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Study on the Inner—industry Spillover Effects of FDI:
An Empirical Analysis Based on the Industrial Panel Data in Guangzhou City

Y1 Xing—jian', YAN Zhen-kun?

(1. Guangdong University of Foreign Studies, Guangzhou 510006;
2. Shenzhen Supply Chain Management Research Institute, Shenzhen 518040, China)

Abstract: This paper uses the panel data of 32 industrial sectors of Guangzhou city to make an empirical analysis of
the inner- industry FDI technology spillover effects. The conclusion finds that the domestic foreign- funded technology
spill- over effects are weak. On the contrary, the competition effects between domestic and foreign- funded enterprises
play a significant positive role in the productivity of domestic- funded enterprises. In accordance with the technology inten
sity ofindustry, these industries can be divided into high- tech industry, mid- and- high- tech industry, mid- and - low- tech
industry and low- tech industry. Having examined these sectors, the paper finds that the spillover effects of FDI are dif
ficult to play if the technology gap is large, but the competition effects will play a greater role. The effects of human cap
ital can be significant on the condition that the level of absorptive capacity reaches a certain level.

Key words: FDI; inner- industry spillover; competition effect; human capital flowing effect



