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International Trade Indigenous R&D and Productivity Growth in High — Tech Industry
Li Yanping and Peng Feng

( School of Economics and Management Wuhan University)

Abstract: This paper uses DEA method to decompose provincial productivity of China’ s high — tech industry into technical efficiency

and technical progress and examines the relationship between international trade indigenous R&D and productivity growth by dynamic

pannel data. The results show that China’ s high — tech industry with lower technical efficiency has higher productivity growth and

technical progress during the period 1998 —2009. International trade has no significant effects on productivity growth and productivity

growth and technical progress come from indigenous R&D. Furthermore productivity and technical progress are promoted by technology

absorption based on R&D. The results of our analysis suggest that adjusting trade structure and encouraging enterprises to increase R&D

investment may significantly promote productivity of high — tech industry.
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