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The study on Transmitting Effect between Home Market and Export Trade
in Emerging Industries:
Based on the Perspective of Growth Stage in Emerging Industries

XIONG Yong—qing,SU Yan—ni

Abstract: It’s important to cultivate home market and exploit international market actively
for the development of strategic emerging industries. The steadiness and enlargement of national
demand market results in home market effect and promote the export. The research samples
are made up by the data of biomedical engineering industry, rail transit equipment industry,

aviation equipment industry, high —end marine engineering equipment industry, advanced
nuclear power technology industry and new generation of electronic core infrastructure industry
from the United Nations database. Learning from the study of PCAST, the growth period of
strategic emerging industry was divided into commercial demonstration, Buy — Down and
large —scale deployment via pearl curve model. The analysis tests transmitting effects and
difference of FDI mechanism, market structure mechanism and technological progress mechanism
during the process of home market enlargement of strategic emerging industry promoting export
trade. The results denote emerging industry belongs to commercial demonstration when FDI
manifests the transmitting impact and suppressing effect and the transmitting effect of tech—
nological progress is evident, whose effect is stronger than market structure. In Buy —Down
period the transmitting effect of FDI becomes increasingly important whose inhibiting effect
on export trade also enhances and expresses suppressing effect. The transmitting effect of
technological progress isn’t of significance but that of market structure mechanism shows
strong evidence. As to Large —scale deployment, the transmitting effect of FDI gets stronger
further whose inhibiting effect on export trade declines, but also displays suppressing effect.

The transmitting effect of technological progress does not continue to exist but that of market
structure mechanism goes on obviously. To fully exert the positive impact of home market of
emerging industry on export trade, the government should adjust the transmitting effects of FDI,
technological progress mechanism and market structure mechanism dynamically according to
different periods of emerging industry.

Key words: Emerging Industries; Home market; Export trade; Transmitting mechanism



