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Direct Gowh Hfects d Ownership and Technology Imports:
Firm Level Evidence from Large and Mediunt Enter prises in Shanghai

Zhu Fingang and Li Lei
(Inditute of Economics, Shanghal Universty of Finance & Ecoromics)

Abgract : This pgper explores the direct groanth dfects of ownership and techrology imports under the framenork of neoclassca
ecoromic theory.  The ecorometric andlyss is based on pand data from a random sarple of large and medium-enterprises in
Shanghai , for the period 1998 to 2003. The results show that joint ventures are nore productive than domedic enterprises.
Intang ble techrology and high qudity of human resource are the main urce of their better peformance, whereas tanghble
techrology makes little contribution to TFP. For gae-owned firms, techrology imports have dgnificantly raised the labor
productivity and TFP, but such postive efect is dgnificantly dependent on the techrologica human resource. In addition, thereis
m evidence supporting that introduction of foreign techrology has enhanced the productivity in other domedic enterprises.
Acoording to the enrpirical results, we may draw the conclusgon that joint ventures didn’ t have dgnificant advantage in itstangble
techrology. In addition, widespread poor invesment in absorptive process and R&D , together with ingficient mechanism of
techrologca activities, inpeded utilization of inported techrology .

Key Wor ds: Techrology Introduction; FDI; Labor Poductivity ; TFP

JHE. Classification :0330 ,0160 ,J240 ,D240

Measuring the Comparable Housshdd Saving Rates
d China and USA, 1992 —001

Ren Ruoen and Qin Xiao
(School of Bconomics and Management , Beihang University )

Abgtract : This paper focuses on the measurement issues of household saving rate. We conpare the current methodology used in
Chinato measure saving rate with that used in the U. S. and find out sgnificant and apparent differences in the concepts and
sopes used in the measurement. Based upon these differences, we make an enpiricad gudy and recdibrate the household saving
rates of the two courtries. The results show that the average household saving rate of China in the period from 1992 to 2001 fdls
down from 29. 32 % to 22. 69 % and particuarly China’ s saving rae is even lower than 20 % in 2000 and 2001. Thus Chinese
saving rate is not that extreordinarily high. Additiondly , the huge ggp between China’ s saving rate and U. S.” shrinks by 9. 73
percent on average and the actud difference between the two courtries is merdly 15. 87 percent in a comparable snse. It
denondrates thet the view comnonly held by nog scholars that there exids an abrormd difference between China’ s saving rate
andthe U. S’ is controversd. But our results do show that household saving rates of both countries are suffering the same
decreasng trend.

Key Wor ds: Household Saving Rete;; Persond Saving Rate; Digposable Income

JB. Classfication : E210
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