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(pse)

(open) GDP

1 2008
(epn)  (fe) (1) (epn) (fe) (1)
5.104 0.681 0.141 7.147 0.538 0.621
9.802 0.518 0.506 3.735 0.624 0.641
14.67 0.568 0.319 2.742  0.356 0.403

>> 3.537 0.596 0.765 2.927 0.540 0.751
4.829 0.631 0.179 8.076 1.332 0.857
3.453 0.570 0.610 6.541 0.577 0.575
3.419 0.569 0.689 9.696 0.599 0.311
1.982 0.606 0.603 6.285 0.680 0.160
5.573  0.600 0.506 9.370 0.610 0.471
7.605 0.640 0.648 6.085 0.513 0.662
2.293 0.558 0.574 11.26  0.750 0.268
3.961 1.429 0.617 0.172  0.489 0.940
2.307 0.599 0.615 5.032 0.640 0.647
5.275 0.577 0.540 6.069 0.637 0.577
4.454 0.600 0.198 5.608 0.582 0.206
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1
. 2 EDI1
() (€))] @) 3) )
OLS OLS GMM GMM
1. L. edil 0.134  0.323™*
(1.18) (3.61)
fe -1.642  -2.089 -4.135" -3.343%
- (-1.15) (-1.45) (-1.82) (-2.64)
(£D11) 2 (M if — 3. 447 -3.820
4) (fo) (-3.77) (-1.63)
sp_sum 0.351%  0.337* 0. 696 0.525
GMM (2.16) (2.08) (1.07) (0.90)
roe - 0.000249 —0.000232 - 0.000346 — 0. 000440
(-1.05) (-0.98) (-0.73) (-0.90)
pse 0.0699°  0.1377* 0. 131 0. 0788
(1.68) (G.17) (0. 48) (0. 62)
In_asset -0.00253 -0.00256 —0.00484 —0.00397
’ (-1.59) (-1.61) (-1.01) (-0.97)
o dm_per 0.309 ™% 0.314™*  0.344™  0.292*
(. 12) (3.16) (2.54) (2.53)
open 0.0117%*  0.00549  0.0156  0.000689
(3.12) (1.61) (1.12) (0.10)
° _cons —9.191™* _-7.351™ -13.60  -7.652
(-2.74) (-2.23) (-1.18) (-0.76)
yes yes yes yes
) yes yes yes yes
yes yes yes yes
yes yes yes yes
AR(1) 0.030 0.021
° AR(2) 0.185 0.275
EDI1 (tf) Hansen/Sargan 0.289 0.319
N 6728 6728 5550 5550
1% ° ok | ol 10% 5% 1% .
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OLS OLS GMM GMM
L. edi2 0.391 %% 0. 494
(3.74) (3.52)
fe -0.693" -0.788* -0.904" -0.833"
(-1.83)  (-2.08) (-1.68) (-1.77)
if -0.732% -0.549
(-2.68) (-0.78)
sp_sum 0. 1527 0. 149 0.281" 0.133*
(3.44) 3.37) (1.83) (2.48)
roe —0.000278*  —0.000274 ™ 0. 0000727 0. 0000916
(-2.65) (-2.68) 0.31) (0.37)
pse 0.0235™ 0. 0378 ** 0. 0584 0.0123
. 11) (3. 13) (1.13) (0.41)
In_asset —0.000785" -0.000792" -0.00169 —0.000788"
(-1.88) (-1.90) (-1.62) (-1.71)
dm_per 0. 0588 ** 0. 0599 *** 0. 0464 0.0371
2.63) 2.68) (1.62) (1.35)
open 0.00410**  0.00277 ** 0. 00605 0. 00226
(3.19) (1.97) (1.93) (0.93)
_cons -1.017 -0.715 -4.593" -0.975
(-1.17) (-0.82) (-1.70) (-0.86)
yes yes yes yes
yes yes yes yes
yes yes yes yes
yes yes yes yes
AR(1) 0.010 0.012
AR(2) 0.635 0.574
Hansen/Sargan 0.829 0.541
N 6735 6735 5560 5560
¥ p<0.1, %% p<0.05, %+ p<0.01,
t Z °
4
(cMM) (cMM)
(1)edil (2)edi2 (1)edil (2)edi2
L. edil 0. 0581 0. 426
0.24) (2.58)
L. edi2 0. 448 ** 0. 556
(3.22) (4.17)
fe -5.612"  -1.647" -2.922  -1.111
(-1.73) (-1.84) (-0.52) (-1.05)
tf -5.934 -0.362 -3.023 0.263
(-0.98) (-0.28) (-0.43) (0.19)
sp_sum 0.636™ 0.143* 0. 0892 0.143
(1.97) (1.98)  (0.23) (1.53)
roe —0.000625 - 0.000569 - 0.000204 0.000301 **
(-0.30) (-0.84) (-0.58) (2.70)
pse 0.572 0. 0568 0. 0660 -0.0241
0.82)  (0.99)  (0.10) (-0.21)
In_asset —0.00438 —0.000998 - 0.0000544 - 0.000290
(-1.51) (-1.49) (-0.02) (-0.39)
dm_per 0. 447 0. 0558 0. 181 0.0187
(2.29)  (1.55)  (1.05)  (0.43)
open 0.0116 0. 00283 0. 00207 0. 00326
0.66)  (0.65)  (0.15)  (1.04)
_cons -13.73 - 1.189 0. 827 -0.977
(-1.47) (-0.67) (0.10) (-0.58)
yes yes yes yes
yes yes yes yes
yes yes yes yes
AR(1) 0.000 0.002 0.009 0.001
AR(2) 0.376 0.612 0.411 0.502
Hansen/Sargan 0.672 0.125 0.403 0.302
N 3374 3377 2176 2183
: GMM o * p<0.1, % p<0.05,
ek p <0.01, t z .
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(GMM) (GMM)
(1)edil (2)edi2 (1)edil (2)edi2
L. edil 0.364" -0.101
(1.73) (-0.42)
L. edi2 0. 254 0. 542 %%
o (1.63) (3. 86)
fe - 11.66™* —1.524™ -0.0179 -0.380
(-2.82) (-2.11) (-0.00) (-0.44)
tf - 5.498 -1.773 - 8.983 -0.954
(-1.33) (-1.27) (-1.18) (-1.11)
sp_sum 0. 130 0. 0900 0. 881 0.195*
0.77) (1.50) (1.46) (1.98)
roe 0. 0000369 0.0000891 0.000550 - 0.000684
(0. 14) (0. 43) 0.16)  (-0.93)
o pse 0.371 0. 120 0. 623 0. 0586
(1.02) (1.06) (0.70) (0. 66)
In_asset —0.000912 - 0.000629 —0.00914" -0.00153"
(-0.06) (-1.05) (-1.69) (-1.76)
dm_per 0. 00425 0.00712 0. 833 0.0773
. (0.04) (0.23) (2.70) (1.58)
open 0.00854  0.00650" 0. 0200 0. 00180
(1.06) (1.77) (0.76) (0.55)
_cons -5.986 -1.138 - 16.81 -2.991
. s (-0.76) (-0.60) (-0.88) (-1.36)
yes yes yes yes
yes yes yes yes
yes yes yes yes
AR(1) 0.001 0.004 0.000 0.003
AR(2) 0.633 0. 602 0.231 0.523
Hansen/Sargan 0.823 0.215 0.423 0.312
3181 3187 2369 2373
4,
6
(GMM) (GMM)
EDI EDR2 EDI1 EDI2
o L. edil 0. 00127 0. 497 ***
0.01) (4.96)
L. edi2 0. 309 ** 0. 439 %%
(2.47) (4.13)
fe -0.0294 -0.399 29.91" 1.875
18 (-0.01) (-0.70) (1.67) .12)
i ~-8.199%  0.516 2.220
. (-2.05)  (0.47) (1. 10)
sp_sum -0.158 0. 143" 0. 595 0.161*
- (-0.61) (1.82) (0. 63) . 13)
roe - 0.000593 —0.000623 - 0.0131 0.000271 **
(-0.38) (-1.02) (-0.80) (2.11)
pse 0. 0633 0. 0209 0. 489 -0.0621
o (0.57) (0.70) (1.50)  (-0.72)
In_asset 0.00164 - 0.000509 -0.00290 - 0.000851
6. 0.59)  (-0.72) (-0.44) (-1.23)
dm_per 0.199 0.00312  0.412%  0.0781*
(1.02) (0. 08) (2.43) (2.02)
open -0.00225 0.00132  0.0193  0.00542
(-0.50)  (0.48) (0.82) (1.35)
_cons 11.217 -0.391  —42.29" -3.776*
(1.80) (-0.23) (-1.79) (-2.08)
yes yes yes yes
yes yPS yES y(“,S
yes yes yes yes
yes yes yes yes
AR(1) 0.012 0.021 0.032 0.033
AR(2) 0.435 0. 560 0.790 0.871
Hansen/Sargan 0.652 0.442 0.521 0.423
N 2597 2604 2953 2956
° 4,
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EDI1 EDI2
OLS GMM OLS GMM
L. edil 0.471 %%
1748 7 . (4.61)
L. edi2 0. 460 **
EDI1 EDI2 (15.48)
grab grab ~4.816™ -3.882" - 1548 _1.250
(-2.22) (-1.71) (-2.80) (-1.99)
sp_sum 0.347™ -0.479  0.150™*  0.232"
.14)  (-0.73) (3.41)  (1.76)
roe - 0.000223 - 0.000380 —0.000270™* - 0. 0000239
. (-0.96) (-1.05) (-2.65) (-0.16)
pse 0. 0453 0.384™ 0.0151 0. 0538
(1. 14) (2.41) (1.37) (1.58)
In_asset -0.00251 0.00227 -0.000775" -0.00137
(-1.58)  (0.55) (-1.86) (-1.51)
dm_per 0. 306 ™ 0.298*  0.0576 0. 0427
B . 0 2293 G - 265) (58 (1.6
open 0. 00902 0.0234 0.00317 0. 00539
(2.53) (2.38) (2.52) (2.29)
° _cons -7.996™  -1.891 -0.761  -4.313"
(-2.36) (-0.17) (-0.87) (-1.96)
yes yes yes yes
yes yes yes yes
yes yes yes yes
yes yes yes yes
AR(D) 0.041 0.031
AR(2) 0. 405 0. 602
Hansen/Sargan 0.511 0.485
N 6728 5550 6735 5560
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The Tax Reform Has Affected the Enterprise
Environment Information Disclosure?
Yang Lianxing' Zhang Xiumin® Chen Jing’
(1. School of Economics Renmin University Beijing 100872 China;
2. School of Business East China Normal University Shanghai 200062 China)

Abstract: The tax reform shows significant effects on the regional environment but the influence of the environmental
behavior of micro enterprises have not in-depth research. By the introduction of domestic listed companies from 2005 to 2011
enterprise environmental information disclosure we found that the tax reform has changed the environmental regulation behav—
ior of local government and has significantly inhibitory effect on the environmental information disclosure. In divisions and
tax status of sample analysis the influence of the transfer payment to information disclosure still exist significant differences.
In addition the stronger of local governments “grabbing hand” behavior the more negative influence on enterprise environ—
mental information disclosure level. Finally we put forward some suggestions to improve the regional environment.

Key words: fiscal centralization; environmental information disclosure; industry differences; grabbing hand; transfer
payments
S S S S S S SO
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Effect Analysis of Industrial Structure Optimization and Upgrading

—Empirical Research on Coupling of Information Industry and Manufacturing

Tao Changqi Zhou Xuan
(School of Statistics Jiangxi University of Finance and Economics Nanchang 330013 China)

Abstract: This is the first use of coupling between information industry and manufacturing to do quantitative research on
spatial effects of China’s industrial structure optimization and upgrading under industry convergence. So that to quantify the
impact of industry convergence to industrial structure optimization and upgrading. And it also refines the mechanisms and ac—
tion efforts of industry coupling to industrial structure optimization and upgrading. Studies have shown that as following. Cou-—
pling coordination degree between information industry and manufacturing in China perform uncoordinated generally except
Guangdong province and Jiangsu province. This is relevant to low coupling efficiency under industry transition. Regional in—
dustry coupling shows spatial correlation and consistency of regional economic development to the role of industrial structure
optimization and upgrading. Thanks to the developed economies of Eastern “two-oriented society” privileges and innovation
policy of Central and “Rise of Central China” as well as harmony government control policy of Western China. In summary
firstly China should deepening coupling effects of the industry. Secondly we should exert competing advantage of provincial
high-tech. Finally it is also important to maintaining dominant position of knowledge-intensive high-tech industries. In addi-
tion resolving the spatial barriers of information technology consolidating the dynamic adjustment mechanisms of the govern—
ment blurring the boundaries of industry coupling are keys to optimizing the industrial structure.

Key words: industry convergence; industrial structure optimization and upgrading; information industry; manufactur—

ing; spatial cluster
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