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5 H Lest Prob>chi2 B Prob>chi2 B Prob>chi2 B Prob>chi2 B
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BP test for B Prob> B Prob> B B B Prob>
random effects chibar2=0 chibar2=0 chibar2=0
2009 3 Ak ok 1% 5% 10% standard er-
23 Baak SaangJoon 2008 “ The rors BP Lagrangian multiplier test OLS
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The Reform of the State—owned Economy, and the Stabilizing Trend of China’ s Economic Fluctuations
Zhan Xinyu and Fang Fuqian

Since the year 2000, the reform of China’ s state—owned economy (ROCSOE) has entered into the stage of* strate-
gic adjustment”; at the same time, a stabilized trend from" high volatility” to" volatility narrowing” has appeared in
China’ s economy. Based on the above stylized facts, we have expanded the RBC model by introducing the heterogene-
ity of the business objectives between the state—owned enterprises and the private enterprises. The simulations of the
expanded RBC model not only can explain the phenomenon of the* high volatility” of China’ s economic fluctuations
before 2000, but also succeeded in better explaining the new characteristic of the” volatility narrowing” that has ap-
peared since 2000. Both the theoretical analysis and the simulation results indicate that, since the policies of the re-
form and opening—up have been carried out, the changes, resulted from the furthering of the ROCSOE, in the relative
weighting on the dual management objectives (profit targets and scale indicators) of the state—owned economy, have
been an important source of the phase change of China’ s economic fluctuation features since 2000. The enlightenment
in policy making is that to continue to promote further the ROCSOE, which is at the stage of attacking an economic for-

tification, is significant to China’ s macroeconomic stabilizing growth.

Does China’ s Real Economy Support the Appreciation of RMB?
Cheng Dazhong, Zhang Tiantian and Su Yang

The real economy factors are fundamental and long—term elements that determine the trend of the real exchange
rate of a country’ s money, which fact is particularly important for China in the period of her economic transition.
Based on a tradable—non—tradable model that considers these factors and on the empirical analysis founded on the re-
gression results of the global cross—section, this paper shows that, with the cross—section regression results as the
benchmark, the real exchange rates of RMB can be corrected by 100% (in the single—factor model) or by 56% to 71%
(in the two—factor model) from 2007 to 2017 if the regression toward the mean is fully realized. This implies that RMB
will appreciate by 2.3% to 3.6% or 0.6% to 1.99% per year (Based on the two—factor model). If China’ s price level rel-
ative to that of the USA remains stable, RMB is expected to undergo the nominal appreciation by the same amount, but

in recent years (2007-2011) the speed and scale of RMB appreciation (the annual appreciation was 3.8% during 2007
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to 2011) has exceeded our estimates based on the real economy.

An Analysis of the Effect of the Explorative and Exploitative Innovations and their Balance
Wang Fengbin, Chen Jianxun and Yang Yang

As two basic organizational learning behaviors, the exploration and the exploitation are two important aspects in
the deepening of the research on technical innovation (TI) towards behavior. At present, the research on the TI from
the angle of behavior is still at the emerging state and most literatures are inclined to explore their effects separately,
and in these literatures, unified cognition has not been formed in the relationship between the innovative behavior of
different kinds and organizational performance, and, particularly, there exist serious arguments about whether the bal-
ance between the behavior and the performance mentioned above can bring the increase in organizational performance.
Based on the categorization of the organizational performance and on the analysis of the comparison between the effect
of the behavior of different kinds of TI, we have, in this paper, made a case study and discovered that the explorative
and the exploitative innovation have positive effect on the market performance, and that, however, they have an invert-
ed—U-shaped effect on the financial performance. We have adopted the organic balance concept to define the new con-
cept of the TI of the balance type and to distinguish the concept of balance into three states, that is to say, the unbal-
anced state, the lower—level state, and the higher—level state. Then, we have used for reference a landscape model to
explore the regional characteristics of the topography of the organization existence fitness and the reason explaining the
inverted—U shape occurring on whole landscape and made clear the position of the* balance zones” that can bring, for
the organization, the better ever the best performance, thereby, pointing out the path manager should go to in leading
other enterprises in going from the imbalance of two kinds of TI to a balance— even if it is a balance of low position,

then to the organizational evolution of a high balance.

The Cash Distribution, the Corporate Governance, and the Over—investment: an Investigation Based
on the State of the Cash Holdings of China’ s Listed Companies and their Subsidiaries
Zhang Huili and Lu Zhengfei

Taking as the object of our survey the state of the cash holdings of listed firms and their subsidiaries, we have
made a case study on the impact of the state of the distribution, between the parent company and its subsidiaries, of
the internal cash of listed companies of the group type on the level of the overinvestment of the whole company. The re-
sults of our survey indicate that, given the amount of group’ s total cash holdings, the more cash holdings distributed in
the parent company and its subsidiaries, that is to say, the higher the ratio of the subsidiaries holding cash, the more
severe the overinvestment of the whole group. Our further study shows that perfecting the mechanism of the corporate
management can, in certain degree, decrease the effect of subsidiaries’ high level of cash holding on the level of the

overinvestment of the whole group.
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