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( : )

R&D Internationalization: An Dynamic Model on View of Supply and
Demand Perspective

Abstract: There is a rapid gronth of R&D internationalization and the developing countries play a more and more important role
in this trend. The theories of international investment explain this R&D Location Paradox form different points, such as owner-
ship advantage, life cycle, industry organization, R&D distributed or concentrated, technology exploitation and augmenting and
so on. From supply and demand perspective, there exist push factors with the lack of researchers, increasing R&D cost and in-
creasing competition and pull factors with the huge market, abundant researchers and international production base, together
with policy factors and enabling factors, which all promote R&D internationalization.

Key Words: R&D Internationalization; R&D Location Paradox; Dynamic Mechanism



