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State — owned Enterprises’ Efficiency and Their Choices for Exit:
Empirical Evidence from Firm Level Study in Several Competitive Industries
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Abstract: This paper is a study of determinants of State — owned Enterprises’ exit in several competitive industries of China in the
period of 2000 —2008. Measuring firms’ efficiency and defining different exiting choices in an unbalance penal data base the paper
builds series of Multinomial Logit Models for regression analysis. The results show that the efficiency is a very important determinant of
SOEs’ choices for exit. Efficient SOEs are likely to choose privatization while less efficient SOEs choose bankruptcy or reorganization.
However the importance of efficiency lowers significantly in late of the period of 2000 — 2008. Changes on efficiency behavior of SOEs
reflect turns of government’ s targets.
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Exploratory Research on External Validity Ranking

Method of Experimental Results in Economics
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Abstract: Economics experiments have some special advantages over other analysis methods. The external validities of different
economical experiments are usually different even in a same research direction. A policy making reference for real issues can be got by
analyzing the experiments’ external validity differences. Although some studies have provided conceptual judgment and classification
perspectives on external validity of economical experiments concrete ranking method is scanty. This thesis puts forward to a method
which can rank experiments’ external validities on the basis of Harrison & List( 2004) and Levitt & List( 2007) . The core of the
method is consisted of two rules. They stress types and behavioral reaction in experiments design. Experiments on nested social dilemmas
are analyzed as an applied example.
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