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Table 1 domestic R&D stock and international R&D spillovers

e — WA S [ A A A7 I HESN AR I X AN H A B AR
(+1238) (+123eom) ESMIERFEA(T12350) | EIMERBA (H12350)
1985 0.24946 1.873 11.00207 0.41406186 0.081975
1986 0.260205 1.705 11.91553 0.45874474 0.059035
1987 0.278361 1.729 12.78813 0. 62595836 0.086757
1988 0.297115 1.756 13.62508 0.86521778 0.113185
1989 0.301564 2.212 14.85731 0. 87854948 0.102531
1990 0.285841 1.583 15.37229 0. 78805942 0.105147
1991 0.303791 1.7 15.96676 1.02945596 0.137098
1992 0. 334608 1.932 16.75099 2.73399446 0.168727
1993 0.365369 2.002 17.54813 6.79149386 0.181526
1994 0.39269 1.345 17.63116 8.41034752 0. 186965
1995 0.414032 1.331 17. 6949 9.4963125 0.204723
1996 0.432339 1.446 17.86835 10.555017 0.24447
1997 0. 449883 1.757 18.34077 11. 0404047 0.264232
1998 0.462108 1.925 18.94724 10. 8662003 0.268013
1999 0.474142 2.426 20.01077 10. 2554701 0.31361
2000 0.490438 3.166 21.73753 10. 0435536 0.343133
2001 0.501065 3.668 23.84256 11.5355295 1.85701
2002 0.518039 4.57 26.6984 12. 4909425 2.173212
2003 0.535691 5.383 30. 16187 12. 1892556 2.430288
2004 0.551309 6.636 34.62931 12. 8185303 2.84044
2005 0.564867 8.194 40.33303 11.7494953 3.23302
2006 0.581778 10.16 47.59024 11.0288621 3.446205

HiRskiR  BEEMERRS.



.44 .

R BF

% 2011 4

3 SAEQAT

3.1 HhEWNE

% Dickey — Fuller f) ADF #4725, X &
1 A i R b — B 22 03 7% R R AT AR PR A
B, KAL) — B 22002 AR . PRI, g ]
REFIEEMIE S R . FIH Eviews6. 0 X 5 2 (2) it

TR, 25 S80I 3 45 51 K o 2 PR 00 L 3% 2,
T AEXS 7 (2) [l 485 50 b 2 B InS] X TFP fY
TERIR B3, Zoniz s it 51 5 0 b B I R e
FEAE R BAR W CRE A1 1 5 i B R 6 TP (1) 4
F A5 R Ay

InTFP, = o, + \, InSODI, + \,InSFDI, + \,SSO-
DI + \,SSFDI + ¢, (8)

HERZER WK 2,

K2 HAEHEHEEER

Table 2 the regression results of sample data

it 72 TFP(2) TFP(8)

LnSODI 0.502833(2.711220) * * 0.401953(3.061303) *
LnSdt -0.082218( —0.780063 )
SSODI -0.227506( —3.246449) * -0.132656( -2.757025) * *
LNSFDI -0.517415( -2.250702) * * ~0.373805( -2.748785) * *
SSFDI 0.228224(2.909921) * * 0.178301(3.981868) *
z -0.053890( -2.398181) * * -0.058175( —2.703143) * *
R? 0.991658 0.991320

JHE S 1 R? 0.988322 0.988608
F{i 297.2024 365. 4637

DW {1 1.328153 1.275513
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Table 3 the unit root test

on residuals

) Lo il
FR % ADF #5565 I FHE 25t
(e,t,k)
Residual (4) | -3.521585 | (0,0,0) |-2.679735*| ¥fa
Residual (8) | =3.215662 | (0,0,0) |-2.679735*| ¥fa
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The impact of absorptive capability on the reverse technology spillover effect

Bai Jie
(Hubei Academy of Social Sciences, Wuhan 430077, China)

Abstract: By putting duplicity of R&D into the analytical framework , the international R&D spillover regressions model based on

the data of 14 countries in the period of 1985 —2006 is applied to evaluate the relationship between host country’ s absorptive ca-

pability and reverse technology spillovers. It is found that international R&D spillovers have a crowding — out effect on the do-

mestic R&D stock. Reverse technology spillovers is mainly constrainted by the technical resources abroad instead of the host

country.

Key words: duplicity of R&D; absorptive capability; reverse technology spillover



