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Comparative Study on Chinese Four Municipalities’ Innovation

Capability and Its Influencing Factors Based on Panel Data

CAO Yong '° CAO Xuan-—hen’ LUO Chu-un ' QING Yi=xu'
(1. School of Management Huazhong University of Science and Technology Wuhan 430074 China;
2. School. of Economics Wuhan University of Technology Wuhan 430070 China;
3. School of Economics and Management Wuhan University Wuhan 430072 China)

Abstract: Taking the panel data from 1997 to 2009 of Chinese four municipalities that located in different regions as the
research example this paper conducts empirical analysis on the current city innovation capability ( CIC) and it% differ—
ences using Theil coefficient model then influencing factors of CIC are explored thorough factor analysis and regression
analysis methods. The results show that firstly CIC of Beijing and Shanghai are obviously stronger than Tianjin and
Chongging; secondly the initial CIC difference between four municipalities roughly takes the shape of Z — curve and
the final CIC difference between four municipalities can be divided into three fluctuating stages; thirdly city economic
size city innovation input and S&T achievements transformative capacity positively influence on CIC. Finally some
policy suggestions and managerial implications on how to promote the CIC of four municipalities are provided based on
the analysis results.
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