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o, LnGDP.LnPAT.Ln-
STD GDP. .

. 1985 -

2008 1986 -2009 PN

( PAT) . ( Do GDP 1985

( GDP) . ( 1.
1 1985 -2008 GDP.
GDP PAT STD LnGDP LnPAT LnSTD
1985 9016 14372 7694 9.1068 9.5730 8.9482
1986 9648.075 18509 9388 9.1745 9. 8260 9.1472
1987 10549. 96 26077 11356 9.2639 10. 1688 9.3375
1988 11077.17 34011 13892 9.3126 10.4344 9.5391
1989 10606. 93 32905 16192 9.2693 10.4014 9.6923
1990 11300. 12 41469 16934 9.3326 10. 6327 9.7371
1991 12752.63 50040 17278 9.4535 10. 8206 9.7572
1992 14817.56 67135 14815 9.6036 11.1145 9.6034
1993 16954. 85 77276 15924 9.7383 11.2551 9.6756
1994 18638. 01 77735 16807 9.8330 11.2611 9.7296
1995 20077.18 83045 17064 9.9073 11.3271 9.7447
1996 21706.8 102735 17720 9.9854 11.5399 9.7824
1997 23427.17 114208 18359 10.0617 11.6458 9.8179
1998 25239.92 121989 18784 10. 1362 11.7117 9. 8408
1999 27199.61 134239 19118 10.2110 11.8074 9.8584
2000 29965. 15 170682 19278 10.3078 12.0476 9.8667
2001 32880. 12 203573 19744 10. 4006 12.2238 9. 8906
2002 36376.27 252631 20206 10.5017 12.4397 9.9137
2003 40568. 34 308487 20906 10.6107 12.6394 9.9478
2004 45968. 46 353807 21342 10.7357 12.7765 9.9684
2005 51741.71 476264 20688 10. 8540 13.0737 9.9373
2006 58965.92 573178 21410 10.9847 13.2590 9.9716
2007 68323.31 693917 21569 11.1320 13.4501 9.9790
2008 75393. 68 828328 21668 11.2305 13.6272 9.9836
2.2
VAR 3
VAR ADF 3.1 ADF
VAR Johansen
. VAR “ ” .

Granger
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o Eviews6. 0 LnGDP.LnPAT.LnSTD
o ADF 2 o
2 ADF
ADF
1% 5% 10%
LnGDP - LnGDP2.824 -4.468 -3.645 -3.261
LnPAT LnK -2.453 -4.572 -3.691 -3.287
LnSTD -4.663 -4.416 -3.622 -3.249
ALnGDP ALnGDP -3.698 -4.468 -3.645 -3.261
ALnPAT -3.952 -4.441 -3.633 -3.255
ALnSTD AlLnlL —13.718 -4.616 -3.710 -3.298
2 LnGDP. LnPAT
LnSTD o LnG- - VAR VAR
DP.LnPAT ADF
5% o
o VAR
3.2 VAR
( vector autoregessive VAR)
Sims * o LnGDP.LnPAT LnSTD
. VAR VAR o
LR VAIC <SC HQ
VAR 3 o
3 VAR
Lag Logl. LR FPE AIC sc HO
0 39.2819 NA 5.33E -06 -3.6282 —3.4788 -3.5990
1 118.3063 126.4391 4.93E -09 -10.6306 -10.0332 -10.5140
2 145.4051 35.2285 8.71E - 10 —12.4405 -11.3950 -12.2364
3 155.3655 9.9604 9.69E - 10 —12.5366 —11.0430 —12.2450
4 187.8416 22.73323%* 1.46E - 10* —14.8842* —12.9425%* —14.5051*
3 4 AIC  SC o VAR
VAR 4,
4 VAR
i i o
VAR VAR E-G Jo—
o hansen -« E-G
3.3 Johansen o Johansen N
. 3 o
( ) VAR
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VAR Johansen 4 o
1 3.
4 Johansen
0 0.959 83.72 29.797 63.975 21.132
1 0.567 19.743 15.495 16.745 14.265
2 0.139 2.998 3.841 2.998 3.841
” 5%
4 o
5% LnGDP. Ln- 3.4 Granger
PAT.LnSTD 2 N
N o Granger
o (1.000 -0.616 - 3
0.229) . N
: o Granger
LnGDP = 0. 616LnPAT + 0.229LnSTD (2)
(0.023) (0.068) Y
(2) X Y
0.616 0.023; X Y X=Y,
1.175 0.068 . X=Yss™ (Y, |Y,_, k>0) >8(Y,|Y,_, X,_, k>0)
10% (3)
0 ° Granger LnGDP- Ln-
1% PAT.LnSTD 5 o
( GDP) 0.616% 0.229% -
5 Granger
1 2 3 4
F 1.67175 0.99923 3.7403 17.7831
LnPAT LnGDP
P 0.21076 0.38878 0.03757 9.1E -05
) F 3.02629 1.181141 1.07723 2.93153
LnGDP LnPAT
P 0.09729 0.33081 0.39058 0.07093
F 0.19175 2.44772 3.10226 10. 8538
LnSTD LnGDP
P 0.66616 0.11636 0.06093 0. 00082
F 3.59934 5.64203 10. 6070 12. 6006
LnGDP LnSTD
P 0.07234 0.01320 0. 00067 0.00043
F 1.40179 0.27617 0. 80086 5.05728
LnSTD LnPAT
P 0.25030 0.76202 0.51382 0.01468
F 3.57345 3.79847 4.52564 3.30204
LnPAT LnSTD
P 0.07329 0.04328 0.02033 0.05224
5 (1) 1 2 LnGDP. Ln- o (2) 3 4

PAT  LnSTD
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3.6

VAR

o LnGDP.

LnPAT.LnSTD 6 o
6 :(1) LnGDP
1
3 24.62%
8 8.42%
10% 0
3 4 10%
10 37.4% .
3-5
(2) LnPAT
1 35.25%
43.15% 5 52.24%

3 4

8 35.03% »
(3) LnSTD

4 26. 26%
1 41.03%
7
64.31% -
4
VAR 1985 - 2008
Johansen - Granger
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6 LnGDP.LnPAT.LnSTD

LnGDP LnPAT LnSTD
S.E. LnGDP LnPAT LnSTD S.E. LnGDP LnPAT LnSTD S.E. LnGDP  LnPAT LnSTD
1 0.01 100. 00 0.00 0.00 0.06 35.25 64.75 0.00 0.01 11.95 41.03 47.03
2 0.02 88.39 11.37 0.24 0.08 43.15 54.90 1.95 0.01 12.17  41.90 45.93
3 0.03 71.79 24.62 3.59 0.09 50.39 39.89 9.72 0.02 15.40 49.82 34.79
4 0.04 67.75 21.38 10.87 0.11 50.24 31.30 18.46 0.02 26.26 53.73 20.01
5 0.05 63.91 18.45 17.63 0.13 52.24 23.83 23.93 0.03 23.43  58.93 17.64
6 0.06 62.82 12.92 24.26 0.16 51.69 19.15 29.17 0.03 24.20 58.35 17.45
7 0.07 61.49 8.93 29.58 0.18 49.98 17.70 32.32 0.03 20.72 64.31 14.97
8 0.09 57.63 8.42 33.95 0.20 45.05 19.92 35.03 0.03 20.73  64.13 15.14
9 0.10 52.54 10.82 36.64 0.23 39.08 26.03 34.89 0.03 21.69 63.17 15. 14
10 0.11 46.11 16.49 37.40 0.26 32.98 33.80 33.23 0.03 21.66 63.17 15.18
(1) .
LnGDP =
0. 616LnPAT + 0. 229LnSTD .
1% 0.616%
0.229%
(2) 1 2 . .
; 3 4 (2)
. 4
WTO/TBT
(3)
30
o (3)
(4)
3
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Research on dynamic model of cooperative innovation emergence for enterprise cluster
LIU Yuan - hua
( Business School University of Shanghai for Science and Technology Shanghai 200093 China)

Abstract: Cooperative Innovation of Enterprise Cluster is a kind of system emergence. The paper expounds the process of cooperative
innovation emergence. Then the dynamic model of cooperative innovation is constructed for analyzing change of cooperative innovation
emergence. The numerical simulation result indicates that the investment growth coefficient is an essential parameter which decides the
system§ behavior pattern. The best position of innovation development is between order and chaos. In this stage enterprises cluster ac—
tivity will be capable of displaying to attain cooperative innovation emergence.

Key words: cooperative innovation; dynamic model; growth coefficient
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Study on the relationship between technology standard.
technological innovation and economic growth

—theoretical model and empirical analysis
ZHAO Shu - kuan YU Hai - qing JIANG Hong
( School of Management Jilin University Changchun 130022 China)

Abstract: This paper proceeds research on the relationship between technology standard technological innovation and economic growth
from the theoretical viewpoint and makes up theoretical model first and then uses Johansen cointegration tests Granger causality test
and impulse response function variance decomposition and other empirical methods based on VAR model. The result shows that there
exists a long — term stable equilibrium relationship between technology standard technological innovation and economic growth. Tech—
nological innovation can improve the level of technical standards and the influence of technology standard to technological innovation is
negative with hysteresis effect. Technological innovation and technology standard can promote economic growth effectively in the long
run furthermore technological innovation is essential power to promote economic growth. Economic growth has an inapparent effect on
technological innovation a long — term stable positive impact on technology standard by contraries.

Key words: technology standard; technological innovation; economic growth; VAR model



