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The Research of the Impact on Labour Employment Quantity Due to
Manufacturing Industrial Upgrading in China

Tian Hongchuan and Shi Meixia
( School of Economics and Management of Beijing Jiaotong University)

Abstract: The manufacturing industry is not only the main department of China’ s industrial upgrading but also the most important
department to promote labor employment growth. Thus the research on the impact on employment of manufacturing industrial upgrading
has important practical significance. This paper studies the status of China’ s manufacturing industry upgrading and analyzes the impact
of manufacturing industrial upgrading on employment. Furthermore this paper establishes the impact model of industrial upgrading on
the quantity of labor employment. According to the model the first of the second levels of industrial upgrading which are industrial
output growth and industrial structure can promote the labor employment growth while the third level of industrial upgrading total factor
productivity( TFP) increasing as measured by industry value chain upgrading cannot impact on employment significantly but the
technical efficiency as the decomposition of TFP can promote employment growth.
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Entry Barriers Strategic Entry Deterrence and Enterprise Innovation

Ye Lin' and Zeng Guoan
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Abstract: Based on strategic entry deterrence model this paper analyzes how entry barriers influence the innovation pattern of
incumbents. The theoretical model demonstrates that high barriers to entry deter entry and frustrate the incumbents in threatening
potential entrants through strategic innovation investment; the low entry barriers constitute admission to entry and also deter the
innovation investment for high cost; only medium barriers ranging between critical values promote the incumbents to threaten potential
entrants through strategic innovation investment. Therefore the relationship between firm’ s strategic innovation investment and entry
barriers is nonlinear which means that both high and low entry barriers decrease the innovation investment of an incumbent. An
empirical analysis is performed using a panel data of 482 four — digit code manufacturing industries of China during the period of
2005 - 2007 which reveals an inverted — U relationship between entry barriers and innovation investment in China’ s manufacturing
industry. Robustness tests based on sample variables and model are also performed and the result remains robust. The result implies that
the potential competitive pressure from medium entry barriers promote China’ s manufacturing firms to invest on innovation.
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