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SDR Currency Basket Needs RMB: A Perspective based on the Stability of SDR Valuation
Qian Wenrui Pan Yingli( 3)

The Paper finds that the inclusion of RMB into the currency basket of SDR would enhance the short-term valuation stability of
SDR against global main currencies. At the same time with the inclusion of RMB into the currency basket of SDR  the long-term
valuation stability of SDR would be strengthened. Moreover using SDR to price gold and crude oil could lower their price volatili—
ty. Therefore IMS has the incentive to include RMB into the currency basket. For China since IMS needs RMB in SDR  China

can require more discourse power in the IMS.

On the Recent Development of International Financial Regulation Reform: The Establishment of Global LEI System for
Financial Markets
Wang Da Xiang Weixing( 10)

In November 2010 the idea of establishing a LEI system for financial markets was proposed by the U.S.  purely based on
the necessity of financial regulation reform in the U.S.. However the idea inspires the reform of international financial regula—
tion especially the construction of unified international financial regulation framework. Thereafter the U.S. has been pushing
the establishment process of global LEI system through the framework of G20 and FSB. On the one hand establishment of LEI
system which is dominated by developed economies stands for the direction of international financial reform; On the other hand
the EMDEs have been affected in a complex way. The establishment of LEI system is complicated and faces several problems.

China should actively take part in the process of LEI system establishment and try to play a much more important role.

Does the Structure of Foreign Trade Lead to the Upgrading of Industrial Structure?
Sun Xiaohua Wang Yun( 15)

With the background of the integration of the global economy and the strategic adjustment of the economic structure to study
the impetus function on industrial structure in China from structure of foreign trade is of great value. Based on the correlation a—
nalysis between structure of foreign trade and industrial structure semi-dog model and structure effect this paper tests the func—
tion empirically. The results show that the trade of manufactured goods can decrease the portion of the first industry and increase
that of the second industry which is the reflection of industrial development strategy and the foreign trade policy from the early
stage of industrialization to the middle stage in China. Besides the import and export structure both have the positive effects on

the industrial structure respectively but with different degrees of a lagging effect.

Antidumping Polices and R&D Competition
Xie Shenxiang Wang Xiaosong ( 22)

The paper analyses the impact of antidumping policies on home firm and foreign firm’s R&D price and social welfare in a
Bertrand duopoly model on differentitated goods. It is shown that in contrast with free trade an antidumping policy can be strate—
gically exploited by the home firm to exit foreign market. It reduces the input on R&D and then increases price when the differen—
tiated degree of goods is smaller. While due to the rise of marginal revenue of input on R&D the foreign firm increases the input

on R&D and then reduces price. Moreover antidumping polices maybe promote each country’s social welfare.

Financing Constraints and Manufacturing Firms” Exports in China: An Empirical Test based on Heckman Sample Se—
lection Model
Liu Haixiang Kong Xiangzhen Song Qiao(29)
From the new perspective of informal financial trade credit and building account receivable proportion indicator to measure fi—
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