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Comparison of Economic Benefits Among Different Scales of Pharmaceutical Enterprises in China
LUO Xin, CHEN Yu-wen (College of Business Administration, Shenyang Pharmaceutical University, Shenyang
110016, China)

ABSTRACT OBJECTIVE: To clear the economic gap among different scales of pharmaceutical enterprises in China, and to pro-
vide recommendations to improve industrial concentration. METHODS: According to China Statistical Yearbook on High Technolo-
gy Industry (2012), large, medium and small scales of pharmaceutical enterprises were analyzed in terms of labor productivity, as-
set turnover, total assets profit margin, return on sales, product sales rate, etc. RESULTS: In 2011 and 2010, the labor productivi-
ty (10 000 yuan/person) of large, medium and small scales of pharmaceutical enterprises were 77.1, 73.4, 101.4 and 67.5, 63.3,
72.7; asset turnover (times) were 0.99, 0.96, 1.39 and 0.97, 0.89, 1.24; total assets profit margin were 11.55% , 12.56% ,
12.56% and 11.36% , 12.82% , 11.43% ; return on sales were 11.68% , 13.12% , 9.07% and 11.69% , 14.42% , 9.21% ; product
sales rate were 102.31% , 92.76% , 95.50% and 107.96% , 93.21% , 94.90% . CONCLUSIONS: In 2011, product sales rate of
large-scale pharmaceutical enterprises ran ahead of those of medium and small scale enterprises, but other indicators fell behind
those of medium and small scale enterprises. Compared with 2010, small pharmaceutical enterprises grew rapidly in 2011 in re-
spects of labor productivity, total asset turnover, total assets profit margin and product sales rate, while return on sales of different
scales of enterprises decreased to different extent. Pharmaceutical enterprises should accelerate reforms, especially large enterprises
should coordinate the stability and development, to ensure steady increase towards growth by leaps and bounds to improve industri-
al concentration.
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Fig 1 Comparison of labor productivity among different
scales of pharmaceutical enterprises during 2010 and 2011

Fio 2011 A2 B 2l /N B 25 40l 57 Bl A 7 3 i K
P, 2010 4R34 39.48% 5 R IR 25 b ik 2, [R] H3g
15.96 % ; R I PR 2 Al 8 B it 1) L3 14.22%
1.2 BEFERER

ST P SR e R ] R R U B e PR I A B RCR, H
DI BT R R () = A B/ GE7 R . AN S B
WA B R 3B 5 ARG, 20102011 4 B 241l 15 Mk 45

W20104F
20114F
050
pic)

O mBE 25 ol B Zy ol /IR Z ol
B2 2010.2011 FEZHISN SRS B F=EFEEI L
=
Fig 2 Comparison of total asset turnover among different
scales of pharmaceutical enterprises during 2010 and 2011
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Fig 3 Comparison of total assets profit margin among dif-

ferent scales of pharmaceutical enterprises during 2010 and
2011
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Fig 4 Comparison of return on sales among different scales
of pharmaceutical enterprises during 2010 and 2011
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Fig 5 Comparison of product sales rate among different
scales of pharmaceutical enterprises during 2010 and 2011
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Tab 1 Growth rate list of economic indicators in different
scales of pharmaceutical enterprises in 2011 over 2010
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