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( 1 )

A Study on the Relationship between Market Competition and

Overinvestment: Based on Strategic Investment Perspective
Zhang Linyi Zhang Honghui
( School of Accountancy Jiangxi University of Finance and Economics Nanchang 330013 China)

Abstract: The overinvestment problem of listed companies is hot topic for researchers. Literatures attribute this problem
to agency conflict and institutional environment. Unlike existing papers this paper studies overinvestment by the perspective
of competition change considering the strategic feature of overinvestment. In competition companies would like trigger over—
investing to entry firstly to get first over advantage. This is also a reason for overinvesting. By using empirical evidence we
find the change in market competition would trigger overinvestment. Under the condition of competition becoming heavier
overinvestment can be affected by corporate size but upon the scale of assets. When corporate asset is larger than 19.555 a
shaper competition will cause overinvestment vice versa. At last we find change in competition affecting overinvestment de—
pends on the industry situation. In a highly competing industry a shaper competition would cause overinvestment; companies
in low competition would trigger overinvesting actively; however competition does not affect corporate overinvestment in me—
dian content.

Key words: market competition; overinvestment; strategic investment

( 22 )

Industrial Structure Evolution and Its Impact on Energy Intensity

Zhang Yong Pu Yongjian
( School of Economics and Business Administration Chongqing University Chongging 400030 China)
Abstract: According to the data of output and energy consumption of six industrials in 30 provinces from 2002 to 2012

this paper designed the measure index of regional industrial structure evolution based on Moore value and analyzed the im—
pact of industrial structure evolution on energy intensity using dynamic panel GMM method. Research shows that in the past
ten years the industrial structure evolution has characteristics of stable as a whole and small magnitude but also shows time
fluctuation and certain area difference. More importantly the industrial structure evolution does significantly play a promoting
effect of reducing energy intensity. Therefore we believe that from the sustainable development of economy and energy the
target strategic of industrial structure upgrading and energy intensity optimization is consistency and feasibility and the adjust—
ment of industrial structure can be macro—controlled as intermediate target of energy intensity optimization.

Key words: industrial structure; structure evolution; energy intensity; Moore index; panel GMM



