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Abstract

The import and export trade volume between Sudan and China in 2020 is 3.278 billion US dollars.
'UNCTAD: https://unctadstat.unctad.org/EN/Index.html .
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China’s economic aggregate has a greater advantage than Sudan. Therefore, Sudan should use Chi-
na’s economic influence to promote its own economic development. This article analyzes the sta-
tus quo of economic and trade cooperation between China and Sudan and its main influencing
factors through quantitative analysis. In the process of analysis, the official website of the United
Nations Conference on Trade and Development is used to collect data, and through the data to un-
derstand the current situation of economic and trade cooperation between China and Sudan. At
the same time, it analyzes the domestic industrial development in Sudan. Then, the possible in-
fluencing factors of the economic and trade cooperation between China and Sudan are expounded
through regression analysis. The data results obtained through empirical analysis are as follows:
the agricultural development of Sudan and the development of Sudan’s service industry will both
have a significant positive impact on the total import and export trade between China and Sudan.
Based on the results of empirical analysis, this article puts forward some policy suggestions: Su-
dan should continuously improve the development speed of its agricultural industry, Sudan should
promote economic transformation and improve the competitiveness of the service trade industry,
and use China’s the Belt and Road initiative to develop bilateral trade cooperation.
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1. 518

2020 4EF5SF A2 GDP 4y 595 £t %, AFHFAEM AL, BTRFER. M TFEENEFRE,
AT DL VR G SRR, BT AR P IBURE 2R A [ P AR 35 = sk & et 57 5, AT A
E A5 R EE B [1]. T 2013 E4g i “—ar—Bg” 81, @it “ 2228 2 8% v DA R0 A 30 JERR
] S5 ) B it Rt R e K 3 vy, TR R e i ot b [ R AR RIOR Bk 0 57 2 SRR FE[2] . KSR E R Y
2205 R JEX T AR DTk AL TS AT, B DATR PR R RL g R A 5 S R i AR [ (A B R R

I PFEIREXS SR G AR TR A E 1 3R & se 4 Sy s m A mELE R, BT DLO5 P RO AR AR R = A
B Pk Ak K, il P A ok B i 53R By = S i i, (R L RR R M AR T SR B . 95
Bl R J 5 3 VSR Sy AR AR A R, JE AN W (a1 SRR ) 1k R R RE A R A B N IR TR R 1)

HEE[3]-
2. XHRERA

T (2020)WF 7T P i HAE I e R I RE AR, SO T 57 5 2 AR ORI, S R S
AEAR M RO AT T LA 3 b B 5 AR E 2K 1051 5 B AR B [4]. FMPEZE (2020) BT 7 b i 2 b [ 5 AR A
RUFIIH D e RERs, B AR X A BF R B S , 306 T2 v [ B AL AR X A = A5 AR
WAEF[S]. FHE(2021)WFFE 4t I AE “— 7 — % 7 AR BCH 5T n] BAARERINIR AR E 2 (0 54 5 & 1
B FE e ) A BREE J[6]. Wk AE 2R (2020) BT 7t rh 4t FEDG AR A BB BT AT LASR  eh [ S AR
K MIROL A Gy 7] -

i (2020) WF FENNAE A ERAL R R L AR o, v ] 5 S [ 9 SE 4 X - AR rRg iR, i [ 7 20

24t L4647 https://data.worldbank.org.cn/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.CD?locations=SD.
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500 [F) 55 = S R S A A VR R e E B R, () It 7 AN TP ST [ B B VR PR SR 2 A, S TR
s E S E g PR LA (8] . Hassan (2015)F FE N A Z5FHIEHE R IEAHST BONE f5, XF3%
3 MU IX PR R X N AZ AT S i TR P S 08, TR AT A2 ST i (A AR 2R, Tl [ 2 Bk S i 71
J3 R LB K FEKT[9]. Fernandes (2015)HF 7E Ay [ (K128 5% A JE REAE — € e L AR BEATERAHF A
J&, P LA =t 57 SR AGR S [ R K R AR &R, Rtk 152 By ok sl A (K T M A e [10]

Bond (2016)#F 7T Ay itk i 1152 5 7 BEMCH T A [ 9 Pk 57 5, 3l ) e JR R A Bt Y 11 B 5 5
Gyt e, T BN WA TE K RE[11]. & 5% (1996) 8 T8 ik Jy i [El 5 55 F -6 — 52 (M 57 5 A AR R4l
XS AT R (2 HE 5 05 BBUR AR, BEA R B A Y 1 51 50 IR, R R UL B 5 A
FEm[12].
3. PESHALASIEIAR

Hh 5 55 A Y 5R T LB R A [ 5 5 5 A R e WO R B HEAT BT T, IR 75 3
REA 2 T i+ Ap b [ 5 75 P 3R 5 Ik a3 . 2012~2020 47 v [ 5 5P HE 11 5] 5 SRV AR S 17 45t an
T 1LPUR.

Table 1. Development of total volume of import and export trade between China and Sudan from 2012 to 2020

& 1.2012~2020 FHhESHAAELOR G BHLRER

i B 75 55 A5 P 555 L AR 5 5
(1.3 7t) (fz.3&7t) (fz.371)
2012 21.79 15.54 37.33
2013 23.98 21.00 44.98
2014 19.29 15.21 34.50
2015 23.95 7.28 31.23
2016 21.30 5.05 26.34
2017 22.22 5.91 28.13
2018 18.85 6.70 25.55
2019 22.92 7.40 30.33
2020 25.12 7.66 32.78

HARkJE: UNCTAD,

M 1T RL T R A [ S5 R G AR AR, A 2012 1) 21.79 12k 4t iR A
IR FEE] 2020 4EK 25.12 4370, H—@ MK, [FIEATCLAHr A B [ A 25k D 51 5 4 2012
M) 15.54 12 i it iE HAE R & SR B 2020 4E4 7.66 123576, Bt LA [ [ 75 P13 1 04508 T B2 e o e
Ko B E 55 HE 05 5 M 2012 4EH 37.33 1235 e &t in AR R B E 2020 4E°4 32.78 12
% JCo
Fh ]S 5 P 3k 1SR 5 T B A2 B SR P N A B RS . SR TR 55 R [13], A AR AR
Al K e dt T 235 5 R G ALK, ARSOR IR P AL e & GDP fELfl. k4552 5 %5 GDP (1)
el N5 RN = AN R BRI EE HEAT /0 M. 2012-2020 4E 53 [ N P2k 5 2057 Rk SR s il n R 42
2 7R

DOI: 10.12677/wer.2022.111009 93 HARLFIRR


https://doi.org/10.12677/wer.2022.111009

peia

Table 2. Domestic industrial and economic development of Sudan from 2012 to 2020
= 2.2012~2020 FHFAEA~ W EZF L RIER

P Aol BN ?ﬁj&‘%iﬁ’ 5 75%5 RES SEN PN
(47 GDP [ H4rLk) (o [ BAE 7= S B (GDP) EL 51) ECEURN (GNI) (B2 TT)
2012 33.7746242 8.41706887 1520
2013 29.6076365 7.64162705 1400
2014 32.6242708 7.35685521 1490
2015 31.5564513 6.41061924 1540
2016 22.9775814 6.99669672 1500
2017 21.2305403 8.1764154 1310
2018 21.9934732 8.66566511 1040
2019 20.1640153 10.6744911 820
2020 20.3562752 13.7303091 650

BRI HARAT.

M EFE 2 IEERRE TP AN 5 GDP LI N 2012 4Ef 33.77% T[4 %E] 2020 4
20.36%, NRERIMREERCR, R ATLURELIR P RIS SR 2% GDP LG A 2012 1) 8.42% 4 i
T+ R EF] 2020 44 13.73%, A —EMEEN Bk, &Ja NTRFHK GNI #E T L1 #3175 PHE N
RIBTEDL, 12848 M 2012 £1 1520 g i HAER R EF] 2020 474 650 3570, R T 57.24%.
AR IS FHE L TR ZE AT R A BRI FERE S, B DORW 423k [ b 3 5 & 1F BB 201
GNP NESLO TN
4, FEISHFZEHASIERENEIWEE
4.1. IBFREEFESHIEIERE
4.1.1. BFRERE

ACiE 2012~2020 HE 0 2 MG BHE b B 5 A S A ERRE R R, ERRRFERSRE
o, OB AR E S 95 PR S B S E A IR AR R AT AT . RS TR PR AR R SR AE A AR R HEAT T
WGBSR S A JE . 5P NN AR b AT 0 A o AN ORI 22 56 B AR 7R Sk 20 b 1K 349
RS T E S5 O R 5 S8 semtE i, BRI E R E N T % 3 Fiw.

Table 3. Selection of variables affecting the total volume of import and export trade between China and Sudan

F* 3. PESHANHEORS BHEMEEER

AR BT A B AR FEPRIEHL 15
AR Hh [ 5 95 PRt EE R S B Hh [ 5 75 Pt H B 5 (1226 0t) Y
HA AP K HPA, A (A GDP [ E r EL) X1

DIPRYi &AW 3 TP 55 52 5 (o R AR B E (GDP) EL ) X2

P AL B P AN ﬁ?ﬁ@l%@%&?ﬁ&%ﬁ\l@g% R (GNI) X,
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4.1.2. BUREE

AR E 5 75 P SR G R A R AT AT, AR E e Bk R e 3 R RS 4
R 5Kk BEE MW I FARITHE 8R40 . BB BRI oA — e N, R HeE
BT AR KRR ZH KR
4.2. EVIEBFIFE

AFEFFHEGHSFHBHHOR G 8. HPER AR BFHRS AR HFF AR N &
Z IR AR, 200 .

Y =B+ B X+ B Xy ++ B X5 + Uy (4-1)

RS Y AR E S T PRk B DR 5 R, X ARERBFHRM R B, X, [REHFHIRS R E, X,
RFETFF AN, @it SPSS AT L5 H AR ST N 1 R 5
4.3. FRMKLE

XTI R P AR R SR 3, b PRt R EEAMER, RAEE PR AL A 68 58 i 34T Rl a5
T4 HT o AT (PR 50 38 T P [ 5 75 P X000 57 2 8 s ma (K 25 384T 404, A B S5 Pt e 0 B 5
PR R TR R E . TP AR DU/ S i@ ADF /56 fe T i PRt il . AsCiEnt
Eviews 8 17 ADF K36 T 95% 1 vl {5 FE A3 PR tE 45 R, ST EAFR MR 4 R R % 4 Fix.

Table 4. Test results of variable stationarity
4 TETRMRINER

ADF i 5%l A8 P{E =i
D(Y, 2) -9.337742 -3.519595 0.0004 Tia
D(X4, 2) -13.08330 —3.694851 0.0002 FRa
D(X,, 2) —-3.777972 —3.694851 0.0463 e
D(Xs, 2) -3.832287 -3.519595 0.0359 Ta

M ZREEE AT DU I B 5 75 R R 5 SY) s PR R R (X)) TR FHIRSSAER R (X,)
TRPE NN (Xa) DU AN AR B B 402 B P Aa i, m] DLt — Bt AT ih ke 3

4.4, HhEERIE

it P B A UG RE AT A AT T (B S P A HE 1 SR B A TR O S TR IR SR R TR
NEN DU R R PR, BRGS0 0 45 RAS B R 3% 5 P

Table 5. Cointegration test results
5. ERIGER

JR B FFAEAR WL R P 4k

None* 0.724265 52.64995 47.85613 0.0166
At most 1 0.534642 29.46027 29.79707 0.0546
At most 2* 0.485608 15.69121 15.49471 0.0467
At most 3 0.186952 3.725368 3.841466 0.0536
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M ZR A 36 P K T A AR B AL AE 2 MM R
4.5. BADHHERT I

FIF SPSS I AFiEid % 2012~2020 HIFEAZHHEHI S AR ISR RO E: T 6 2 5 EMEKEA
B2 A IENESHT, 8 EE 4 BT 1 2R 500 2 v DA A AR A & 2 (AR R

Table 6. Regression analysis results of influencing factors of economic and trade cooperation between China and Sudan

6. FEBARFAZSERMERNEATHER

EVEERE VIF
AL —2.657 (-0.069)
TPHROL K e 1.259 (0.522) 8.131
TR S ML K F 0.924 (1.628) 2.900
HFEAIGBAN 0.035 (0.002) 12.544
P 9
R2 0.506
4 Re 0.210
F1E F(3,5) =1.710, p = 0.280

i FAE: hESISHEE R 5 A D-W{H: 2.516; "p<0.05, “p<0.01; {FSHEMMN .
M EZRAT DA B E 5 55 M A5 R G A VR R 2R 1R AR L, AR IR A R A0 BB R A

[l 5P N BN VIF 80K, Fr AR REAAAE 2 LA . Jlad 2 SO A VERG 36 W] LR I3 P AN 51
BRIEAT IR BT 15 45 R0 4 7

Table 7. Regression analysis results after adjustment
7. ARENEVFS ISR

EVEER ¢ VIF
W —2.598 (—0.408)
HFFA K R 1.255™ (3.987) 1.505
TP K 0.924™ (4.052) 1.505
FEAE 9
R? 0.506
TR R2 0.342
F1{H F(2, 6) = 14.514, p = 0.005

e RARE. hESIEE O R 5 R; D-W {H: 2.515; "p<0.05, Tp<0.01; S EmMN L.

M BT, BRI R R, TRPHIRG LK AN B AR BT OLS B4, FFHf8H Robust
FAgARAE R BETNVEATA T, I ERATLEH, B R J7{E4 0506, ®IRE IS FHRWERE, T5PHIRS
b AT LARE rp 5 7 P SR 5 A 50.64% A8 Ak SR . SRR EBEAT FORIGI  BUAR ALE T F
36 (F = 14.514, p = 0.005 < 0.05), HBEPHLEA IR AR S, TP IRk kg 28 /b — e o [ 5 55 P
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HEH R G S R O R, AR AL AN
Y =-2.598+1.255X, +0.924X, +U,

A BARG BT R

PPN R R R B A R BB A 1.255, - H 2B 0.01 KB FPE(t = 3.987, p=0.000 < 0.01), =Bk
PO R e 2 0f v B 5 95 PF Rkt 18R 5 A AR B I IR MR DG R . SR PHIRGS R R I R UH &
AN 0.924, FFHEIH 0.01 /KT8 21 (t = 4.052, p = 0.000 < 0.01), BMRE I FHIRS LK FE 2%t [
B I5PHRE 1 BR 5 SR AR S T IE TR AT O &R

REENTa R PR T, FRFERR Sk R FE A S R 2t b S FR P R B R AR
NADEAE SN

5. FESHALASIERNBIREIL
5.1. AHANETHIRS B SHI R =l & FRIRE

S5 PHEAR MR Fig AT DA R4 i S 55 (0 52 By AR KT, ISR A R T SR BE T B
AP B SR, S 2 AN RAE TS KT [ It BE A R 23t Hh 157 2 3 4 0 OB v [14] o

TP D R e — R LR 2l A ST A ok (et s Bt AR PHBUR AN IR 3 A L &
JEAKP R EE PR [15] . H TP I 5 R FEARXT 22, T LATF T RT A 0 S A Bl v o PO A1
KA FEAOY, B GIHEHURAL A P BRI 8 75 P B A ™ B AT M B A R AKT

5.2. AHRAZFFRBIEERZRA~IZFN

IRPHIRSS L B 58 4 T4 iR R AR A Bl (A [ O XGA BR 5 S AR KB, B AR PHEBUR R AR
AR A g P 2, JE e s R IEL B 7= ML 5 ) SRy B A S R g, X0 T b kiR e 5
KA BE PR X[16].

AT R RIS, FRPHE P B Re A 204 m B K 0 KRR, [FIR2 = N R A3
F[17]c 73 PH T AR PN AT LR 2 b R0 35 i B VoK R R e, X R Re A 20 3 T B B 32 2 5ok th 11
M55 58 Gy o IRFHIBUR REAZORE 24 40 1R 15 SRR I oMk AT FRIAD OR AP, e R 19 77 R i3 [ 5% (1) 22 0% e
FI[18].

53. FIAHE “—F—K" BIRERILESAE

I B B BOR T PR T ML, SR i e [ 5P A 0 45 5 5
PO EN MU E R IR LR R, ORI 2 A A BRI IR P o KRS o B 200
AR B B FRGGF I KR, I P T LB b BRI TR (0 2 AR T TR, IR J7 5k
AL ST -

LG B BB R A R R R R A 5 A o 20 (R 1 A i
T B A0 R SRRV A BRI B FH o KSR D5 7 IS 2o R (R R A & 1F , JBILE
fly 77 RRAL A I
6. B4R

TP R — 9%, iR R b E 25 5 5 & F ol DE—E R R B4R 2 e F
KIEHEIE, RN ANRMAEFRE. I ER, FERMMAR A RS, It EABURT R %
AR ML TR, TR B A M L PR 5E 4 7
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ARSI E B ridont b [ 5 95 A VR BUIR R 2 AR it AT o, AR A i RE B
Se R B 2 W5 5 5 R R ORISR M, B Bl R 1 B 5 5T R B e AE UK, R
MR E N R R RSO SRR IR bR B S AR e R BB AT s R i =
AN v [ 5 5T 28 5 A AR T RE RSN DR SR AEAT A . B SR AT 1S R A5 R R R ST
BV, T3S b e 8 2k i B 5 5P RE B 5 M A S IR A A R R . B TSRy
BT 4 RASCHR H— SE BRI IR PN e B B AR M A TR FEE L DR R BE 20 5 e AU i R
RGNS ST AR E i ABBORK UL 5 & 1F .
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