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( Data Envelopment Analysis DEA)

( Malmquist)

(2008) Malmquist 30 1978 - 2005
TFP TFP o
(20006) 1985 -2003
o (2009)
2000 - 2011
2000
( Malmquist) ( TFPch) ( Effch)
( Techch) ( Pech) ( Sech) o
( DMU) 30 ® (STAGE) 2000 -2011 12 o
DEAP 2.1 TFP TFP
2 3 0
2 TFP

Effch Techch Pech Sech TFPch

2000 -2001 1.016 1.061 1.020 0.997 1.077

2001 -2002 0.993 1.136 0.993 1.000 1.128

2002 -2003 0. 840 1.410 0.950 0. 883 1.154

2003 -2004 1.011 1. 068 0.983 1.029 1.080

2004 -2005 0.972 1.145 0. 889 1.093 1.113

2005 -2006 1.123 0.964 1.171 0.959 1.082

2006 -2007 1.041 1.079 1.039 1.002 1.123

2007 -2008 1.112 0.881 1.157 0.961 0.980

2008 -2009 0.911 1.176 0.923 0.987 1.071

2009 -2010 1.005 1.070 1.024 0.981 1.075

2010 —2011 0.935 1.159 0.972 0.962 1.084

0.996 1.104 1.011 0.987 1.088

3 TFP
Effch Techch Pech Sech TFPch
1 0.974 1.095 0.981 0.99%4 1.066
2 0.996 1.095 0.999 0.997 1.091
3 1.008 1.105 1.009 0.999 1.115
4 1.003 1.143 1.003 1.000 1.146
5 0.983 1.091 0.983 1.000 1.072
6 N 0.974 1.075 0.975 1.000 1.047
7 ( 0.974 1.074 0.985 0.989 1.046
8 1.017 1.087 1.028 0.989 1.105
9 0.987 1.079 1. 006 0.981 1.064
10 1.006 1.108 1.019 0.987 1.115
11 1.017 1.092 1.031 0.987 1.110
12 0.970 1.076 0.999 0.971 1.043
13 0.930 1. 146 0.989 0.940 1. 066
14 0.995 1.111 1.056 0.942 1. 106
15 0.998 1.096 0.998 1.000 1.094
® ) 30 . 2000 -
2002
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3 TFP

Effch Techch Pech Sech TFPch
16 0.984 1.119 0.988 0.996 1.101
17 0.988 1.100 0.995 0.993 1.087
18 0.987 1.092 0.993 0.99%4 1.078
19 1.022 1.099 1.049 0.974 1.123
20 0.996 1.139 1.082 0.920 1.134
21 0.976 1.111 1.026 0.951 1.084
22 0.977 1.088 0.979 0.998 1.063
23 1.004 1.088 1.006 0.998 1.092
24 1.010 1.092 1.011 0.999 1.103
25 1.027 1.096 1.052 0.976 1.125
26 0.989 1.086 0.989 1.000 1.074
27 N 1.000 1.088 1.000 1.000 1.088
28 1.007 1.094 1.017 0.990 1.102
29 1.035 1.011 0.995 1.055 1.035
30 1.006 1.080 1.006 1.002 1.085

0.995 1.095 1.008 0.987 1.089

2000 -2011

L =F(Y K MD MS MTE MTC MTFP) =g,Y*K"( MD) " ( MS) *( MTE) *( MTC) **( MFP) *

(3)

InL =B, +B,InY +B,InK + B, InMD + B,InMS + B5InMTE + B, InMTC + B,InMTFP + ¢,

o MD

°o &

)

o Y K
Y K 2000
MS “
MD MS
o MTE.MTC TFP N
TFP =MTE x MTC
2000 -2011 30 L.Y.K
Y K 2000 o MD “
2000 -2010 MD “ 7
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- MS “ ” Moore K

N o MTE.MTC  TFP
()
2000 -2011 30
o EViews 6.0 (LS)
&, “ " ( fixed effect regression model)
o 4
4
InL P
InY 0. 008 ™ 0. 0000
InK —0.009 ™ 0. 0000
InMD 332.3727 0. 0035
InMS 9. 663 0. 0079
InMTE 78.811° 0. 0945
InMTC 14. 463 0.7078
InMTFP -111.043 0.0158
c 65.137 0.2885
Log Likehood —-1432.893 R 0.9807
F — statistic 401.9 P 0
2346
R N 1% 10%
4 R*  0.9807
o EViews 6.0
InY InK 0.7906 <0. 8
o InY InK.InMD.InMS 1% InMTE  10%
InMTFP. InMTC. C
()
(5)
InL =0. 008InY - 0. 009InK +332. 372InMD +9. 663InMS +78. 811 MTE +
14. 463InMTC - 111. 043InMTFP +65. 137 (5)
(5)
1%
0.008% ;
1% 0.009% o
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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

( 1: Center for Population Resource and Environment Research Wuhan University;
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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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