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Does financial geography affect urban innovation capability?

JI Xiangyu
( Institute of Industrial Economics Jinan University Guangzhou 510632 China)

Abstract: Under the background of the heterogeneous and discontinuous spatial distribution of financial resources in
China this paper discusses the effect of spatial agglomeration of financial resources and their spatial interaction on urban
innovation capability conducts empirical test on data using statistics from 277 prefecture-devel cities and above in China from
2003 to 2016. The results show that: (1) At the national level financial agglomeration has significantly enhanced urban
innovation capacity. In the meantime this positive effect is restricted by location city size and resource endowment. The
financial agglomeration of eastern central and western cities shows a significantly positive correlation with innovation level
and eastern cities play a greater role. The financial agglomerations of large and larger cities have a significantly positive
impact on the innovation capacity while the impact of small and medium-sized cities is not significant. Compared with
resource-based cities the financial agglomeration of non-—resource-based cities has a more significant positive impact on the
innovation capacity. (2) After mechanism inspection through the mediating effect model the paper finds that financial
agglomeration can promote the enhancement of urban innovation capacity through market effect and structural effect. ( 3)
After testing the interaction between urban innovation and the spatial spillover effect of urban innovation by further using the
generalized spatial autoregressive model ( SAC)  this paper finds that there exists an obvious “siphon effect” between urban
innovation in China and financial agglomeration is one of the important driving forces for the inhibiting effect of such inter-eity
innovation. The empirical conclusion provides important references for giving full play to the role of the financial system’ s
resource allocation in improving innovation performance and specifically considering the spatial interaction of financial
resource supply in formulating policies

Key words: financial agglomeration; innovation activity; urban heterogeneity; mediating effect; spatial interaction;
siphon effect

( 70 )
Does labor mobility promote China’s industrial upgrading?

Empirical evidence from prefecture-evel cities in China
CAO Fangfang' CHENG Jie® WU Laping’ LI Xiande'

(1. Institute of Agricultural Economics and Development Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences
Beijing 100081 China; 2. Institute of Population and Labor Economics Chinese Academy of Social Sciences
Beijing 100028 China; 3. College of Economics and Management China Agricultural University Beijing 100083 China)
Abstract: In this paper the national census data in 2000 and 2010 1% national population sample survey data in 2005
and 2015 are used to match citydevel economic and social indicators so as to investigate the impact of migrating labor on
industrial upgrading at the municipality and prefecturedevel. The research finds that the positive impact of migration on
industrial upgrading is mainly embodied in three aspects. First migrant labor has a significant impact on the transformation of
industrial structure and the increase in the proportion of urban migrant labor can accelerate to transforming economic structure
from agricultural sector to non-agricultural industries. Second migrant labor has a positive impact on the production efficiency
of the industry. The migration can significantly promote the average production efficiency of the secondary and tertiary
industries as well as the proportion of high-tech industries in the tertiary industry at the same time. The migration has a
positive impact on both the upgrading of industrial structure and the quality of the industry. Third migration can significantly
improve resource allocation efficiency in non-agricultural industries. The results of the inspection mechanism show that labor
mobility can accelerate urban industrial upgrading under the local market effect and human capital accumulation mechanism.
Labor mobility is a process of improving the resource allocation efficiency. Cities attract population and labor inflow with a more
inclusive attitude which has far—reaching significance for urban industrial structure transformation and upgrading.
Key words: migration; local market effect; human capital accumulation; resource allocation efficiency; industrial

structure transformation; industrial upgrading

— 127 —



