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Cyclical Fluctuations and Nonlinear Dynamics of Inflation Rate

Zhang Lingxiang and Zhang Xiaotong

(School of Economics Nankai University)

Abstract:In this paper China’s inflation rate cyclical fluctuations and nonlinear dynamics are analyzed based on the
MRSTAR model. The authors investigate the partition of inflation rate asymmetric and nonlinear characteristics of its
dynamics and transition path and intrinsic mechanism of different regimes. The empirical results show that China’ s
inflation rate can be divided into four regimes: deflation deflation recovery moderate inflation and hyper inflation. The
partition criteria not only depend on the inflation level but depend on its magnitude as well. Within a fluctuation cycle the
typical transition path of different regimes is laid out as follows: deflation—moderate inflation— hyper inflation— moderate
inflation—deflation. The deflation and moderate inflation phases have high persistence whereas the hyper inflation phase
has low persistence. The impulse responses to shocks are transient and there appears to be asymmetry between the impulse
responses to positive and negative shocks.

Key Words:Inflation Rate; Cyclical Fluctuation; MRSTAR Model; Nonlinear Impulse Response
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An Empirical Study on the Effects of Industrial Structure on
Economic Growth and Fluctuations in China

Gan Chunhui Zheng Ruogu and Yu Dianfan
(Office of Scientific Research Administration Shanghai University of Finance and Economics;

School of International Business Administration; Top500 Enterprises Research Center)

Abstract:The adjustment of industrial structure is currently a key issue in China however the effects of industrial
structure on economic growth is not consistent in the literatures. In this paper we develop a new measurement of industrial
structure from the rationalization and optimization of industrial structure and specify a fixed effect model to explore the
relationship between industrial structure and economic growth. Futhermore we consider the mechanism of the rationalization
and optimization of industrial structure on economic fluctuations. The results showed that the rationalization of industrial
structure and economic growth has a steady relationship and the optimization of industrial structure and economic growth has
an uncertain relationship but their impact mechanisms on economic growth are the same. The optimization of industrial
structure is an important source of economic fluctuations but the rationalization of industrial structure can avoid this
fluctuation. Overall the contribution of the rationalization of industrial structure to economic development is much greater
than the optimization of industrial structure. In the policy making process the government should give more consideration to
the rationalization of industrial structure rather to the optimization of industrial structure.

Key Words: Rationalization of Industrial Structure; Optimization of Industrial Structure; Economic Growth; Economic
Fluctuations
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