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The Impact of Sino—US Trade Surplus on China’s Employment

An Empirical Analysis Based on Provincial Panel Data

Liu Zhizhong Wu Moxin
( School of Economics Liaoning University Shenyang 110034  China)

(Abstract) Based on the Sino—US trade friction background this paper studies the impact of Sino—US trade surplus on Chi—
nese employment introduces Cobby—Douglas production function theory as the basis for variable selection and selects the panel
data of 31 provinces ( cities) in China from 2001 to 2018 for empirical analysis. Based on this analysis 31 provinces are divided
into northeast east central and western regions to test their heterogeneity and their heterogeneity is tested based on different le—
vels of labor skills. The results show that the trade surplus with the United States has a positive effect on employment in the pro—
vinces the most significant effect on the central region followed by the western region the eastern region and the northeast region
are not obvious. The trade surplus with the United States plays a role in promoting employment for low—skilled personnel and nega—
tively for high—skilled personnel. Studies have shown that the industrial structure needs to be transferred and upgraded from the eas—
tern region to the central and western regions and the labor structure needs to be upgraded in order to promote the sustainable de—
velopment of the economy and employment of various provinces in China and the stable employment of people with different skill
structures.

(Key words) Sino—US trade surplus; employment; Cobby—Douglas prodaction function; regional heterogeneity skill hetero—
geneity; sustainable development
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