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The Research on the Technology Innovation Effect of the Oligopoly Market

Wang Bihao' and Huang Haojie’
(1: Business School of Nanjing University; 2: Department of Science and
Technology Nanjing University of Aeronautics and Astronautics)

Abstract: The thesis is basic on the model of the competition and growth with step — by — step innovation of Aghion taking 2005 —
2010 relevant indicators from 6 industries which are the oligopoly to conduct dynamic panel analysis comparatively researches the effect
on the technology innovation for the oligopoly firms with the difference decision variables under Bertrand and Cournot equilibrium with
OLS and 2SLS methods. The total profit is regarded as the instrumental indicator which decomposes the endogenous explanatory
variables makes the two — step regression with more homogeneity. The main conclusion is that the imitation incentive of the follow firms
and the technology innovation incentive of the lead firms are very strong. Bertrand equilibrium which the oligopoly firms compete with
each other with price will benefit more to the technology innovation than cournot equilibrium which the firms compete with production

leapfrogging innovation will make firms earning more profit than step — by — step innovation.
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