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Competition among Jurisdictions, Srategical Fiscal Pdlicies,
and Regional Characterigtics of FDI's Growth Achievements

Li Yongyou and Shen Kunrong
(Pogt- doctorate Workshop of Theoreticdl Ecoromics, Nanjing University ; School of Ecoromics, Nanjing University)

Abdract:Based on the view o finance, this text makes a podtive andyss on conpetitive drateges anong jurisdictions, its
trangorming characterigics dong the time, and its dfects on DI’ s growth achievements. It condudes: The choice of fiscd
policies anong j uri sdictions takes on obvious drateges because of externdity of conpetition , noreover , conpetition of tax price is
adwaysthe main characterigic of jurisdiction competition in China. But adong with the time, the conpetition drateges are
expand ng from the pure tax price to the expenditure domain. Because of the dfferences of ecoromic developmernt leve , that
jurigdictions choice conpetition objects becomes nrore rationd , the extent that fiscal expenditure depends on the mon-tax revenue
rises by different extents, the dructure of fiscd expenditure is ddorted by different extents. Dependence on the ron-tax revenue
and digortion of expenditure gructure rot only suppress the capacity thet jurisdictions absorb in FDI's goillover dfects, and d
have a neggtive irfluence on FDI's growth achievements, which is higher in eagtern area than in the midwes area.

Key Words: Competition anong Jurisdictions; Srategca FHscd Rilicies; Eooromic Gowth
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