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Firm Productivity , Foreign Mar ket Knowledge and Firm Export Value

Liu Xiuling
(School of Management ,Fuzhou Universty ,Fuzhou 350002 ,China)

Abstract : Based on the firm heterogeneity trade theory ,this paper uses the pand data about listed companies from different industries,and
takes the firm scale as the controlled variable ,and studies the relationship between firm productivity as well asforeign market knowledge and
firm export valuein China The empirica result shows that :firm productivity and foreign market knowledge have positive impactson firm export
value ,and these impacts variesin different industries;the impactsof firm sze on firm export val ue are uncertain ,which may be postive or nega
tive or U-shaped.
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Optimal R&D Competition Model for An Oligopoly Mar ket

Chen Xun ,Wu Xiangjun
(School of Economics and Bus ness Administration ,Chongaging University ,Chongging 400030 ,China)

Abstract : A R &D competition model with N playersis constructed ,and the effects of factors such as the marginal revenue of R &D and thein-
put of R&D ,the preference to future potential development ,the game horizion and the substitution of goodson R &D investment are studied In
dynamic markets ,closedtloop solutions are more reasonable than open-loop ones for state feedback can resemble the real situation where firms
can respond to rivals behavior. Thus the closeloop Nash-equilibrium in the model isfigure out by HIB equation ,and the parameter conditions
that make state variables have economic sense are obtained ,and the impacts of the aboved factorson the optimal strategy of enterprises and the
val ue function are anal yzed.

Key words: R &D ;differentia game; HIB equation ;closed-loop Nash-equilibrium finite time horizon
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