H i LA FHBANLE PEBTEEEE R SHR

AR IR
(FRF BRTE5HREFR, LT 100871; LT KF - W FHFRIEHRT
ARl L BE AR ¥, bR 100871)

A KEARARRB T S EF R A TOREMERN. A (CPE TSR HEE) A SELS, AT
OP Zr ikt o B ik b b AR A & AT 4G, AR T AHFSH 2T F BT & LE £ F(TFP)
AAE AL IR T A BAN FTERTEFERKAZTH Y m. ZRAN, KERT TFP 5k T 2 F LR AKF
ERpE R LB R ER TR 4 N HIET AR T AL ERANANTEE AL AR BNREE G R SHR
AR R E P A B . WA TFP 6y @ 4 By AT R 509 AARK AR o 3R T ) a5 b BF K AN Ao B R AN

B REEGYhT TFP; mAF L BN AR B HTm T TFP LA 2269 7 d1 % h, LA AT LA BB % b &

L8y S A LA TIRT TEP Ko AFABTT EFBIA ZFARB LT, QBN KA TR 2
KR E R I

DRI ARFEA TR AR R PEABENRAE; SN

: F290 A 21002 —9753( 2013) 03 — 0089 - 12
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Abstract: New growth theories stress the positive role of technology progress in improving the quality of economic
growth. Using micro level data this study first estimates Total Factor Productivity ( TFP) using a nonparametric method
and then explores how innovation investments impact the urban TFP and the quality of Chinas urban economic growth.
The results show that Chinas urban TFP is consistent with the urban economic development level. The four centrally ad—
ministered municipalities invest more in innovation related activities. The urban TFP displays a significant spatial auto—
correlation pattern. The total innovation investments and R&D input intensity exert significant positive impacts on the ur—
ban TFP  while the diversification of innovation inputs among industries is advantageous to the growth of urban TFP. The
study reveals the innovation investments do contribute to the quality of Chinas urban economic growth.
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