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Empirical Analysis on the Spillover Effect of FDI on Innovation Capability of
Metropolitan Region in China

Cao Guangxi, Chen Lifei
(I.Branch of Research Center for Technological Innovation of Tsinghua University, Humanities and Science Research Base of
Ministry of Education, Nanjing 210044, China; 2. School of Economics and Management, China Institute for Manufacture
Developing, Nanjing University of Information Science & Technology, Nanjing 210044, China)

Abstract:Considering the cumulating effect of innovation and time lag character of FDI, spillover effects of FDI to innovation
capability of Yangize River Delta, Pearl River Delta, Beijing and Tianjin metropolitan region and Northwest areas are empirical
analyzed based on dynamic panel data model and annual provincial data from 1993 to 2006. As the result shows, the spillover
effects in Pearl River Delta, Beijing and Tianjin metropolitan region are significant, while it’s not significant in Yangtze River
Delta metropolitan region and Northwest areas. Furthermore, the spillover effects of FDI to innovation, utility model and design
invention in every region are different significantly.

Key Words:Innovation Capability; Spillover Effect; Metropolitan Region; Dynamic Panel Data Model; Cumulating Effect



