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(1)

(2)

30

?
31 .
1
(n (2) (3) (4 (5) (6) (7 (8)

In( QUALITY) ,,_,  0.872* 0.879™  0.974™  0.985™  0.929™  0.926™ 1.293™  0.812™
(0.002)  (0.009) (0.027) (0.018) (0.045) (0.047) (0.257)  (0.065)

In( IPR) , 0.022™  0.324"  0.047™ 1.881  -0.130" 1. 035™ -0.1217 1.133*
(0.01)  (0.342)  (0.040) (6.562) (0.071)  (0.940) (0.054)  (1.637)
In( IPR) 2 -0.161" -1.297 -0.512* -0.522°
(0.057) (1.083) (0.472) (0.237)

In( k) , 0.008™  0.009™  0.029"  0.028™  0.042™  0.035™ 0.019™  0.025"
(0.002)  (0.005) (0.008) (0.009) (0.014) (0.015) (0.022)  (0.015)
In(RD) ,, 0.402™*  0.383™  0.108™  0.045™ 0.839  0.832**  4.558 -2.640
(0.056)  (0.057) (0.087) (0.174) (1.289) (1.427) (3.474) (2.142)
In( HC) , 0.273*  0.189™  0.276™ 0.062™*  -0.207 0.214"  1.407™  1.525™
(0.062)  (0.077)  (0.208)  (0.395) (0.667) (0.490) (0.194)  (0.226)

EXPORT, -0.023™ -0.029™  0.001 -0.013  0.356 0.357  0.089™ 0.145"
(0.011)  (0.011)  (0.020) (0.014) (0.344) (0.338) (0.111)  (0.770)
C -0.082™ -0.991" -0.506™" -0.296 -0.123 -0.524 -0.099 -4.156
(0.038)  (0.516)  (0.095) (0.915) (0.152) (0.437) (0.353)  (2.399)

Sargan P 0.88 0.733 0.437 0.47 0.84 0.8 0.894 0.536

AR(1) P 0.036 0.018 0.065 0.026 0.071 0.014 0.037 0.017
AR(2) P 0.312 0.238 0.291 0.338 0.537 0.526 0.206 0.342
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

In( QUALITY) ;,_,  0.858™ 0.875™ 0.361™  0.435" 0.931™ 0.917™ 1.020™  0.749™

(0.013)  (0.014) (0.149) (0.165) (0.049) (0.607)  (0.151)  (0.208)

In( IPR) 0.016™ 2,415  0.043* 5.791 -0.075 2.428" -0.073"  6.516™
(0.005) (0.643) (0.027) (4.524) (0.042) (0.056) (0.040)  (2.885)

In( IPR) 2 -3.321™ -7.890 ~3.453" -9.189™
(0.892) (6.029) (0.711) (4.016)
In( k), 0.006™  0.005™  0.030°  0.017" 0.038™ 0.013™ 0.002"  0.011°
(0.001)  (0.002) (0.018) (0.021) (0.014) (0.080) (0.014)  (0.015)
In( RD) , 0.465™  0.367™  0.055™  0.082*  0.597 0.307 1.921 0.245
(0.068)  (0.124)  (0.296) (0.308) (0.356) (0.040) (2.492)  (2.633)

In( HC) ,, 0.249™  0.064™  0.565  0.846™  0.206™  0.606™ 1.609™  1.711"
(0.107)  (0.175)  (0.512) (0.576) (0.641) (0.379) (0.355)  (0.351)
EXPORT, 0.011 0.027 0.234 0.189 0.421 -0.173  0.023 0.124"
(0.010)  (0.013)  (0.165) (0.175) (0.365) (0.760) (0.068)  (0.086)

C -0.012  -3.227 0.786™  -0.576 -0.305" -0.619  0.201 -8.215*
(0.040) (0.837) (0.027) (0.024) (0.125) (0.376) (0.221)  (3.634)
Sargan P 0.61 0.655 0.225 0.287 0.852 0.419 0.251 0.326

AR(1) P 0.055 0.01 0.031 0.012 0.045 0.067 0.014 0.01
AR(2) P 0.24 0.304 0.199 0.163 0.529 0.359 0.233 0.35
| ok | dolok 10% 5% 1% .
2
1
1 Sargan JAR(1) AR(2) P



INDUST RAL ECONOMICS HSEA KCH

2
Segerstrom

25 2004—2011

N GMM

B J. 2015( 6) : 62-72.

FALVEY R KIERZKOWSKI H. Product quality intra-industry trade and imperfect competition M // KIERZKOWSKI
H. Protection and competition in international trade. Oxford: Blackwell 1987.

VERHOOGEN E A. Trade quality upgrading and wage inequality in the Mexican manufacturing sector J . Quarterly
journal of economics 2008 123(2) : 489-530.

HENN C PAPAGEORGIOU C SPATAFORA N. Export quality in developing countries Z . IMF working
paper 2013.

J. 2015(3) : 11=20.
J. 2015(1) : 1449.

7 HARDING T JAVORCIK B S. FDI and export upgrading Z . Departiment of economics discussion paper No. 526

10

11

12

13

14
15

16
17

University of Oxford 2011.
. FDI ? — GMM J .
2013(5) : 60-66.
. FDI. — OECD J.
2013(2) : 54-60.
PAVCNIK N. Trade liberalization exit and productivity improvements: evidence from Chilean plants ] . Review of
economic studies 2002 69( 1) : 245276.
AMITI M KONINGS J. Trade liberalization intermediate inputs and productivity: evidence from Indonesia J . The
American economic review 2007 97(5): 16111638.
TOPALOVA P KHANDELWAL A K. Trade liberalization and firm productivity: the case of India J . The review of
economics and statistics 2011 3:995-4009.
AMITI M KHANDELWAL A K. Import competition and quality upgrading J . The review of economics and statis—
tics 2013 2:476-490.
N J. 2011( S2) : 13646.
GROSSMAN G M HELPMAN E. Quality ladders in the theory of growth J . Review of economic studies 1991 58:
43-61.
AGHION P HOWITT P. A model of growth through creative destruction Z . NBER working paper No. 3223 1990.
— 7 J .
2013(6) : 59-69.



18 GLASS A'J WU X D. Intellectual property rights and quality improvement J . Journal of development economics
2007 82:393415.

19 KIEDAISCH C. Intellectual property rights in a qualitydadder model with persistent leadership J . European economic
review 2015 80:194213.

20 SEGERSTROM P S. Endogenous growth without scale effects J . The American economic review 1998 88(5) : 12904310.

21 . J.
2015(5) : 114423.

22 KHANDELWAL A K. The long and short of quality ladders J . Review of economics studies 2010 77(4) : 14504476.

23 HALLAK J C SCHOTT P K. Estimating cross—country differences in product quality J . Quarterly journal of econom—
ics 2011 126( 1) :417-474.

24 . ] 2008( 4) : 715923.

25 GINARTE J C PARK W G. Determinants of patent rights: a cross-national study J . Research policy 1997 26:
283301.

26 . J. 2015(9) : 13724380.

27 ARELLANO M BOND S. Some tests of specification for pannel data: Monte Carlo evidence and an application to em—
ployment equation J . Review of economic studies 1991 58( 2) :277278.

28 BLUNDELL R BOND S. Initial conditions and moment restrictions in dynamic panel data models J . Journal of econ—
ometrics 1998 87( 1) : 115-143.

29 —
I 2014( 12) : 136447.
30 SHAKED A SUTTON J. Natural oligopolies J . Econometrica 1983 51:14694483.
31 . ] . 2011( 11) :31-38.

Study on the Quality Upgrading of China’s Manufacturing Export Products
—Based on the Perspective of Intellectual Property Protection
LIN Xiumei' SUN Haibo’

(1. Center for Quantitative Economics Jilin University Changchun 130012  China;
2. Business School Jilin University Changchun 130012  China)

Abstract: Intellectual property protection and quality upgrading can be linked together using the exogenous rate of imita—
tion. The authors have proved that there is a nonlinear relationship between these two on the academic level. Using the system
GMM estimation methods this paper empirically analyzes the mechanism of intellectual property protection and product quali—
ty upgrading. The result shows that there is an inverted U-shaped relationship between intellectual property protection and
product quality upgrading. Further more all samples are divided into three groups according to different path of manufactur—
ing technology upgrading. The authors find that there is still an inverted U-shaped relationship in the capital-intensive industry
and labor-intensive industry but in the technology-intensive industry there is a positive relationship between the intellectual
property protection and the quality of the export products.

Key words: intellectual property protection; manufacturing; export products; quality upgrading; SYS-GMM



