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How much is the total amount of knowledge intensive intangible assets in our country?
ZHANG Jun - fang GUO Yong —ji GUO Rong
( Chinese Academy of Science and Technology for Development Beijing 100038 China)

Abstract: In this paper on the basis of improved the Solow model using the empirical research method in line with international
standards to measure the amount of intangible assets growth structure and the share of GDP in our country and the investment situa—
tion of intangible assets with other countries on the basis of the comparison analysis. The study found that Chinas intangible assets
mainly comes from innovation capital and organization capital contribution and the amount of intangible assets and its present obvious
increase in the proportion of GDP but there are still insufficient in total amount the structure is not reasonable and so on compared
with foreign major developed countries.

Key words: intangible assets; innovation capital; organization capital
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The spatial spillover effect of producer service agglomeration
on the improvement of industrial efficiency
CHENG Zhong —hua LI Lian —shui LIU Jun

( China Institute of Manufacturing Development Nanjing University of Information Science & Technology Nanjing 210044 China)

Abstract: This paper analyzed the mechanism of producer service agglomeration to enhance industrial efficiency and its spatial spillover
effect starting from the inner mechanism of producer service agglomeration. On this basis according to Chinese statistical data of 2003
—2013 years in 285 cities using spatial Durbin models we analyzed the spatial spillover effect of producer service agglomeration on
the improvement of industrial efficiency. The results showed that producer service agglomeration not only improved industrial efficiency
in the area but also improved industrial efficiency in surrounding areas through spatial spillover effect. And the spatial spillover effect
existed in the border region. From the perspective of producer service agglomeration externalities specialized agglomeration and diver—
sified agglomeration had significant different effect on the improvement of industrial efficiency in different scale cities.

Key words: producer service agglomeration; industrial efficiency; agglomeration externality; spatial durbin model.



