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R SHTA A Bl HAgS FH ol gleh. BEE S 44 W l‘:!’ﬂ M
& ARl A BtobE & lleh BUREE L 150 P’fﬁ%‘ + g ﬁ( & A A By
ated BRTES @ng =Rl BBy HERRAS EREk fetd 2dxe Rike A
AREE € el ol % 9% BEEIS HHS AERES FHER HIE 2as e

BEAREES B BRHEENGEE dsle AL BEG doi #eld of AL BHAE
e shbe] ThEEEY parameter 7} H A %% 4 ¢lvh. o ERBEERC =tel ARFES &
%9 WMIEARFEH (net capital stock)e]l A ] FJMAEA HiTHAAE Aolel
%+ .

R EIS g mhgel A Sl HEEEY Sleas Tk MERE (model
building)-- 31 27 -% o] & EHiRHY & EKEILUN (macro-inter-industrial model) o 2 » = iy
HaQl s L% 7zt Cobb- Douglasmu AR E 2B <) gleh, aelmE o q:,g;gu
ol s A FEERME TARS HEESA =He Aolch A FIH RAE =
Sl obA o BIEINS Tl = E%ﬁ MR vhla gleh

BFERR RO ohSE BERN WIS AU, TEA, 5ENe) RMBEH (increasing returns)st
fi§i %) (decreasing returns)oll A4 &= IHAHILNIS #R3F Sir James Denham Steuart(1712
~178000 A} ul Rsle] o YIS ZEA{LE Anne Robert Jacques Turgot(1727~1781)
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N7AA] &7 4 dehb.

2% 18154 T.R. Malthus(1766~1834)% 1} Sir Edward West? o] 28 $5iF= 12
—ET el HEzk BAE BENA BAYL A4S LEYEY Bse BEl +5 9o
ERE £ glotw wgivh o] Bigol e 285 D. Ricardo(1772~1823)7F 1.8 HiE
# S22 AAl " Ao, I 1840%E{Rel Johann Heinrich Thiinen(1783~1850)-%
BE&AS) FTFRESH B & v EnsEs AERNAE @%sthe o] &nb M
WA EAE BEREA S 490,

SR A RAEEIFEEE 18894 John Bates Clark o] a4 HEH= 1 28 B
%4 Thiinen o] 4 W] 30} 9o}, EEFEBHF 2+ Thinen 8] o3-S wol WAl Hg=vk 28y}
E@ow Thinen 3% 22 HMste & Aok 105F 2+ o) Eing %Hs] A 18994
[ The Distribution of Wealth |24 2E3vt vk, 18 &% 189440 Philip H. Wicksteed
7} An Essay on the Co-ordination of the Laws of Distribution(1894)% it Lol 33}
Huza olhde]l ot el A AEHREY LAY FRoz BEANAT Ik

HEBREE v BREAGRE 1= Aol ohim el ol = — M EH R(Léon
Walrasyoll A HFE S-S HiR BASA BEsloal o8 BEdA e £EREI v
2 Philip H. Wicksteed & #iHolth, 1% T7H4 HE4ES B

AA, FEEERY S5 B RETAAD o #E RALENE 33 g3 B
3.

A4, old HEAE AT 1 FHL Aoy sikEys et =8 las
iFEY A%+ A Marshall 8 BER4HE5 (national dividend)z} 7Fo}baict,

1) J. Steuart & 2%} An Inquiry into the Principles of Political Ecimomy,(1767) 4 D. Ricardo &
ERES] ol &AL EN BB (Extensive Margin)¢ BBR vk ok 2, Aas Bl wat
A4 o] B T BE $& 5 g olgd BiEMmos HBD i) BASAd
FE] £EY BHE AT 2 KL RGO T A4S BEiA ek 3 AR
Trugot & #iEst= M WMol 294 94 D. Ricardo thig#50] 2t WiEn #E(Intensive
Margin)& Q9 At (Réflexions sur la formation et la distribution des richesses, 1766 Chap. 10
lA). & —Ee Lol ek —ERY FAGIH avances)e) ik BEMO R HAS A%
{z¥ v} o] AS- BHAE F—3A /8> o SHEFNA L ubd E e hER) BB BY
o oA £ A #onsted o Aol Ayl BEHA BAY ®HLIe KA B 2
o2y o] A zsshd oA &S BWAL BMAE EEwY BES AR B oy
3 Bl A% FMstd A3 Fell = fghdrt. A5 BIED SMERS HRlos o
Schumpeter.J.A.; History of Ecnomic Analysis, 1954, pp. 259 ~260.

2) Malthus, T.R; Inquiry into the Nature and Progress of Rent, (1815) p.61.

3) West, Edward; The Application of Capital to Land (Hollander, ed. 1815) p.54.

4) Ricardo, D; On the Principles of Political Economy and Taxation, (London 1817)¢] Chap. 1-XXI

of AH A - B - FE - FIF A5 SRERS By

5) Thinen, von J.H; Der Isolierte Staat: Zweiter Teil, (1826) pp. 507~559.

Thiinen & [P @ A #igiHsl BEE AA=std 8449 & whet ol 8t T3 FIRES
St BHESEe] Sadrt e AL 2o HEESY EEERES sd gol el 9o =i
¥l =% D. Ricardo s} 2] mitH¢ RES $BHE FiFY BLHS Tolax ek =
€ 2% BBEL HASY MR SHHES REEldons, TR FREE-ES B4 o) B
Eesl e e

6) Clark, John Baies: “The Possibility of a scientific Law of Wages,” Publications, American
Economic Association, Vol, IV (March,1889). pp. 39~63.

7) Douglas, Paul H; A Theory of Wages, (1934) <Are There Laws of Production?>p.2.

5.
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alg} Al A LG <P H. Wicksteed 9 A iy 8 ;\{L o Wikio] LpRiALS AR st A
& ok Ak JJ;X‘:«] AEFTENe] REE Elm FAlel Auie] Ffna @R ehel A nm RAVE
DB~ Abe] A4 %M.

A SRS MG R ghde P.H. Wicksteed Z v] F351¢d Johan Gustaf Knut Wicksell
(1851~1926)® 12]m C.W. Cobb ¢} Paul H. Douglas 5o} 2}s] 4 KBHS 3= macro-aggre-
gate 8] {CERY) AdoBpii® o Biimo) ok,

g2 & o, Léon Walras b W.W. Leontief of 4 IF&F}?JQ% 4 E R (production
coefficient) dri.e] ZE)sl FAS e amivil AEREE £ Asp0.

ETERRECY e s [SER T fEed A Eusld Pﬂﬁﬁ% Epste = Zel H.B.
Chenery 2] ik Ve i P.A. Samuelson % R.M. Solow %o ¢alA JER= =
RUFT) 7EA Cheterogeneous capital) 4l £1F |E FRBCNA: FERe) o, Chenery o] Hf
0 ARt R.M.Solow & MG (RET A Ep s #%0T SMAC model 2 fi&= o] o Zu}
CES Production Function 2.2 4 ERS 2 ¢l =41,

1?/’14 P.A. Samuelson & x| 43171 % o] F7tx| 7t CES gmiies s HEaA
o8 1 o8&l ek, 2 o] Aol 3sked RM. So]o\vg] Hwerwe S35 glth, Solow
= 1’* 4 WUSE FEEYE SR el 4 wel A =gl edl 1 sk Douglas 212 R
f’f 0y BEARLEA A 7L o g} vintage 7} ohE R EI’J ﬁ/f\ &5 54 8 Aotk ek &

8 BASS 7122 ¢ Douglasurte H ool d B AEREE BT Aol
Solow 7} FAbels ol 3 vk M AT lnﬁqé;ﬁthe aggregate production function)&
A 5oy 22 vkest L@y 4 a single production function for society)E i

8) Wicksell, J.G.K; chtur s on Political Economy, (1906) Vol.I, pp. 101~133.

9) Cobb, C.W. & Douglas, P.H; “A Theory of Production,” Amer. Eco. Rev., Vol. 18, (1928).
Douglas, P.H; A Theory of Wages, (1934) [Are There Laws of Production? | 2

10) Walras, M.E.L; Eléments d’ économie politique pure, 1874~77. Leontief, W.W; The Structure
of American Economy, 1919~1939, (1951) &3] Part J[. (pp.33~65)%M K
AREEETOY BES BAY wRETNe AEREE ¥l o] ARl \742%%%%
e Lfo] xicf

11) Chenery, H.B; “Engineering Production Function,” Quarterly journal of
Economics, Vol. 63, 1949, “Process and Production Function from Engineering o L
Data” Studies in the Structure of the American Economy <W.W. Leontief and others> Chapter
8, (pp. 297~325).

12) Samuelson, P.A; “Parable and Realism in Capital Theory: The Surrogate Production Function”
Review of Economic Studies, Vol. 29, 1962.
Solow, R. M; “Heterogeneous Capital and Smooth Production Function: An Experimental
Study,” Econometrica, Vol. 31, 1963.

13) SMAC model->- R.M. Solow, B.S. Minhas, K.J. Arrow, H.B. Chenery 9| 4:gEm#Hl-S S3ich.
=3¢ CES <Constant Elasticity of Substitution)> Production Function -, 4:EEFs} 42 %4
3 FisEiol o A EERS (KK HMe] Fo 2 9 79 BETHREAEERECT 5 EFEHY R
B ivke] 12 9 71 9ol & Cobb-Douglas B9} /LEEm#E-F 2 4 gvh  =teby CES A:@Em#is
ol & ELAMAY ARG A —fmeld % & ol& AEmEEr stk o] BBy vhE H
A zpo}E £ ok = Arrow, K.J; Chenery, H.B, Minhas, B.S., and Solow, R.M; “Capital-
Labor Substitution and Economic Efficiency,” The Review of Economics and Statistics, Vol
XLIIL, 1961, 24

14) Solow., R.M; “Substitution and Fixed Proportion in the Theory of Capital”, Review of Economic
Studies, Vol. 29, 1962, 2
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oz #EESA Sgledl 714 Douglas B8 thizh) B ERE HIT Acuw,
ab FehE G dartkel s F-% MBS oz st Hiffie) MRt u
W oW A whv) okoh Zike] MRS AL TykiE e WA MmslA 5
AL Ao wgrh Wby o9 A S Solow 8] Hhiyrik(Solow Neutralitye] o}
I AAY RELREHEEE 0,

A Y BEESE BAY MAAENS BAFEES AL 28 A FESE
AL TR A5 HMHEAS TeA Ak aus Lo Awse BEGE B
58 EHRMY Mool Wk G8-& FA FEAL dhyigele Tgeh o4 LR. Hicks %
ol@ A¢ Tzl FFsz gohn.

i<l Solow & REH ZAMAC AT REY AEENE BANRS MM ZERS
9 ANzl 2em At Aol dhsh. sk olF EKERS AAANT & Aelth
ol o} wel th#4) Solow o] #EH) AFMMES Wit BAERe KL BEY AHERY
el HAE Aotk mgtm webd ol®l AY HHL BEM CHES Jikd 23§ 4
B Aot nolAc),

22 & Solow 8] EHRHHTE AL o) AEGRKE T2 Ui Aol = 5
W B AR AEREOY Bl L ot shil MiRE ARmRENEBmL
FEBDS) ol o},

et B A AEBHE BAERS BEA oA AFA RREEEHRA 7
2% F3 EHSE REH EEREE ol 24 Atk zud 74 = st Az 4
AL S0 HWRAA B = AE vl BERUGH - BA == )Y AKGI AEE 5
A dn-EAY Hfity BT S ges 98 4 g

old Toz el hEmel A3 MRS Dougles W3t CESHo 2 o] 4w
2 4 9g Aotk

§1. Cobb-Douglasfil & FEd¥

HPEA A A AFEBRE Cobb-Douglas(C-D)8| fEBEME ¢ + vh o @l
9 WEAe —FS N e gt Al ohlw B#ESld 41 EAsA F
e 9 Aelvh webd C-DAEEEE a9 Fasel  #LE(neoclssical

properties)'®& Az §-&& $elE ¢ 4 vt

15) Solow, R.M; “Technological Change and the Aggregate Production Function,” Review of
Economics and Statistics, Vol, 39, 1957,
Solow &] ruizikel] A3} BHEE 2 2227 wa AL ohirh. ARl F31 Solow & 4172
PO BAE A 2t BfES S ARt ok U ol $o= $8lL Solowd wald  Hiyr
fhelsk H-2A SRt 27 $ilEsAl BB A% BGESE TR A%e g ek
5 HfESY HRE T2 BAERY 994 gasdAn Amitsd A fEold. =z gt
W HEAER Y FHESEH A THsta BliESd BEsT Basts 298 TAMLESR
ok Biffi#Esb (disembodied technical progress)zl ¥tel. o]} &2] Solow &9 HALER] w2t
BifiiEpe BRE TRERIES 1A & i ((embodied technical progress)e} 4ts}.

16) RERE. [HEESOPIIE KR 19665 1A%, p 107, B8

17) Hicks, J.R; “All agree that an invention(a change in technology) is neutral if it leaves factor-
shares unaffected-on some ‘other things being equal’ condition....... ? Capital and Growth, 1965
p. 180.

18) Brown, M; On the Theory and Measurement of Technological Change, 1966, p.29 28
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ol Y= Paul H. Douglas 9] fitidll whel 1899iFal A1 19227F 7] o] - Fapf il i ol JEA
Ha ol lmﬂx] fer s s ol A EARGE Earska RUL RS My o
RS B s A W #9 9l vl. ukA] P.H. Douglas = Ambherst College o) ¢l gl =4
28] Bl Charles W. Cobb oﬂ Al Aehed 1899~19224H0e] A el Sk3E ik Tk
HIEH S MiEste = X (formula)e- B785H4) = loh. o] 5 2pa+e P.H. Wicksteed
o Ve HlkE ZHA 5]31 53] C.W. Cobb = ¢o]e}azii(the Euler theorem)?] ik
By Tl A2 2ol & Zx dodvh 28 whell w2d AEhsk TAS 58 exponents) o] £
b B Rez e 1 (unity)sh Zebn @b, 1 08 ohew) 7o) EEBHS of.

P=bLkCl-k 2D

q71 4 P 4R L& AR Ce AAEAR ks M8 4Ed 8 BhikGs
BOl—ke TEAY Al gt BWOMERED 2} &) o4 watdd TR #Hhe] HAH
o EFERS SvkabE WA F=rbE whel = e} ol el ol AL Hiligel 2 4
get. be # parameter GHATRMEES v EHOolH. o714 C.W. Cobb g+ P.H.
Douglast 18995 el A 19224 71x) 9] RERE RIS BHT &P £8i5% k=0.75% #3f
3wk oeh wlheba) FAREY ElEE 0.25(01—k)7F Sl 4ol ol 5 HHE mEH A
A A Hipise s FEEY AERS BESH =lodeh e B S 4R
B e HEER ST A Aolst A AR ohshe 14M B3 11%5 89X =9
gl Aelel. whuk K FRET B ﬁiﬁf’aﬁoﬂ = B EER) Hiins HiEiEe ot do

A glgom ik S T Hinme HEBEach dolzigs AL A7 gk aF
vk 191843} 191949 ERGFFS BRAMSta v BEE AL o) obe zlolsh A7yl ek 2
Y] nki= o] & Cobb 2} Douglas & IF#el FFEIREAN A s 159 AiEmEsle] —ky &

s e A F W%“’iﬁ ol 4z} - °Fzke] {FE(deviation)E 3w &ul gl
ol Aol A B2 shie ZAg BEE AL 1AL TREF T A C-D Ak
e AR g HEhsl B iirli ie F7HAIIA B ez HiEE ke 1-k 9 k®
S AT ¢ 9% Aoz w9krh the National Bureau of Economic Research &) FffEsy
s wwl 1909~19184:2] 104:R1e] BLEZE A& Y] MM o & 5 8he] & (share)o] 74.1
%2 WEHIL ol AL HEhS A A3 fEfi(value of the exponent for labour)z 4
2] A ¥4, Cobb 2} Douglas = o] FHMES #5ALE 19284 EBIRHE & L™ 3 L%
1wl gle}. Cobb = 1890~19265 7 vhabsralere} BUEHS] HE)IRE, AAMRE 2 4ERE
2 FHEE wk glEwl olwl ko] flr) 0.7430.2 HiEtE el Elel owl o AR i EM

19) ¢..., in 1894, the extraordinarily gifted Philip Wicksteed showed in his pathbreaking little essay,
The Coordination of the Laws of Distribution, that if production were characterized by a
homogeneous linear function of the first degree...” <P.H. Douglas; A Theory of Wages, 1934,
—Are There Laws of Production?—p.3 o] 4>

20> Douglas, P.H; A Theory of Wages, 1934, <Are There Laws of Production?> p.6 2%

21) Paul H. Douglas & =¢8] [4&H# | <A Theory of Wages, 1934>0l 4 4 @Epiy S P=bL:C!™x X o
24 EEsw, P=101L%75C%% 2 3 Ao]cr}. Cobb-Douglas 7} 4 sl AR ML K+(1-K)=1
24 AF 0.7540.25=10] slx & AL sz d& Poluh 1&%»} WJS K+(1-K>=1¢] 5
x o—rﬁ_“} K+(1~K)>1 7ok K+(1—-K) <] 5= 7471 & = B JER S
k207 hd A = gleh

22) Douglas, P H nu?&m p.7

23) Cobb, C.W. & Douglas, P.H; “A Theory of Production”, American Economic Review. Suppl,
Vol, XVIII(Mar., 1928) pp. 139~65,
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o] -3+ A5Ehe] (average of labor’s share)& ¥ 0.747F HE AL 9A =gt d=
Douglas & [ &:H#(1534)% 0] 28 3%E{ko] 2= Mrs. Marjorie Handsaker ¢ & %%
ukobd ErRFISHTE st 1907’\/19293’—?3"] BEMNS) Victorian ko) RS Al q A3
EEEES] k9 E7h 0.710] HE AL TP, 2] o] Hrille]l Yol A Mty &
e *, = W/P7t 0.610] 51%7;15 A = G, )

@l Cobb 9} Douglas o] #Ewi#l 4 k+(1—k)=1% 4 A48 AL ~KAKRHEFS 7
Al Hx ok MEEREY A5} EERS A 96l & Karshs) o) @b David Durand
= B3 2ulA e 1-kE j2 0T C-D AEHEE g o] I EIETk
BERsA Hds. F,

P=bLCi

1x 974 ktj=10] C—D AEMESY] —KRERBSE debdel ki TEE wHs
k+]>1°é 34E KA&RES 1en ki<l WEBRR S ®RFs 2 Aosh AEFAAN
8 ol ¥ oL E= FrRSlelnl S Ao —ET SEAKeA FEEHS B8, &
A, EEEQ R = 38 FHRlfE(value of exponents)E BRI Aolth o714 A A&
ERM R W2 SE)s B BARRML RAEERH 11X RS WEHA 2
Aelet shlleh, 23la 32 AEalE FRYI(time-series) (IS BHA] =AU HHE
ERS —ET BENEERY BEiF (cross-section) == E¥M(inter-industry) 4% &)
A HAget ol Beld HEMERAMHS £FE AdEE Bibstads] S5 HERY #HEbt
19215561 A Al Asled EEELES A3 10Fntet =k 5&ebe) d ¥ 442 24
o) HEFITIRES BENT KA HIHES HitshA 2 Atk JHE SEhEEA gl A
<« B A THEEHEY MES AEd o7 °ﬂt B &8 & (wage earners), S
#(clerical and salaried employees), A E (officials) o —ad A BB % (working
proprietors)7} A&t 1ol m BEAREL EEEAA KBHESL 040 REHEERZA =
Agtel, AEMES BMEME D BEES AEMEMEESY #£51E A8 Fgs

ol gt S#iel gleiA EERS MEEEEERY Aolv REMEI QEBEARY WmEzA
HER Aolvh, oA HBHs BERFl w2 vk HAET £EmEE £ £ A E
BBEE 1899~19224 /1Y) ryRF I+ 1889, 1899, 1904, 1909, 1914, 191949] 6HLE &
P9 B (22 MBI HERTHE™ = C—D iligol o) st s k B~} 0.75, 0.90, 0.76,
0.690] = BAEifE+= 0.53, 0.66, 0.68, 0.66, 0.63, 0.752 o glvh ¥ 34 1922,
1927, 1935, 193744 447 Canada B W& XM EEMBEHE® = C—DH
Bel 913 k4 fEst 0.52, 0.48, 0.48, 0.42% #FHolAm g8 9% 4+ U

23] Australia o el 48] A=) BERTIES 8N cross-section 43S »HE R
Fjoll A Victoria off Al &= D.Durand model P=bLjk ¢} 2]s} k=0.84, j=0.23¢]5 C—D &
ol A e k=0,71¢] 53 3v}l. New South Wales ol 4= k=0.78, j=0.20¢] 5z, C—D

24) Douglas, P.H; The Theory of Wages, 1934, pp. 159-66.

25) Handsaker, M. and Douglas, P.H; “The Theory of Marginal Productivity as Tested by Data
for Manufacturing in Victoria,” Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vols, LIl and LI (Nov.,
1937 and Feb. 1938). pp. 1~36 and 215~54.

26) Douglas, P.H; A Theory of Wages, 1934, p. 7. B8

27) Durand, D; “Some Thoughts on Marginal Productivity with Special Reference to Professor
Douglas® Analysis,” Journal of Political Economy, Vol. XLV (Dec., 1937), pp. 740~58.



S N RAS A 7 Bl RE s e 9
model A k=0.86% ftl=lgleh. el 3 87 Wi AT (6iBE 0 HD o 4 3= Durand model
of ofgke] fiit=l k{iis 0.52, 0.53, 0.59, 0.64, 0.49, 0.74, 0.62, 0.59, 0.650]x, C—D
model 9] kffi+ 0.52, 0.52, 0.64, 0.64, 0.50, 0.75, 0.61, 0.60, 0.66¢] #HFHslx ¢
‘%_3(])'

28) 1889~1922 EMBERS) £ERMHHE
! ~ P=bLiC 1 P=pL}C
fa2 E o ——— _— —— —r«;\ ————m ==
| k ok i g k+j b J k ok
A BRI ST ‘,
FFT  1899~1922 J .81 + .15 .23+ 06 1.04 84 75 + .04
FFIH  1899~1922 .78 + .14 .15 + .08 .93 1.38 ! 90 + 04
FHIM 1899~1922 f .73 + .12 .25 + .05 .98 1.12 ( .76 + .04
ZFIN  1899~1922 | .63 + 15 .30 + .05 .93 1.35 ‘ .69 + .05
B. R uiE (
= BB !
R BEEN)
1889 363 .51 4+ .03 .43 + .03 .94 58.34 .53 + .03
1899 332 ] .62 + .02 .33+ .02 .95 106,43 .66 + .02
1904 336 .65 £+ .02 .31 = .02 .96 107.40 .68 + .21
1909 258 .63 + .02 .34+ .02 .97  90.99 .66 + .02
1914 340 .61+ .03 L3740 .02 .98  81.66 ! .63 + ,02
1919 556 .76 + .02 .25 + .02 1.01 244.21 J .75 = .02
4 E:2) @ .63 .34 .97 ' .65
<P.H. Douglas, A Theory of Wages, 1934, p.12>
29) #Ht3p(New Zealand, Canada, % South Africa)S| SE%o| £EMK(E
! P=bLXC’ | P=bLiC
® g N - — | ———
i k ok j 7j k+j b k ok
A BRFIHT l =
New Zealand
(Brown) 1915~16 ‘ 18 0.42 +0.11 0.49 +0.03 0,91 2.03 0.51 +0.03
1918~35 /
(Willilams) 1923~40 18 — — — — — — 0.54 +0.02

B. E¥EME == B
¥ !
South, Africa
(Brown) 1937~-38

|
South Africa ]
i

New_Zealand | 1
|

17 0.66 +0.08 0.32 +0.68 0.98 54.48 I

\

\

1937~38 85‘ 0.65 — 0.37 40.08 1.02 55.25 | — —
Canada 1923 167 0.48 4-0. 04 0.48 +0.04 0.96 48.53 [ 0.52 +0.04
Canada 1927 163! 0.46 +0.04 0.52 +0.04 0.98 33.04 ? 0.48 +0.04
Canada 1935 ’ 165 0.50 1:0.04 0.52 +0. 04 .02 22.23 | 0.48 +0.04
Canada 1937 | 164 0.43 +0.04 0.58 +0.04 [.01 15.42 0.42 -+0.04
New Zealand I

1938~39 | 61 0. 46 -- 0.51 ~ 0.97 0.73

(Williams) i

<P.H. Douglas, A Theory of Wages, 1934, p. 18>
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§2. Cobb-Douglas BUo| gy BE -

C—D # A D. Durand DIt 2 B8 okz} u}To X—AL“Kﬂi BB gloh
A7 A X & AEEY w2 $219 nﬂﬁ Bl A & HInEMES] A3H% JebiA s A st
a8 & HREE ®rste 28 £+ duv o1F 58 akx %Vi Douglas model o A
A gAut A AEBRNES Jebish aEln 88 BE 4EBNM J+ A
olch, ZuH o] afE= WullE a=0 f=09 BER #iY +5 UL Aolth

C—D model | A& AEHBAA 2 ko] 4™ HER W S Aoz not {
KFEHEA =g Aoz} st a+p=lole} Pt 2} HEREAA LHER SRt &t
W At EFEE B2t Kgtke] 1nd ¥ ASE Az, AL A= ddsk =teiA
o] HEE Al £ diA] C—D model = D. Durand | A4 ¥ <F7+e] BIES 282 Y3
BEAS F(sharedo] AL AX 1w gleke AHE & + U9+,

ol b & BB A HREE HEFHE 2 a+8<14 A a+f>18 Aot EHR
=6l A=E WRER FA0E ERESE doln gitke AL @4yt o4 C-DAE
WEE B8 Lo #lA RiEsed a= g)é —)—[i— AAl Hxn BAR Kol 3t R

el SR p=0% - Sg QA 2 Aelsh
2.8 vkt SERBEPE AR R s MBRHENA 4% v P.H. Wicksteed, K. Wicksell
% 1.B. Clark 5] BRAENRA Heh Ko HBO RAEEN MEdoE 0 T,

i

30) WS MR e £ERRIE
P=bL}Ci P=bL:C1*
4 B N : : -
k ok j 7j k+j b k ok
A B F 71
Victoria 1907~29| 22 0.84 +0.34 0.23 4£0.17 107+ 0.71 0.71 +0.07
New South Wales
1901~27| 26 0.78 +0.12 0.20 40.08 0.98 1.14 0.86 +0.05
B. Bg# st CBBR 470
Australia 1912 85 0.52 +0.05 0.47 +0.05 0.99 15,87 0.52 +0.04
Australia  1922~23| 87 0.53 +0.05 0.49 +0.05 1.02 16.49 0.52 40.05
Australia  1926~27| 85 0.59 +0.05 0.34 +0.04 0.93 77.26 0.64 +0.05
Australia  1934~35| 138 0.64 +0.04 0.36 +0.04 1.00 39.79 0.64 +0.04
Australia  1936~37 87 0.49 +0.04 0.49 +0.04 0.98 21.57 0.50 4-0.04
Victoria 1910~11| 34 0.74 +-0. 08 0.25 +0.11 0.99 42.87 0.75 +0.08
Victoria 1923~2f1 38 0.62 40.08 0.31 +0.10 0.93 96.93 0.61 +0.08
Victoria 1927~-28] 35 0.59 +0.07 0.27  40.09 0.86 207.49 0.60 +0.05
New South Wales
1933~34| 125 0.65 10.04 0.34 +0.03 0.99 53.70 0.66 +0.03
Average all Common-
wealth and  state
studies 0.60 0. 37 0.97 0.60
Average Common-
wealth studies only 0.55 0.43 0.98 0. 56
A\{erage state studies
0.65 0.29 0.94 0.66

<P.H. Douglas, A Theory of Wages. 1934, p.16 BE>
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w=2%00 5 Aoirh el FiA Br (DX e AT geeh &= 0K
= R4 xS
2o el A e gf Lramw Lz g £+ gu =08 K
Ep=r Ko e & 4+ g% Aol
oA 1 a l>ﬁ73ME1L(X) A A sk DL i Ghareyel . § & nf

IO AN A 2= 5%_ HACK)Y pfita(sharede] o]zl chn B 4
PRS2z e B BIEERS CD hiEmiel A sl o] mmia +
e Aoz wof s C-D AL Hilkyal euﬂ‘n Zra e A
fopy Mo 2 2= CESHY At A7 5o 2= AL

§3. CES &E@mBol 4%

[FE{ M 4 (constant  elasticity of substitution) i Hollis B. Chenery &}
Bogicha S. Minhas, Kenneth J. Arrow % Robert. M. Solow ¢] —{jt$} Murray Brown 3}
John S. de Coni ¢} —jfell 9ai4 EHI= A1V, AERErt AEEES & AEs
B4 Apelell A oloj v iR kel i“ﬂ o B B A olw HEESE &
AH & g’ﬁb FLAL FEANEMERHC] BEaEel wheba M sitsi sl & 85 FEA4 £
WrEreh ol *V] BER7EE J#r dataoll A4 A 2bE = Aolel sl vk

o 7] ‘1 hok A BT BARS HEE A Az (WEET) Mk lojztn v G
of M It %% B vl Fo] —FaA %& + E\‘ 1"414- ek (FE= ME 4
el 15445708) [1%f parameter 7} 13} 72+x] 2% 74Pl = (T el 1o] 5 A & £
wE AE g Felvh Al wbEbm ARl ‘”01"1 BE)sk AARY (WEH I
gt HEhe RFEEDA A3 BAY BALENY MEEREFTAdA® 35 HEES
S BAFEAZA U Aol 1%Y #bEs dod o LB HA A3 BEpiAe) 4
b4l ol Aol 18] A$E gla 284 4E 2SS dvke Adeojvh
A A4S giwle]l S o o) iyle] HE
AR et A
DA A7kl = A& BT H:(constant elasticity of substitution)e] g}l=A
AR oL EEHC S BHEAEY Bkl Hadke AW & AHT 4 YA
B u(j@?f‘ﬁﬂ A hEewl el A= Walras, Leontief, Harrod % Domar o)
o) 3k WIE A gmEiel Cobb-Douglas o 47& Ry @t e A dd dA =
of rbAl RULEEI A Rz Al JHEE (RIS AR iR s gk Alejr), whebs) CES
B ol A Tl 4 GHER 1AL Aelel e,

Walras-Leontief-Harrod-Domar W] [H5EHY A puglel A ool el AEEie] A
kel [EER AEREE P eke) G 1R MBS Bl HEE Fas br ¥

(‘IO o}L

2
2

i

—{o s
2

3D Brown M, On th? Iheorv and Measurement of Technological Change, 1966, pp. 43~44.

32) Arrow, K.J., Chenery, H.B; Minhas, B.S; and Solow, R.M; “Capital-Labor Substitution and
Economic Efficiency,” The Review of Ecomomics and Stalistics, August 1961, pp. 225~226.

33) Arrow, K.J., Chenery, H. B., Minhas, B.S., and Solow, R.M; “Capital-Labor Substitution and
Economic Efficiency,”®] . C p.225 0
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=
{limitational production functionde} ZTr}, =,
.1 K L
Y=min[- 2, 5]

&4 Cobb-Douglas 9] {4 MBS CESHol » &0} & Biffke
. Y—TKﬁLl a
2 EBE AL A4 i>000 1 0<5<12HE FA g v '

ol 4k UL o= Fo|v}h AEEHMY Kbkl b M4 AR mpmw )
g B 4 ek AT SAERRGsoquant curveddl whebd AEEHEY RSB OE(G)ES
2 sk gol A Aelwh ods1A wE BB MRAEEC FAY 2R AT HAE
ol ek gt

ol HollA iy AETR] ABEIY & 03 1d BT Aotk o8 HEH
REEItE] 05 14 ZolAvbm »E Aol Walras-Leontief-Harrod-Domar #¢] HEw
H£EEE 4 Cobb-Douglas #8) Ry 4 EREA /AL el s} s x).

o 7]o]l ] 8te] Solow, Minhas, Arrow % Chenery 7+-2- B )4 BT EEN
BRAEBREE S5 LX) Be5 BGS REM Rtz £8 FEY —
B EHE Jdeble B BHKS e o Bul EFENEE N (constant elasticity of
subsitution) 4EBRE-T =& FHolr}, o]AL “"r—ﬂ- e ez AA | el

Y=r(0K-*+(1—&L*)F

A7 A & HiflithE(efficiency parameter), d & srfitfR#(distribution parameter) @ p
£ REHRE (substitution parameter)ojt}, Y& K, Lo] tlzro] (o] old PR IEME- =t}
A7 A RAEENS FEZA BEo2 57 o Ed

>0, 0<o<1, p+1>0
o] HA &4 + g=h AAA 7olHY parameter ¥ BT —EapA A Etﬂ 2 7
tefERe, vt gt B Aol S5 BAd G894 wrl B ElEe] gl
et ol@ &ul2 y & M parameter 2}t H-Erh. §d BEAHANA SLHFE 7}13 a4 o
H S wd HEhe RALE A% S FITE r & Bk BRAENN H
Fateh, 1Yo o Toll B3t BAY MY B 08 BitRkor A9 el
i(ﬁ)"
L
o714 —f—‘/]' prt —EE W HEH & 0 el KiFskA =t webd 8+ HED parameter

% ¥ET 0 p % Rob —Eabl A9 e B5 @A Aok a3 KB WA
o5k po}e] AlolelE thsh 2 BRRe] RazshAl 4 Aolth

o=—1

1+p
el pe o714 R parameter 7} H & Aotk ple —1x +o0std] el (BB

34) Arrow, K.J., Chenery, H.B., Minhas, B.S,, and Solow, R.M., 8 ®j#B% p. 230.
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9] 7S ZAl A zlolch, wmkek o] wAls] 4] p 7} 0015 | o=1¢] 57| | F-ol Cobb-Douglas
Fol A B o+ g (UER M 1o Se] FAME 7l B8 u,
:’1’%& A4 po fiirk LA o o8 gE Muieow Axlelvh olal Ek
ol A A 7shd SMAC model ol CES A= [AEfUHHE )% (Constant Elasticity of
Substitution)8] HESL AV gde AL o4 5 o},
o] 7| A {8 parameter p b AEAH Bl &) — 1o 4} +oorbx) wh{bEAl S A7 (A)
BOel 28 e g8 = 95 glofeh

L,’ L' Lf ‘
‘L_\; | & —
K K K
A B ©
g==00 o=1 c=0
p:—l p=0 p=+too
Eiatvee il C—-D# Leontief i

CES M| /piftilice HMHEH() SRAKE 2 (EFEKR(DS 474 parameter & %
T IRRES el vk Lalel ol WEE YKL 3B A A4H 2 fEs
E odata B = ) JEROUPES 2 el kel ATRMIEAIA o2& Aol @A &k
Selv BEAEERESE 154, =R B 99 ERAMs HEE BEEEY 2T data
ol BB HEReld Acleh, oldA H4 HE)s AR (REWIE Aol 03
1ol QAT HREHO)E BSR4 Zeiash, 18 g (WRERIE S HRFRO
EES IBEAZL A Wl Ad —Edttn 4k A3E 98 + Ak

ol k72 CES iyl Bokatevle Abd o AEEHMY (REMNIES Leontief Mol
AXY 02 st w C-DHAAAE 1 e A W] it el 4wl
8RR BHE Qe AT FASE A (A7 E WY ABE 2EE
S FEEMA HE §A Suh A me) Sl Ko 2 BHNEY 3R
o Boll [EIEFRECHS B (LeontieD ol (LHREUNS C—D eyl Bilafol 24
dolAvhn b HEHE §A g

AEEEHN A (BRI ol ks AL i e B A K Gl ek A ThE

35) CES 4w Y=r(6K o+(1—06)L"0)— —;« )4 {4 ¥ parameter p 71 00] = Cobb-Douglas ji#K
S —FEeh & MgE HEed 9,
log Y=logr ~~%~Iog[5K"/}+<' 1--8)L~0)

Jog(oK 0+ (1—5)L70)

log Y-—logy=-— .
.
A4 p=0clzpd logldK p+(1—8)Lpi=0 o] slu g,
lim - o llm Jog(dK-p+(1—6)L7pI1—0 _  dlog(6K u+(1—0)L 0]
p-rolog ¥logr)= 00 oo do =0
5K7 oIogK+k1 OLplogl
K 0¥ (1—6 L5 _0:0

=slogK+(1—d)logL
Al A p=09] 7 S-
log Y—loy=slogK -+ (1—d)logL
Wz, Y=yKsL~? 7} gt}
(o=, CES. 4iEfill GEpss R s BERE p.153 B0
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ksl Aeld £ ok Telu (BB B web BAT BEE X EHEM
BHERS Bt BREGEC v2E Je el wet gebAA @ Aotk AP Wl
o WEHS A4 Hu AEERY Eodd chesh e BRe 9e £ U &

(1) Mg Aol A EHRRBBWHE-S SMACFHUN H2x 1 olstelAwt ol AL B
BBl A F43 Erbshe BAY Fol AT EFa: WHEkel JoE & Aelvh

(@ HEES) S48l deot BB Fol LHSHE A& FAY £ok 5 TAY F
o kigtel whe} 7 daro] s olAch.

(3 REEOMe) 2o EE o2 SBMEY FREG 2 HELES TRMLE
ol BHEE 7ol EREWEES £4A 0E £ ook 28 REEHK] & EE o
Zule Kol v HERE @ BAAN A & ERMEKS B b dsd Kokl LR
ol YEBtE WREWES &4 0HE 2= dE Rolth o] Afdlt LFo] LEES A
4% 4 9t BHESD AANAA 23 £ 2 g,

23wl A3 CES s vl 7k —gel HRe A 5% Roldh,

A 2, EEHE SR BRE HHSEs of o shek,

A2, o BT nAEERZA —@{LaloldE o d ek

AR 2, FAS BB REENHC) MR TREA dotd M g 9k A
7HA A =Tl

42, CES@EE datao] 485477 vl oFoke Aolm Aol wek 4da if
BE S 9ux gon 1% g parameter & A9 F 47 Aol A4 So| g,

o

I. &wEH2 GAE

HBsh BAS W AEN0] REMEEGHMERA =A% HE B TR S-S

T ARG +3% £F2 ol ek of Fikel oJAE FEUrtel Wil B
ol LA @k zolvh & AEEAY KEHES RREHE BT HRIIA ERE 4
EEBCEE HGHG AREIDO % FAFEE MEREY CRANY T4 &
Aok ¥ F oA EmERARS EHEA] BAIAw HKEHEAN AR HH WG
b ohe) Y RERRE g selol T Aelwh

BAES B ERISCE ST A4 QA AGRAAY FoAA EEAke Ak s
T RERKS AW e vle AAFn 1 siehiluel HEENA HHESE EEita
T HEA 7)ol & AR A Hke B ddAA o ge] wed A F
Aol IREI BATE S AERE Bl AT BT Mol Las SE Aolth e 3
Ve ERE 547 Bl A HATAKE % 2 #EE EAdibul M @S REENE
A Apopel A zelmz Asldle AEMQ BRY AEEEE AERA 92 FRES
BHEHE Aol HElR Aolnh,

debd EEHES TAA Fol B HPE Aok AAA g AAH BES A9 E

D AEREE TAGH H5Y AEER Aot RBEO T BEEe] Fe

e,

36) FHHEE T, TEEBBOMKE RS & A EREIH AREOH BWIRE> p.123 21
§7) Brown, M; On the Theory and Measurement of Technological Change, 1966, p.62 2R
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(2) Appgidie] ERS S s A4 295,
(3) it = J.R. Hicks 7} wrshi dhyiihe o,

VA Al7E A Al (DS HABLE s Bho e A #EHRO)S S
2holl A 19585, 19604E, 19634, 19664ERES] o6 T34l Az ghERSEY A HE A
o b HRREMEE S WM T M AT e e MRSl MMM
HEFQIDHSHY EERRE Aol 2ulx #AREK)-S GRS H1968)Y
EEN BNMHHES An o374 wbal EEBMNS BrEAq 2] S 9 R
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%9 WnEEE Arskel, agsd LKY 9] 1y %508 19585l A 19674741 ¢ 104ER7¢
RS T ok
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ol W AL UEEIHk Aok 7wl Folvt,

gl i ok tﬂﬁé—% mfﬁiﬁc}ée g 7ol o Ebel] =hel whEwhz G
olvh. o] A& A AFEEIHS —ERE LAl whel e 1 o4k

aAe] skl HfiEbol oa Aclsh, 2R oo HiKS HpEkdl 93
a7 A" ebedl vk 2Ehv 2] FERAll A ud HELe] e o A4S e
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D A% tol A3e] BT PdE YRA ik

4y oy L 4L oy | K 4K
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B R.M. Solow’®, R.R. Nelson®®, E.F. Denison*®olt}, &PEEL o] Jigkel e}
A mE 2 WETE 9 e BUTESE Hiatshe e

o] FMiFHE R.M. Solow 7 <43 XS EER= FAsIE o £98 HKigH
HE Ko ERo 2 nolRm webd JEEFIEM(nonfactor augmenter)el 4 A=t o]
L Solow %9] #&er:(Residual method)el]l F8h& Tolv). 4H4 4 EE#H-= M. Brown o]
3% fhHBN Hfff(abstract technology)*V & AR(LEE Aoz 2 4 dhol glvh HigE &
Fol Yol A kel BERow nidlAd, @ BB KEE, © FEe HonE © BXY
BEE, @ AEEERSY #E 2¢de A2 A4 $Eiveld ddAE ©Y
B BEale] gy o 44 AR wEAMEAL S ©F BAY B
B Fkel At 2R %¢ 4 gvh 2AE @9 B BEEE ot Aoz A%
ok, I AR Seiviel BEEME BREEMA vl 2e Ao wx = AEmEETHC 9
A E TAL F3k H5H Fol vimA Urk: A FToz HEe) MEIES Hold 471
£ Aelwh o] 44L o E oA wol @ ERESY #brt 127 Ralvhe AL A
4 dE Aok

ol 48] Filimel & Aste $ulvel 9o EES FHAMEE I 4x¥usE g

. BB WARRES REMY REESHFRES] AE

Sl el RERERAL 82 REEN A FEI Hao] £1 2KEE AR BE
T gRA ] FHF o] ol ¥ RRBL S8 HEAE YA AhfrEd 9
3 HHBE EEEL RERE BT HEE AL Adolch o v i EHA R
FERTES BATES 7 RER R olA FHEES A2 9ok KHAAE AEHES mX
teol A BiflEdES & Fhikol whel 4= Aolv

19584E 56 196747k &) 10 BRI o wrfie] sz BfESE 41 A
olek, A EEE i wel @ HE @ BEEEE O Am Y AREAREE ©
BAE Y AMSEEE O (2 4 LBUANEE © SBRMNEE © TTRLRE
¥ Q@ BHETE 3 @ ARRsUEES Seos Ao, EBE ol9Y FEEw gk e
Bovt FEEEY M= o @ B BiliElA Zatd HRANA A5k Aol gk o149
BHEEFME BRAA AFE 4 9+ AT HHES sl L Ao, 2d
o C—D @giilel &8t Hita Aols] d-Fol —KEARMES AA=z FP&d atprl 1n

38) Solow, R.M “Technical Change and the Aggregate Production Function,” Rev. Ecron. Stat.,
Aug. 1957, B

39) Nelson, R.R; “An Aggregate Production Functions and Medium-Range Growth Projections,”
Amer. Econ. Rev. Sep. 1964. R

40) Denison, E.F; The Sources of Ecomomic Growth in the United States and the Alternatives
before Us, No. 13, C.E.D., 1962. M

41) Brown, M; On the Theory and Measurement of Technological Change, (1966) p.12 ZM. o2&
B B HEE ok 2 Sk @ Bl HE&(efficiency of the technology) @ Hiffilyo.
2 fhesEs o)A & He) EEtk(degree of economies of scale that are technologically determined)
® ke BAEWE (degree of capital intensity of a technology). @ #Acl &8 A==
2= 4] ¢(the ease with capital is substituted for labourDe]t}.
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= BAE 2o HAERK VL E
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S Aolvh. olshib-g W) A 1¥AE mulshe) vhga ol HMGMELAT Hildm
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(SUMMARY>

A STUDY ON THE MEASUREMENT OF
CONTRIBUTION OF TECHNOLOGICAL PROGRESS
IN KOREAN ECONOMIC GROWTH

by
Sei-In Chin
(Prof. Kon-Kuk Univ.)

The main purpose in the theory of production is to ensure that we agree
on the nature of technological progress. The emphasis in the field of
production is on technological change and its implications, not on changes
in factor inputs.

As is well known, there are two general kinds of technological progress,
neutral and non-neutral technical change, and both of these are definable
in terms of certain characteristics of a production function. Hence, we
first introduce the concept of a production function.

A production function express the relation between the maximum
quantity of output and the inputs required to produce it,- and the relation
between the inputs themselves.

It enters economic analysis as a technological or extra-economic consid-
erations. The technology emboded in the production relation acts as a
constraint on decision making. The production function implies that a
technical maximization problem has been solved. For a given output may
be produced by a variety of combinations of labour and capital. The
production function is defined such that the maximum product is obtained
for each combination of factors; in this sense it involves a technical
maximization problem.

Perhaps the production function indigenous to economics is the Cobb-
Douglas production function. Its attraction derives not only from its
simplicity but from the desirable neoclassical properties it possesses. More-
over, it is easy to corﬁprehend and is economical to apply.

The procedure is to set forth a minimum set of neoclassical criteria that
we would like any well-behaved production function to satisfy. The Cobb-
Douglas function will than be examined in the light of these criteria to

see how it meets neoclassical requirements.
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The Cobb-Douglas production function for two factors of production can
be written as;
X=AL.K;
where A, a and 8 are constants to be determined empirically, X is output,
L is a measure of labour services, and K is a measure of capital services.
In Cobb-Douglas function it is in restricted form, a+8=1, and the marginal

. L _ 90X
products of labour and capital are respectively a:%i(: 'd and /3_71(

. v%’.Both of these marginal products are homogeneous of degrees, in
which are positive. Since « and  each are less than unity, these are
negative.

In the marginal product of labour, the parameter « multiplies the
average product of labour, X/L. If it is expressed in terms of «, this is
the partial elasticity of production with respect to labour. It denotes the
percentage change in output attributable to a percentage in labour input,
keeping capital constant. Similarly, § is the partial elasticity of production
with respect to capital inputs.

Since a and f represent individually the percentage change in output
for percentage changes in labour and capital, the two coefficients taken
together measure the total percentage change in output for a given
percentage change in labour and capital. In short, a+f is the degree of
homogeneity of the Cobb-Douglas production function.

In this thesis, my original aim was to discuss about “Residual model”.
The Residual is the ratio between an aggregate arithmetic index of out-
put and input embodied in a linear homogeneous production function.

Assuming that technical change, “a shorthand expression for any kind
of shift in production function,” is neutral, Solow starts with the prodution
equation

Y—AWILK)
and with two traditional assumptions: (1) that f(L,K) is linear and
homogeneous, and (2) that factor prices equal their respective marginal
products, he obtains the simple, and valuable for us, result that
Y=A+aL+gK
and hence that
A=Y—aL—gK
with a+8=1. Since Y, LK, a and § can be derived empirically, A, the rate
of growth of the Residual, can be estimated.
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I have analyzed the technological progress during the period of 1958-1967
of Korean industries, the A(t) time series, which is shown in Table 1, as

follows.
(Table 1)
Calculation of Technological Progress of the Korean Industries
(1958-1967) (unit: %)
Rates Rates of|Contribution
of Rates of factors itechnol-| rates of
Industrial sectors grow- Caplt Labo- !T \oglcal technological
th lal ur - progress
RO RRORE [ss B (&= (1)
(1) Mining and quarrying | 12.26/ 7.14/ 3.19 10. 33/ 1.93‘ 15.74
(2) Machinery 13.37] 3.74] 9.03 12.77 0. 60 4,49
(3) Petroleum and coal
products 16.08| 10.08 5.42 15,50 0.58 - 3.6l
(4) Wood and cork
productssi 13.52) 6.29| 4.67 10.96 2.56 18.93
(5) Chemicals and
chemical products 18.19; 4.46) 11.03 15. 49{ 2.70 14, 84
(6) Metal products 14.91 3.30; 10.14) 13.44 1.47 9. 86
(?) Rubber products 10.39) 1.49] 7.12| 8.61 1. 78 17.13
(8) Textiles 9.511 4.76] 4.62 9.38 0.13 1. 37
(9) Food 10.45) 2.00; 7.40, 9.40 1. 05 10.05
Total 118.68| 43.26| 62.62/105.88  12.80) 96, 02
Average 13.19 4.81] 6.96) 11.76 1.42’ 10. 67

¥ 1 1961-1967, (7 years).

An estimating chart (5) in Table 1 shows the average rates of technol-
ogical progress of the Korean industries, during the period of 1958-67. One
of the high level industries is the chemicals and chemical products sector,
its rate being 2.70 percent. And the wood and cork products sector is
relatively upward to 2.56 percent.

Meanwhile, both textiles and machinery are in the lower level of
technological progress of 0,13 percent, of 0.6 percent respectively. As a
result estimating figure has shown an average of 1.42 percent among nine
industries in Korea about which I have made researches.

The contribution rates of technological progress on value added shown
in the wood and cork products and rubber products industries, stand 18,93
and 17.13 percent each.
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I attemp to compare the above stated figures indicating the rate of
manufacturing technological progress with those of Japan and U.S.A. as
shown in Table 2.

(Table 2)
A Comparision of the Rates of Technological Progress
{(Korea, Japan, & U.S.A.) (unit : %)
. ‘ Korea Japan U.S A
Industries o — - -
o - | 1958-67  1952-62 - 1952-62

Machinery ; 0. 60 8.74 1.97
Petroleum and coal products 1 0.58 8.83 1.89
Wood and cork products 2. 56 9. 39 3.77
Chemicals and chemical products 2.70 18.83 3.46
Metal products 1.47 5.07 0. 25
Rubber products 1.78 7.46 0. 98
Textiles 0.13 4, 40 0. 86
Food 1.05 1.41 1.41

% ¢ Values of Japan and U.S.A. quoted from Economic Growth in Japan.” (edit. by Sinohara.),
1967, p. 124.

The values of Korean industries have a similar tendency compared to
Japan and United States, though different in period of time series analysis.
The ratios of the wood and cork products, and chemicals and chemical
products industries have seemed to be indicated a higher level than those

of any other sectors.
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