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Opening of the Service Industry and the Technical Efficiency

of Chinese Service Industry
LI Tiao

( School of International Business Administration Shanghai Universtiy of Finance and Economics Shanghai 200433 China)

Abstract: This paper investigates the effects of opening of service industry and the Chinese industrial structure on pro—
duction efficiency in certain service industries such as wholesale and retail industry transporation warehouse postal and
telecommunication and finance and insurance industry. The results show that regulations impede the increase of industries
productivity above and the FDI doesnt have a significant impact on the productivity of the service industries either. Moreo—
ver the export-oriented industry structure has negative effects on the production efficiency of both wholesale and retail on the
finance and insurance industry as well. Our results imply that the most important thing is the institutional reform of service in—
dustries other than opening to foreign investment. Meanwhile the Chinese government should encourage service trade and fa—
cilitate the transition from industry structure to service economy.

Key words: opening of service industry; production efficiency; entry regulation; entry barriers; service economy
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