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The Spillover Effect of FD | n China :
A Re- analysis Based on M eta Regression Analysis
W angW anjun
(Shanghai University of Finance and Econamics)

Abstract: Thispaper gopliesM eta regression o analyze 32 damestic pgoerson the illover effect of FD |, and it concludes that if the
ampirical research chooses panel data as its sample, itwill get higher illover effect than cross- section data or time series datg; if it
uses the province level or industry level data, the gillover effect could be higher than the fim level micro datg; the longer is the year
Pan of the sample, the greater illover effect could be estimated; OL S estimates higher illover effect than other methods, such as
fixed effect, randam effect, dynamic model; if the empirical research controls the endogeneity problem of FD | by instrument variables,

then itwould tend to report lower Pillover effects than those without controlling endogenity of FD |

KeyW ords Sillover Effect Foreign Direct Invesment Meta- regression Analysis (MRA)
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