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BRI ] — A B AR Pl EL FOA 5 8 sl 76 e R 2 0, b —
AR R A% 5 S TR 5 2P o MR 8 06 2R 367 545 A 19 17 2 ( Wezel and Lomi
2003) . MO« AR 40 X DL B3, B 10+ 2% 5 )AL H B D 3B 4, 76 50 b o ik
K — AR (T = O) 1555 BURRIEIE | LI I e A3 VEAHE 5 A 585 AL 1 3
B H - O BUREGIE TS, [ SRBEGERR N 56 505 IS A0 T Ho L L 0 2 LA
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B 20 11 70 4P TT B 1R 555 B ME LIRS 11 36 220077l 3 515 19 el B, ),
(R~ S fH 58 AR TR - 25 2 SRR T HE5 5 5 BRI 10 52 45 A I R
SO HIEE T I BT 563k 2540 5 53 BB B b7 5159 B4 ( Krugman , 2008) 511 52
55 BRI 502 TSRS £ AL ELRT I AB 07 0 F1 R 55 TR A
LA AT DA T ARSI I 5 BRI 55 550 BRI T % LR O S 1 T R
A T L MR HE 52 O Strategic Trade Policy ) S 045 55 Sk 354 HE I , WA 1744 5071 1
NSNS 51 A Al 5 ELSORE o B2 555 T — R 22, AN, H WG SR 54 5% 5t
FAY B ST ST B DRI G040 A I 8 0 1 2 R 515 0
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35 AN RA T A AT P A BR3P A JLAAT B 7l o, 7
9 25 S AR LR 57l 55 0 350 5 A L7 1 55 3036 o 0 L 1
P TP R SR R T TR R —— W 3 e R 2 5 ] S RI45 K 1 55 5 7
St MK SR ), BT AR 75 95 26— M LGB (Porter, 1990) 7 4 47 5780 ) 3
T VR B TP S IG5 P A 5
Al AN A BB L A S 5T 00, T S TR 5 O A5 — R R B
Bt BRI 52 B AR AT R RS BTV e o, 0 B AR o M 1 o 25 20 (S TR 2 5 , A 74
R Ml 4 Ha e

SRR R S e P LB A, SRS AR BB ) 5 o 6 8 5
S5 S ( Wezel and Lomi, 2003) , 58— 284 MR 2 I RFEIL SURLAE: 4 1) W64 5 15
I ST IR T 2 56 U 8 e B 2 2 U 2 19 2R B B ( Davies and
Ellis, 2000) , BN F A5 ( Ketels, 2006) : 6 , B A SR ST b2 8 T B
HTEL T R B A G T30 P, PR MUK BT T AR 56, AR A A5 5 S VA
SR . R LR G DR T R 5 B e SB35 1
BSHA TERORTZE , A 1 B AR U ISR T .55 2 3 R 5 A3 Ao 2 7 B2 T
1152 ALSE JE 2% XK  Krugman , 1994) ,
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Hausmann Fl Klinger (2006) A4, & J&& [ 5 0 4 b G AL 50 — U Bl A= ™ 56 ™ ol B2 T I 4
MRRRRE WA A P, S0 7L 51 Je T B AR 24 - HO A S5 4, X — 2 ) T
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et al. , 2007) , 5 ZFHMEWLIA)E , Schott (2008) \Wang 1 Wei (2010) /¥ A (3E ) AL HE %L
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Emerging Structural View of the Industrial International Competitiveness
Liu Linging and Tang Chang

( Economics and Management School of Wuhan University )

Abstract: It has long been an academic topic in macroeconomics that how and why a country
participates in international trade, and the theory of comparative advantage has been the dominant
theory in the field. In the late 1980s, Michael E. Porter applied the competitive advantage theory
from enterprise level to national level to create the Diamond Model, thus building a bridge between
stralegic management and inlernational economics. However, the long dispute between the two
theories kept the theoretical innovation in this area from moving forward. Since 2005, with the
pioneering work of some scholars in development economics to study export technology sophistication
and product space, the evaluation of industrial international competitiveness is going deeper from the
stalic, lotal level of quantity to the dynamic, structural level of qualily. A new field of research on
the dynamic structure of industrial international competiliveness is emerging.
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