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General Theories of Systems and their Evolutions by Dong Zhigiang
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A Study on the Welfare Effect of the Export Tax Refund by Zhao Shubo

Authority and Order: the Alienation of the Behavior of Local Governments and the Control thereof

by Ren Shengde and Zhang Junbiao
The System of Values, and the Creation of Systems by Zhou Xiaozhuang
The Reform and Upgrading of the Labor- intensive Industry is the Correct Choice for Zhujiang Delta to Get rid of
Development Dilemma by Wang Baolin
A Comparative Study on the Stock Market and the Capital Stock between China and the USA ,and political sug-
gestions by Li Jianyuan ,Chen Daming and Liu Ye
A Model Study on the Enterprises’ Financial Crisis Forewarns Based on the System Dynamics

by Cai Yansong ,Yang Zhuo and Wang Cong

Our Thought on the Evolution of the Evaluation Based on Listed Companies' Operational Achievements

by Wang Junbiao and Chi Guohua

Enterprises' Tactics for the Emergency Management by Liu Renhui and An Shi
A Study on the Work Pressure on Sales Persons by Wang Yongli and He Shuzhen
Our Comment on Financial Decentralization by Liu Xing and Wen Zheng

ABSTRACTS IN ENGLISH

A Study on the Differences in the Welfare Costs of China's Business Cycles
by Chen Taiming

Founded on the Lucas's theoretical model, and by the use of China's aggregate (both urban and rural) con-
sumption data of 1985 to 2005, the province- level urban and rural consumption data, we have, in this article,
made a quantitative analysis of the differences between cities and villages in the welfare costs of China's busi-
ness cycles (TWCOCBC) and that of the differences between cities and villages within a region, and have, using
the state- level residents' consumption data of 1952 to 2005, made a case study on the differences between peri-
ods in TWCOCBC. Our quantitative analysis indicates that TWCOCBC calculated through China's province- level
data on residents' consumption is not only higher than TWCOCBC estimated by the use of the state- level data on
residents' consumption, but also far higher than the result estimated by Lucas (1987), and that there exist obvious
differences between cities and villages, disparities between regions, differences between cities and villages within
a region and dissimilarities between periods. Therefore, while the Chinese government should attach importance
to economic growth, it should not only pay close attention to economic fluctuations, but also consider various di-
vergences in business cycles.

Entrepreneurs' Demographic Characteristics and their Diversified Strategic Options
by Chen Chuanming and Sun Junhua

The domestic researches on the strategy of diversification are focused on the relationship between the strat-
egy of diversification and firms' performance, but the study on managers' motives for diversification is scarce.
Based on the special institutional background in China, and by the combination of the upper echelon perspective
and the resource- based view, we have examined the conclusions made by the study on the relationship between
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the characteristics of entrepreneurs' background and the strategy of diversification. Founded on the case study on
the panel data of China's listed companies, we have discovered that the correlation between enterprisers' educa-

tional background and the degree of diversification is positive, that high is the degree of enterprises' diversifica-
tion when enterprisers have educational background in technology, and that low is, however the degree of enter-
prises' diversification when enterprisers have educational background in finance. Combining two types of re-
search findings that seem contradictory to each other, we have built and tested an inverse U- shaped model for
the relationship between the age of enterprisers and the strategy of diversification. Our findings have added to
the results of available researches, because we have found that positive is the correlation between the number of
enterprises in which an enterpriser has held the office and the degree of diversification, and that high is the de-
gree of diversification of an enterprise when the enterpriser is a male. Exploring the relationship between en-
trepreneurs and the strategy of diversification from the perspective of social capital is of great significance in
both theory and practice.

The Verification of the Structure of the Double- factor Leadership and a Study on their Mechanisms
that Affect their Promises to the Organization

by Wei Feng and Li Xiujuan

The discrimination between the reformatory, transactional and laissez- faire leadership—the three component
factors that constitute the theory of reformatory leadership, is often questioned. This study is aimed at, by the use
of the questionnaire on the multifactor leadership, analyzing the composition of the factors of this theory and the
effect—achieved by the intermediary function of LEADER- MEMBER EXCHANGE (LMX)—of these factors on
subordinates' organizational commitment. 676 employees from 144 teams in 6 organizations have participated in
this study and rated their leaders with the said questionnaire. The results show that the leadership behavior ap-
praised through this questionnaire consists of the active constructive leadership and the passive corrective lead-
ership, the former including the reformatory leadership, the contingent reward leadership and the active manage-
ment- by- exception leadership, the latter including the passive management- by- exception leadership and lais-
sez- faire leadership, that subordinates' organizational commitment is positively correlated to the active construc-
tive leadership and LMX and negatively correlated to the passive corrective leadership, and that the structure e-
quation model indicates that the impact of leadership on subordinates’ organizational commitment is made
through LMX. At the end of this article, we have discussed the limitation and the orientation of this study.
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