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Service FDI liberalization and export performance of
Chinese manufacturing firms: from the perspective of

input-output relationship between upstream and downstream industry

ZHOU Xiaoxue
(Institute of Industrial Economics of CASS Beijing 100836 China)

Abstract: This paper links service FDI liberalization and export performance of manufacturing firms through the input—
output relationship between the upstream service industry and downstream manufacturing industry and explores the effects of
service FDI liberalization on manufacturing firms” export and its mechanisms. We construct the index of service FDI liberaliza—
tion to empirically investigate the effects using the matched data of China’s industrial enterprise database and the customs da—
tabase during 2000—2006. The research results show that service FDI liberalization has a positive effect on export perform—
ance of Chinese manufacturing firms. In terms of the specific segment of the service industry the transport industry and the
telecommunications industry have the most significant contribution to the export of manufacturing enterprises. In terms of the
mechanism the liberalization of FDI in the service promotes the export performance of manufacturing industry through the
production capacity effect the quality upgrading effect and the product category effect. But the promoting effect is different for
different firms. In terms of production efficiency the high-productivity manufacturing firms benefit more than low—productivity
manufacturing firms. In terms of factor structure the capital-intensive and technology-intensive industry benefit more than la—
bor-intensive industry. In terms of geographical distribution the firms located in eastern region benefit more than the firms lo—
cated in central or western region.

Key words: service FDI liberalization; input-output; manufacturing firms; productivity; export quantity; export quality



