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An Empirical Research on the Industrial Development Strategy in Wuhan
under the Establishment of “Two-oriented Society”

Chen Jiyong,Sui Xiaofeng
(Economics and Management School, Wuhan University, Wuhan 430072, China)

Abstract:Since the cities group of Wuhan was ratified by the State Council to be the reform pilot area of “Two Oriented Soci-
ety”,the situation and development strategy of environmental protection and resource conservation in this area has aroused the
concern of the whole country.By Empirically analyzing the mutual relations of environment condition ,energy consumption of unit
industrial output,economic growth and foreign direct investment of Wuhan City,this paper finds that: Wuhan City has been at
the development stage that the economic growth and environmental protection promote each other.As the economy of Wuhan de-
velops, its environment condition improves and energy consumption decreases.The quality of foreign direct investment introduced
to Wuhan is low on the whole though it stimulates the economical development. The knowledge spillover of FDI in Wuhan is
limited.Wuhan has become an international “pollution haven”to some extent.

Key Words:Two—oriented Society ; Wuhan Cities Group ; Resource Conservation ; Environmental Protection ; Foreign Direct Invest-

ment.



