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Scientific Research Behavioral Analysisto Paddy Rice Breeding Scientific Researchers
——FEmpirical studies based on Jiangsu province

JIN G Fei
(School of Economics,Anhui University of Technology ,Mdanshan Anhui 243002 ,China)

Abstract : Based on the investigation materials to 33 paddy rice breeding scientific researchersin 9 family level agricultural centers of Jiangsu
Province, this article builds a Tobit model and analyzes the influence that the individual characteristic has to the breeding behavior. The result
of the model analyssindicates that individual characteristics such as age, working period, sex , whether holding the post of the administrative
duty and 0 on have remarkable influence to the scientific research time of scientific researchers. The attempt of breeding organization market-
ability direction reforms adopted in the basic unit agricultural center makesit adapt the seed industry marketability reform ahead of time. So it
doesrit bring a more tremendous influence
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The Approach on the Technology Spillover Effects Time Lag of FDI in Our Country

ZHEN G Xiurjun
(Shanghai Second Polytechnic University ,Shanghai 201209 ,China)

Abstract : The developing countries have changed the aim of absorbing FDI in the few decades as they enhanced the opening level and accel er-
ated the opening speed. They think that FDI isthe chand to acquire the advanced management and technology , not just international capital.
The technology spillover effect (TSE) of FDI has aroused increasng attention from the various countries. The time lag was neglect in the cur-
rent postive researchon TSEof FDI. The TSEstimelag has been estimatied with the method of Granger Causality Test in thispaper. The cac-
ulated result has been explained to provide the scholars and policy decison-makers some advice for promoting adjustment and deepening of our
country s reform strategy.
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