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New Perspective of RMB Real Exchange Rate’ s Determinants and Misalignment:
Based on NOEM Framework

Zhao Xianli

( School of Finance Central University of Finance and Economics)

Abstract: In this paper we establish an equilibrium real exchange rate model of dynamic and intertemporal utility maximization based
on the New Open Economy Macroeconomics ( NOEM) . The model shows that the nominal exchange rate two — sector relative
productivity differences between two countries and real money balances differences between two countries are the determinants of real
exchange rate. Based on theoretical model we estimate the equilibrium real exchange rate of RMB — US dollar by using the data from
1994Q2 to 2012Q1. The results indicate that: two — sector relative productivity differences between China and US are the main factors of
real exchange rate and the short — term impact of nominal exchange is greater than the long — term impact. Real exchange rate of RMB
has an overall appreciation trend during the sample period. Although overestimation and underestimation appear alternately there is no
significant undervaluation during the period. There is no significant correlation between RMB misalignment and economic growth export
growth and employment of US.
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Railway Speed — up Accessibility and Urban Economic Growth in China

Zhou Hao and Yu Jinli

( Institute of Industrial Economics Jinan University)

Abstract: Beginning in 1997 China implemented a six — round campaign to accelerate train service known as the “China Railway
Speed — Up Campaign”. In this paper we take the railway speed — up as a natural experiment that improves the quality of transportation
infrastructure. The two main railway lines Beijing — Guangzhou line( Jingguang Xian ) and Beijing — Shanghai line( Jinghu Xian) have
been selected as representative samples of the railway upgrades. The paper constructs a panel data including treatment and control
groups at city — level and applies difference — in — difference estimation to explore the impact of China’ s railway speed upgrades on the
urban accessibility and economic growth. The main conclusions are as follows: First the average per capita GDP has been increased
about 7. 8 percentage by the railway speed upgrades. Second the improvements of urban regional and national accessibility driven by the
railway speed upgrades play a significant role in promoting economic growth and the latter plays a stronger role. Third driven by the
railway speed upgrades the roles of Shanghai and Guangzhou as regional engine for economic growth are more significant than Beijing.
Fourth the impact of railway speed upgrades on the secondary industry is more significant than that on tertiary industry.

Key Words: China Railway Speed — up; Accessibility; Urban Economic Growth
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