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Abstract: The paper is dedicated to probing into the efects of indigenrous R&D , foreign and domedic techrology imports on
indugrid productivity across regonsd China by ugng the province-leve pand data from 1996 to 2003. Based on the expanded
production function and caculating the gocks of R& and techrology inports, the pgper finds that indigerous R&D and foreign
techrology inport have ggnificantly postive efects on productivity and domedic techrology import have no dgnificant efectson it
by usng fixed dfects and firg difference nodds. The paper d finds that the lower abomtive capacity of indigenous R&D
cumbers the productivity growth. The relationships anong R&D , foreign techrology import and productivity d < take on different
patterns in different regons: R&D has sgnificantly postive dfects on productivity only in centrd and eag regons, while foreign
techrology import has dgnificantly podtive dfects on productivity only in wes regons. Different technica development and
innovation capacity in dfferent regons may be the main reasons of the pheromena.
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(1. Xiangtan Universty ; 2. CCER, Peking Universty)

Abstract : This paper invedigates the relationship between courtries trade patterns and their ecoromic performances. We propose
the concept o limited catch-up and congtruct the limited catch-up index (LCI) for 112 countries/regons in the period of 1965 —
2005. The successul dories of Suth Korea and Chinese Tawan and conparion of China, Inda and Argertina show the
advantages o limited catchrup. Ecorometric andyss shows that limited caich-up ocontributes dgnificantly to better ecoromic
goath, and its short-term effect is larger than its long-term effect.
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