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1990
: Furman et al. 7
(4)
1997—2010 Hicks-Moorsteen o
1 1997—2010 Hicks-Moorsteen
1 1 Hicks-Moorsteen
Hicks—
Moorsteen TFP TPC TEC OTE OME  ROSE
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2002 /2001 1.1605 1.2227 0.9923 1.1996 1.0428 0.8889
2003 /2002 1.1225 1.0904 1.0762 1.0298 1.1196 1.0294
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LMDI

Study on the Effect of Decomposition Factors of

Industrial Wastewater Discharge in China Based on LMDI Method

ZHANG Yuan WU Fengping
( School of Business Hohai University Nanjing 210098 China)

Abstract: By using LMDI method this paper analyzes the driving factors of the changing discharge of industrial
wastewater in China from 1998 to 2012. The result shows that technology progress inhibits the discharge of industrial
wastewater as well as the dominating factors of the decreasing intensity of discharge. The industrial economic growth is the
main impulse of the rise of industrial wastewater discharge. The coefficient effect of discharge and structural effects have re—
gional discrepancy towards the influence of emission of industrial wastewater. The extension of population promotes the rise of
industrial wastewater emission and population flow makes contribution to the increase of the industrial wastewater discharge.
What” s more the paper also analyzes the driving factors of varying industrial effluents of eastern middle and western regions
of China. Eventually it puts forward relevant political proposals. The provinces need technical innovation to improve indus—
trial water saving technology especially the Central and West region. The country should optimize and upgrade industrial
structure  vigorously develop low water consumption or low emission industries to promote industrial water recycling. Our
country should accelerate the flow of population between the cities and also between rural and urban areas. What’ s more the
eastern region needs to reinforce the financial and technical supports towards the central and western regions where are still
less developed.

Key words: regional; industrial wastewater; population flow; LMDI

( 98 )
Analysis on China’s High-tech Industry Innovation Efficiency

Based on Hicks-Moorsteen Index
WANG Xiaohong CHEN Fanhong

( Department of Economics Jiangsu Provinical Party School Nanjing 210009 China)

Abstract: Accurate measurement of innovation efficiency is the foundation of objective evaluation of high-tech industry
development in China. In this paper innovation process of high-tech industry has been divided into technology development
stage and technology achievements transformation stage. On the basis of modified Hicks-Moorsteen index method innovation
efficiency of high-tech industry in China has been reestimated using provincial panel data. Empirical analysis results show that
average growth rate of total factor productivity of high-tech industry in China is 6. 63% in technology development stage from
1997 to 2010. This mainly benefits from rapid improvement of technical efficiency while technological progress plays a bloc—
king role. In technical achievements transformation stage average growth rate of total factor productivity of high—tech industry
in China is 20. 75%  which is mainly due to obvious growth of technological progress and small growth of technical efficiency.
Before policies have been designed intrinsic differences should be specially considered to improve innovation efficiency of
high-tech industry.

Key words: high-tech industry; innovation efficiency; technology development stage; technology achievements transfor—

mation stage; Hicks-Moorsteen index
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