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Research on the Effect of Technological Innovation in Smart Cities:

An Empirical Analysis Based on the Panel Data of 282 Prefecture - level Cities in China

Fu Ping Liu Dexue

Abstract: Based on the patent data of 282 prefecture — level cities in China this paper analyzes the technological

innovation effect in smart cities by using the differences — in — differences ( DID) method. The result shows that smart

cities can promote the city’ s innovation output especially in the innovation of the most technologically advanced in—

vention patents; the cities with high level of human capital low urban administrative levels and central and eastern re—

gions can significantly enhance the technological innovation effect in smart cities. Finally the paper puts forward corre—

sponding policy recommendations on the research conclusions.

Key words: smart city; innovative effect; differences — in — differences ( DID) ; urbanization
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