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The Upgrading of Industrial Structure and the Stabilizing Trend of
China’ s Economic Fluctuations
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3. School of Foreign Languages Zhongnan University of Economics and Law)

Abstract: By incorporating the upgrading of industrial structure into the DSGE model this paper systematically analyzes the effects of
the upgrading of industrial structure on China’ s economic fluctuations and its mechanisms. In the improved DSGE framework this paper
clarifies the influence mechanisms of those effects by sensitivity analysis and impulse response analysis. The results indicate that the
upgrading of the industrial structure has increased the investment demand but reduced the consumption demand. Meanwhile the
fluctuations of consumption moderate the economic volatility while the fluctuations of investment increase the economic volatility which
engenders offset effects jointly that lead to high volatility in the economy. That is to say the upgrading of industrial structure has
stabilizing effects on the economic fluctuations in China.
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Can Anti — dumping Measures Improve Performances of Chinese Firms?
A Case Study of “Bisphenol A”

Su Zhendong and Shao Ying

( School of Economics Dalian University of Technology)

Abstract: This paper selected the typical antidumping case “Bisphenol A” which conducted by China in 2006 toward South Korea
Japan Taiwan and Singapore. By using the PSM Method this paper analyzed the effect of antidumping measures on protected Chinese
firms. The results showed that antidumping measures significantly improved the performances of related industry on productivity cost
profit ratio and asset — liability ratio. To be specific productivity in this industry was improved the most which also led other indicators
improved. Above all This paper proved the conclusion that antidumping measures improved the protected firms’ performances. Based on
this conclusion some suggestions were given at the end of this paper.
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