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FDI Heterogeneity under China’s Double Dual Economic Structure
Xu ging( 53)

China’s double dual economy have an important impact on the nature of the inflow of FDI. The empirical results show that
the utilization of foreign capital of eastern China in 2002 ~2009 in order to bring greater technology spillovers and promote the up—
grading of industrial structure of horizontal FDI . The FDI nature of China’s central region is not clear and the western regional
foreign capital is mainly vertical. Finally the paper tests the nature of China’s FDI again using threshold regression. The results

show that different level of financial development external dependence and the degree of state apparent threshold effect.

Cost Endowment and Outward FDI from Chinese Manufacturing: A Study based on an Extended KK Model
Wang Jian Luan Dapeng( 60)

This paper extends the classical KK model by discriminating six types of firm structures. Results of numerical simulation
show that different structures of potential firm or MNE will emerge in domestic country with different factor endowments in equilib—
rium and the results are given medium trade costs and medium relative firm-evel cost. It is implied that investment of Chinese
manufacturing firms into more underdeveloped countries is based on their technology advantages and in similar emerging econo—

mies is to reduce trade costs while that into developed countries depends on national advantages of low-cost labor.

An Analysis on the Background and the Impact of the Third Round of U. S. Quantitative Easing Policy
Lin Jue( 67)

September 2012 the Fed announced the QE3 measures to stimulate economy. The United States wished to encourage loan
and expenses to reduce the unemployment rate and to promote the economy out of the doldrums growth by the way. The plan is
different from the previous one with deadline. It does not set the time to take action until the economy improves. The U. S. has
already debt—ridden. Will the purchase of a large number of bonds promote inflation further? How is the state of the U. S. econo—
my? What is the background of the re-daunch of the EQ3 policy? What kind of impact of the QE3 may be brought to the other

countries especially China’s economy? The paper also studied the above questions.

Influence of Industrial Structure Transformation on Economic Fluctuation of Japan: Smooth or Not?
Ding Zhenhui Zhang Meng(74)

The industrial structure transformation is a doomed phenomenon during the economic development. By introducing the Moore
structural index which authentically described the industrial structure development tendency this paper found that the industrial
structure varied in different periods. A variable coefficient state space model showed that in most of the time industrial structure
transformation smoothed the economic fluctuation and capital and labor shocks played an opposite role. On considering the history
of Japan it suggested that in order to minimized the potential output loss resulted of inter-period volatility the following measures
should be more noticed: more attention be paid on the tertiary industry and industrial structure adjustment especially on the fac—

tor respect.

An Research on Industrial Agglomeration and Balance Effect based on China ASEAN Free Trade Zone
Long Yun-an( 80)

The research purposes investigating China’s free trade development strategy implementing China and neighboring countries
trade integration and promoting the internationalization of RMB. By the application of spatial economics theory model it studies
the free trade area of the industrial agglomeration process and results and through the double difference method to verify the relat—
ed research conclusions. The results show that small starting mode “CAFTA” changes “Core-Periphery” negative effect of tradi-
tional pattern  which makes the regional industry development tend to balance CAFTA model construction accelerates the inter
industry trade between members. So the conclusions are that the conflicts are reduced by free competition mechanism and policy
coordination mechanism in member states and the industrial deformity is avoided thus it promots the balance of economic devel-

opment in members.
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