0.300) (0.305) (0.313) (0.299) (0.292)
InTFj 2.983" 3.470°
(1.753) (1.895)
InT 1.589
(1.465)
InC 2170
(2.024)
InR 3.021"
(1.545)
InF 2817
(1.615)
Tariff -0.070 -0.113 -0.085 -0.064 -0.072
(0.097) (0.095) (0.101) (0.098) (0.094)
ASEANj; 1712 1.390 1.564 1556 1.651
(1.005) (1.006) (1.033) (1.008) (0.864)
_cons 31.517 38.299 37.437 34.989 41.941 36.319 56.832°
(32.175) (31.971) (32.849) (33.532) (33.665) (32.732) (34.586)

** and * indicate significance levels of 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively.

ports, which is inconsistent with the conclusions of the
majority of scholars. Typically, a country’s GDP reflects
its export supply capacity. The larger the economic scale,
the greater the potential export capacity, and consequently,
the larger the bilateral trade volume. Possible reasons in-
clude the recent decline in China’s fishery resources, de-
terioration of aquatic ecological environments, and con-
straints imposed by water and land shortages, which have
led to a stagnation in the total output of aquatic products.
Additionally, as domestic residents’ incomes rise, the pro-
portion of aquatic products in the national food consump-
tion structure tends to increase, leading to higher demand
for aquatic products. Expanding imports of aquatic prod-
ucts will therefore become an inevitable trend. Therefore,
the sign of the coefficient GDP;;aligns with the current
status of aquatic product trade.!®

From the perspective of trade facilitation as the core
variable, its coefficient is positive and has a significant im-
pact on China’s aquatic products exports. This indicates
that an increase in trade facilitation levels among RCEP
member countries has a significant positive promotional ef-
fect on China’s aquatic products exports, meaning that the
higher the trade facilitation level, the larger China’s exports
to RCEP member countries. Considering the results in col-
umn (3) as an example, after controlling for the effects of
tariffs and dummy variables, the coefficient for trade facili-
tation not only increases but also remains robust. A 1% in-

crease in the level of trade facilitation leads to a 3.470%
increase in China’s exports of aquatic products to RCEP
member countries.

Tariffs continue to pose obstacles to international trade.
As tariff levels have generally decreased across countries
and regional economic cooperation has deepened, the im-
pact of tariffs on global trade has gradually diminished.
However, they still exert some degree of obstruction. Tariff
reduction is a goal of trade liberalization. As shown by the
regression results of Model (3), while trade liberalization
aimed at lowering tariff levels can promote the growth of
bilateral trade volumes, its impact is far less significant
than that of trade facilitation. Possible reasons include the
fact that prior to the signing of the RCEP, China had already
concluded free trade agreements with multiple RCEP mem-
ber countries, resulting in relatively low tariff levels among
them, leaving limited room for further tariff reductions. As
a result, the trade benefits from tariff reductions under the
RCEP agreement have diminished. However, trade facilita-
tion measures can significantly reduce import and export
clearance times, thereby effectively lowering the time costs
of cross-border goods trade and promoting bilateral trade
and economic growth.22 Taking the results in Column 3 of
Table 11 as an example, for every 1% increase in tariff lev-
els among RCEP member countries, trade flows decrease by
only 0.070%.
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Regional economic integration organizations can signifi-
cantly promote trade development. Table 11 shows that the
coefficient of ASEAN in Model (3) is 1.712 and is significant
at the 10% level. This indicates that regional economic in-
tegration organizations can promote China’s exports.

(2) EXPANSIVE ANALYSIS

To gain a clearer understanding of the impact of different
indicators of trade facilitation on international trade in
aquatic products, this paper introduces four first-level in-
dicators—infrastructure (T), customs environment (C), gov-
ernment regulation (R), and finance and e-commerce
(F)—to replace the overall trade facilitation indicator in
Model (3), resulting in Models (4)—(7). The regression re-
sults are presented in Tables 10 and 11. The primary indi-
cators of the trade facilitation indicator system have a pos-
itive impact on China’s aquatic products exports to RCEP
member countries, but the extent of their influence varies.
Taking the random effects model results in Table 11 as an
example, government regulation and financial and e-com-
merce have a greater and more significant promotional ef-
fect on China’s aquatic product exports to RCEP member
countries compared to infrastructure and customs envi-
ronment. Specifically, the influence of the four first-level
indicators is ranked as follows: government regulation >
financial and e-commerce > customs environment > infra-
structure. This may be due to the unique characteristics of
aquatic products, which are subject to stringent regulation
across all stages of production, transportation, and trade.
Therefore, trade policies and relevant regulations play a
more critical role in their export trade. For instance, in the
chapter on sanitary and phytosanitary measures, the RCEP
builds upon the WTO/SPS framework, raising requirements
in areas such as transparency and consultations on equiva-
lence. In the long term, the optimization of the government
regulatory environment plays a crucial role in enhancing
a country’s trade facilitation level.23 Financial and e-com-
merce sectors provide a solid foundation for the smooth
flow of funds in international trade and investment. E-
commerce can to some extent overcome geographical bar-
riers and promote logistics improvements. With the de-
velopment of technology, the financial environment and
e-commerce are expected to play a greater role in future in-
ternational trade.

Given that product heterogeneity may be affected dif-
ferently by trade facilitation, this study categorizes aquatic
products into primary aquatic products and processed
aquatic products and conducts separate regressions. Tables
12 and 13 present the results of the impact of trade fa-
cilitation on the exports of primary aquatic products and
processed aquatic products, respectively. Comparison re-
veals that trade facilitation levels have a promotional effect
on the exports of both product types, but the impact varies
across products. As shown in Model (3) of Tables 12 and
13, compared to processed aquatic products, trade facil-
itation has a more significant promotional effect on the
exports of primary aquatic products, with a trade facili-
tation impact coefficient as high as 11.879, which is statis-
tically significant at the 1% level. The impact coefficient for
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processed aquatic products is 3.972. From the perspective
of the four primary indicators, all have a significant pro-
motional effect on the exports of primary aquatic products;
however, for processed aquatic products, although all four
sub-indicators have a positive promotional effect, only fi-
nancial services and e-commerce have a significant impact.
The primary reason lies in the distinct characteristics of
different types of aquatic products. Primary aquatic prod-
ucts are difficult to store, especially aquatic animal prod-
ucts, which are highly perishable foods with high protein
and moisture content, requiring stringent conditions dur-
ing transportation. Compared to processed aquatic prod-
ucts, primary aquatic products are more susceptible to the
efficiency of port operations and customs environments.

(3) SOUNDNESS TEST

The trade facilitation levels mentioned earlier were ob-
tained using principal component analysis. To test the sta-
bility of the model and regression results, this section em-
ploys the simple arithmetic average method to calculate
trade facilitation values for robustness testing. In addition
to conducting robustness testing on the overall results, sep-
arate robustness tests were performed for different types
of aquatic products. The regression results are detailed in
Table 14. The direction and significance level of the ex-
planatory variables are consistent with those in the preced-
ing section, indicating that the empirical test results are ro-
bust.

6. SIMULATED ANALYSIS OF THE TRADE
POTENTIAL OF RCEP MEMBER COUNTRIES

Numerous factors influence the development of a country’s
or region’s export trade. In addition to the level of trade fa-
cilitation in trading partner countries, the trade potential
of these countries is also a crucial aspect. The preceding
section has analyzed the impact of trade facilitation levels
on China’s aquatic products export trade. To further exam-
ine the priority order of future export markets for China’s
aquatic products, it is necessary to simulate the trade po-
tential of RCEP member countries and calculate their trade
potential coefficients. The process is divided into three
steps: first, the trade facilitation levels of RCEP member
countries are raised to the highest level in the region; sec-
ond, the average values of the explanatory variables for dif-
ferent countries are substituted into the extended gravity
model constructed earlier to obtain simulated trade values;
third, the trade potential coefficients are calculated as the
ratio of actual trade values to simulated trade values. The
detailed results are presented in Table 15.

Based on the size of the trade potential coefficient,
countries can be categorized into three types: countries
with huge potential, those with Potential development, and
those with Potential reshaping. Specifically, when the trade
potential coefficient is less than 0.8, it indicates that there
is significant room for growth in bilateral trade, and the
country falls into the category of having enormous poten-
tial. China can significantly increase its exports of aquatic
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Table 12. Regression Results for Primary Aquatic Products

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
InY1 InY1 InY1 InY1 InY1 InY1 InY1
InGDP; -1.472 -2.161 -1.203 -0.143 -1.252 -1.132 -3.073
(2.131) (2.162) (2.106) (2.237) (2.191) (2.091) (2.177)
InGDPj 1.806™" 1.440™" 2.232" 2093 2.378™ 2.534"" 2,088
(0.432) (0.507) (0.567) (0.590) (0.568) (0.569) (0.537)
In DIS;; -0.094 -0.333 -0.183 0.060 -0.299 -0.239 -0.026
(0.634) (0.665) (0.634) (0.658) (0.671) (0.633) (0.613)
InTF; 6.017" 11.879™
(3.344) (3.746)
InT 4.894
(2.866)
InC 9.052"
(4.031)
InR 10.394™"
(3.151)
InF 11.641"
(3.358)
Tariff, 0.485™ 0.260 0.437" 0.517" 0.485™
(0.203) (0.194) (0.217) (0.205) (0.196)
ASEANj; 3.340" 2.309 3.258 2.683" 3.556"
(1.684) (1.669) (1.737) (1.612) (1.585)
_cons 15.326 39.772 -25.305 -37.205 -7.759 -20.297 50.025
(70.848) (72.308) (72.464) (76.746) (75.528) (72.054) (74.534)

** and * indicate significance levels of 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively.

products by focusing on the existing factors influencing the
gravity model, such as Australia and Indonesia. When the
trade potential coefficient is between 0.8 and 1.2, it indi-
cates that there is still room for growth in bilateral trade,
and the country falls into the category of potential devel-
opment. China can further expand its exports of aquatic
products by fully leveraging the factors within the gravity
model. China can further expand its aquatic products ex-
ports to countries such as Malaysia and Thailand. When
the trade potential coefficient exceeds 1.2, it falls under the
category of potential reshaping, and China needs to iden-
tify new factors beyond the gravity model to enhance its ex-
ports of aquatic products, such as those to New Zealand.
Overall, China’s aquatic products trade with RCEP member
countries still holds significant development potential.24:25

7. CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY
RECOMMENDATIONS

As a large regional free trade agreement that unifies high
quality and inclusiveness, the RCEP aims to establish mu-
tually beneficial systems that are more suited to the devel-
opment conditions of each member country26 and promote
the liberalization and facilitation of trade and investment
in the Asia-Pacific region. Based on an analysis of China’s
current exports of aquatic products to other RCEP member

countries and a calculation of the level of trade facilitation,
this paper conducts an empirical analysis of the impact of
trade facilitation on China’s exports of aquatic products.
The specific conclusions are as follows:

First, the average trade facilitation index for RCEP mem-
ber countries is 0.6448, indicating a general level of trade
facilitation. This suggests that there is significant room for
improvement in the overall trade facilitation level and trade
conditions within the RCEP region.

Second, trade facilitation has a significant promotional
effect on China’s exports of aquatic products to RCEP mem-
ber countries. Different primary indicators of trade facil-
itation have varying promotional impact on the trade of
aquatic products, and different types of aquatic products
are also influenced differently by various trade facilitation
indicators. Additionally, the promotional effect of trade fa-
cilitation on inter-country trade flows is significantly
greater than factors such as the GDP of importing and ex-
porting countries, geographical distance, and tariff reduc-
tions. This also fully confirms that trade facilitation has
become a major factor influencing contemporary interna-
tional trade.

Third, from the perspective of China’s aquatic product
exports, RCEP member countries still have enormous un-
tapped market potential, and further improving trade facil-
itation levels will continue to bring substantial trade vol-
umes to both trading parties. Due to differences in factors
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Table 13. Regression Results for Processed Aquatic Products

(1 (2 ) (4 (5 (6) 7)
InY2 InY2 InY2 InY2 InY2 InY2 InY2
InGDP; -1.712 -2.763" -3.726" -3.215° -3.695™ -3.820" -4.357"
(1.739) (1.713) (1.752) (1.784) (1.773) (1.777) (1.757)
InGDPj, 1.524™" 1.200™" 1231 1.136™" 1.275™ 1.290™ 1.232""
(0.282) (0.279) (0.333) (0.352) (0.332) (0.360) (0.277)
In DIS;j; -0.545 -0.948" -1.142" -1.032" -1.148" -1.188" -1.069™
(0.474) (0.468) (0.478) (0.481) (0.489) (0.502) (0.432)
InTFj 5.114" 3.972
(1.993) (2.539)
InT 2.607
(1.826)
InC 2.588
(2.686)
InR 3.059
(2.419)
InF 4.831"
(2.311)
Tariff, -0.249" -0.333" -0.281" -0.273" -0.166
(0.151) (0.134) (0.159) (0.161) (0.142)
ASEAN 1.219 1.042 1.119 0.945 1.440°
(0.940) (0.948) (0.976) (0.964) (0.796)
_cons 35.134 72.654 105.229" 97.396" 109.523" 112.234" 128.498"
(56.976) (56.172) (59.711) (60.616) (60.320) (60.640) (58.863)
** and * indicate significance levels of 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively.
Table 14. Robustness Test
(1) (2 ) (4) (5) (6) 7 8
InY InY InY1 InY2 InY InY InY1 InY2
InGDP; -1.837 -2.278" -2.653 -3012" -1.659" -1.885" -1.279 -3.729"
(1.465) (1.328) (2.473) (1.732) (0.954) (0.957) (2.115) (1.752)
InGDPj 1.314 1.501™ 2.152™ 1.336"™ 1.250™" 1.455™ 2180 1.218™
(0.137) (0.146) (0.271) (0.190) (0.295) (0.327) (0.568) (0.332)
In DIS;j -0.742™ -0.834™ -0.508 -0.927™ -0.653" -0.645" -0.160 -1.125"
(0.265) (0.259) (0.482) (0.338) (0.305) (0.300) (0.636) (0.476)
InTFy 1.920" 2.848" 4333 4.652"" 2.872° 3.389° 11724 3.923
(1.002) (1.184) (2.203) (1.543) (1.780) (1.924) (3.789) (2.527)
Tariff; -0.058 0.046 -0.104 -0.073 0.473" -0.251°
(0.081) (0.151) (0.106) (0.097) (0.203) (0.150)
ASEAN 1.632" 2,573 1.309" 1714 3.390" 1.241
(0.382) (0.712) (0.499) (1.006) (1.695) (0.941)
_cons 45351 52,531 38.258 76.582 39.157 38.849 -21.645 105.530"
(45.834) (43.095) (80.226) (56.195) (32.140) (32.921) (72.725) (59.681)
Note: *** ** and * indicate significance levels of 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively.

such as the level of economic development and tariff levels
among different countries, the untapped trade potential

and expansion space vary.
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The full implementation of RCEP will enable China to
coordinate and cooperate with other RCEP members, pro-
mote mutual exchange and cooperation, facilitate cooper-

26



The impact of trade facilitation in RCEP members on China’s exports

Table 15. Estimated Export Trade Potential for Aquatic Products Among RCEP Member Countries

Stata Actual value Simulated value Trade potential Types of trade potential
(million dollars) (million dollars)

AUS 282.67 660.00 0.43 Huge potential

IDN 168.60 2420.00 0.07 Huge potential

JPN 3749.37 11700.00 0.32 Huge potential

KHM 0.64 6.31 0.10 Huge potential

KOR 1540.47 2060.00 0.75 Huge potential

MSY 644.99 541.00 1.19 Potential development

NZL 41.49 32.30 1.28 Potential reshaping

PHL 463.66 726.00 0.64 Huge potential

SGP 266.28 751.00 0.35 Huge potential

THA 836.95 856.00 0.98 Potential development

VNM 144.83 448.00 0.32 Huge potential

Overall 8139.93 20200.61 0.40 Huge potential

ation in the aquaculture industry, further develop China’s
aquatic product trade, and enhance the resilience of
China’s aquatic product industry chain.

First, further enhance trade facilitation. Overall, trade
facilitation levels among RCEP member countries are not
high. In the initial phase following the entry into force of
the RCEP Agreement, efforts should be sustained to imple-
ment the trade facilitation provisions of the RCEP. Acceler-
ate the development of a “four-in-one” interconnected net-
work integrating land, sea, air, and digital infrastructure,
and strengthen infrastructure construction; advance cus-
toms modernization reforms to improve customs clearance
efficiency; deepen administrative system reforms to opti-
mize the regulatory environment; promote financial coop-
eration and currency circulation to enhance the availability
and convenience of financial services; and foster the devel-
opment of e-commerce and build cross-border e-commerce
cooperation.

Second, effectively expand the space for aquatic product
trade. The RCEP has established economic and trade rela-
tions among major economic powers in East Asia, achiev-
ing the first-ever inclusion of China, Japan, and South Korea
within the same free trade agreement through a “round-
about” approach, which is conducive to enhancing trade fa-
cilitation among the three countries and further expanding
the space for aquatic product trade2?; we should improve
investment and trade policies, fully leverage China’s ad-
vantages such as its comprehensive industrial sectors, and
strengthen connectivity and cooperation in infrastructure
development and construction with countries like Indone-
sia, the Philippines, Cambodia, Vietnam, and strengthen
connectivity and collaboration in infrastructure develop-
ment and construction. This will promote cross-border co-
operation in transportation infrastructure within the re-
gion, facilitate trade market diversification, and effectively
tap into untapped trade potential. Additionally, in accor-
dance with RCEP regulations, we should continue to expand
the openness of foreign trade, seize the opportunities pre-
sented by RCEP tariff reductions and trade facilitation, en-
hance the efficiency of complementary water product re-

sources, and steadily improve the functions of trade
platforms such as science and technology innovation and
public services to expand trade scale with RCEP member
countries.

Third, continue to promote the high-quality develop-
ment of aquatic products and the trade in aquatic products.
First, improve the quality of aquatic products. In recent
years, Chinese aquatic products have encountered technical
trade barriers in major export markets. To promote high-
quality development of aquatic product trade, the key is
to improve the quality of domestic aquatic products and
strengthen aquatic product quality management. Second,
promote high-quality development of aquatic product trade
by optimizing the trade structure, enhancing trade effi-
ciency, and strengthening trade competitiveness. Relevant
enterprises should fully tap into the potential of the RCEP
rules, coordinate the layout of the industrial chain, monitor
the trends of technical trade measures in RCEP member
countries, strengthen analysis of preferential policies under
the RCEP rules, accelerate the cultivation of new business
models and formats in aquatic product trade, align with
international standards to fully enjoy the institutional ad-
vantages brought by the RCEP, and effectively enhance the
benefits of RCEP trade.
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