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5, ARG HAIE H I, VHARSE R & EARYE O e BN AR . 1 18] 5 21 & S AR
HENEZREEAR P INE S8R, BANS, PR RS A A R i 6 8 X 4
PAE: B—, PR RS AR B T2 A e s o SR AL AR I AR R A S 11 A A Tt N agh
A YAME. @5, PRI R AR — DA RS A AR I R 2 Pt 3%
75 1 2 U A T X TR R PG G, PO ERA, 5 RBEAKER . 5=, PRI AR R ah IOt
JFHNARAB R 28 2R, B U TR A0 I 22 AT 8 A A BRIEAZ s T S AR I 2 1
Pt 7 51 A SR AR F sz ) B ERRKiedZ CR 3D, #52, SRE T A 1L L
FE ARG A . 550U, ¥ I Giit T K GrangerfINewbold (1974) & H 4 517 =) &
DA bt B 20 A 06 BN 7 A P AR PR — N B H 52

I B2 1 — A LR R0 7 1 56 75 S NelsonAlTPlosser (1982) %25 [E 14 ANH WL 22 WLt
JF AL AR BS, A ATTFHADF 5 40 2 UL E ARG A R 24 R 1 13 AN I Te ik 45 4 4R
FabE ML FE I R AR S . b (5 AR UG 56 5 R AT 2 (lWiasserfallen (1986)) LA K& Ik
He R i 2% %2 ChnPhillipsFlIPerron (1988, Cochrane (1988), Kwiatkowski et al.(1992)
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) KpR#E NelsonFfiPlosser (1982) MIZ5 A —3. ik, KZ S H 7512 BEALE
et e M A T A IS N2 . XN RERTIR 2 Oy “ AR Fdn 7, A TENelson il
Plosser I 5t 2 Bl i AW AU A R 22 MU 7 B A2 BBl G e /K P 35 B 8 M 3 2. 11
FFailfE (Barro, 1976; Blanchard, 1981; KydlandflPrescott, 1982). #Rifij—ANAsA] [a] ik
{1 1) 30 G SRR AN 22 0% RGUEAE — NBENLISFE , S50 A 1 — BEATL A AE st R 1 s 3
(i, TEFRAT AT BT A A Hh SR RS 5 4R B — S s KA, R e AT N aikE (i AR
PRI S P AE PR SR BEMLIE 1 45 3, e A1 LA s 35 b oo 1 i A I A R R o X
S L E TR MR R AN B S A — N E W B RS —— S5 MR AR . B, SRR S R BT I
B G R S AR T B AR S AP AR R A I PR, — B2 R A I ey T (1) 45
P, BB ARAS IGTE ST HEWT R S 00 “ 7 B “HUDY” AR . LAARHEADFAL S
B, IR EAR R S R4S, Leybourne etal. (1998a) LA K LeybournefINewbold (2000)
fit IS ADF A B0 A ok P2 4 26 [ AR e (1 i el , B Pl ¥ 35 (Size distortion) [l . 2,
WERRAR KA ABBR S, iRl R RA GRS B A-PRd R, MR
PER 3R — s AN E PP 2 S BUNMEL S A BRI R B, REZEE AN ERT, BET
TEA LG K2 (Low test power) fil i, VSgBr FH AR Sh AL A LL A th B b % . &
MUSRAF, 1E L K ADFAS 36 F) 8] U1 75 FE B Afl 1 P 0 B 51N @ LGB (0 B SE o A A 22 75
1 S AN W7 ARG T B SR AN 25 S B 4 SR A% . S2Bs EENliot et al. (1996) FR ity S/
THAIARKTES (ADF-GLS) 1EJ2 48 MR Mk ADFE 36 2 D i) . #EEAT ADFAL S 2 i,
Xt P BB, HH L ADF-GLS A 56 Th R e i A ARG 36 . AT ik,  CookAl
Manning (2004) 45 R R 7E R I RAE T, ADF-GLSHIZRII A NKE, F 5 2,
SERTAL & I 1) e 0 o MR, V22 B AL SR R A 5 mT e a0 A O R R A8
BRRRSE AR S TR T BT IR R 23 72 U 51 10 0 — B B B B B L PR X 2 X 2
Z2ANHEHERRT, A SCHII AL TX0 7 41 BE N L& 35 B0 2 i 35 16 2 28 58 A e i el RS 2 Hh
B A R

I 522 fr DL, INE T SRR U B3 00 P2 Br R A A o an SR W5 S 7E 5
JE 2540 5% 5 i S B BE AL A BT T, HS 480 B 2 AR Sl S AE A AR AR e SR At g E e
AT, DACRESRTS B AT SE A3 L. X Se 3R A0 KE Samuelson (1973) S&F IR NS 118
&, Gould F Nelson (1974) T MyAtEHEE . Hall (1978) T 2% L Blanchard Al
Summers (1986) KT HLIIRIRES . K2, WRHRE SIS, 7512 i
SEMEEIAFT T, HA LTI S AN RZ% PR 1 SERR & BT 5 B0 BEALPL S R %
OV AT s T SEAE AT B T R Bl AR (10 b b R g AR 1) 227 B e 9 B e 3 70 L R R MR R G
(I3RS, AU g SR A5 SRS 1 (1 J0000 o 76 T S BV U7 THT, SR AR 1 A T 6355 Engle FIT Granger

(1987) MIPh#EHEiE, DA% Stock Fll Watson (1988) ZEfIZAF & RGE. ANMETIN, L5
AR B AR TR (1) 25 SR TC e BT S5 M SR I P B B M AR (Co-breaking) B if DA K 45 RAZ %
TCRGIRIE .

FEG I =G E , o B 2055 I ) oK ) U i L 5 4 i A8, X — I AR R
WFIZAAA] A N DA B R 45 22 KA PR 1R K 410 AR AR AR 1 10] B8 o A ST VAT 58 6
Hh ] B LS TR T+ SR S BR = H B2 7 AR R 5 45 0 SR 1 BT AR AR 1
FLIB AR AR T 2 SRS S it 225 ) e A R A AL AN K ¢ R BT (R4 FH AR ] R A A o o BT 9 5
AR 2 508 —— U H G SLBr = H—— R R PR B S W R E SRt A2 1,
X E R RGBT B TR SO AR T X R (R B b A o] REAE K K B 42 b OE R %

O B ST M WP AR 83, % B (AL M S (SRR B 5 ML KR TR
e B4R 240 B MR 2 R BT, R 0 T R G vk L5857 P
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T o DRI A0 5 45 ) SR AR K 5 L P AR T FU 1800 T2 5 BB A B, 33 2 i b [E 22 35
HAT BB R OSCMRZ B A i

. SCHR[E B PRIE

WU, MR ERFIRA: [TR%AE (Threshold break) 5-FiF##: (Smooth
transition). TP, FRAEIEAES S EMIRRTL, TR SUE R EIEE 2 RER, N R
AT B2 S B AR B (1 R G e A AN . i, s B, fRi 2 Hiasdfs,
IXFRAR b R AE — B[R] PO FLF o bR A o PRl B AE B RS 56 P 3 BT, (B3
AR A T AN ], S i B B i) AR B FE A B AR 1 7 R g A AN o2 PR 5
AR B e, I R AN ANE S, I [ S I e 5 AR Xof I A R A ] DL DA e
FOTRER B R, VREEEZEANR MR, AR A T I LI R LR b
Kl o BN SR TARLZ SN A, TR T AR U 2 o U S O 1) S IR A R
I, X S U] AR R R AR R R AR T AR LA . T K S5 R AR I 28 DL
K= T I ZE S, ARG 78 B ARAS 6 1K SRR R ERT R o U 2k AR TR AR . A
ATTBRRAS . AMEFIE e . DS AR ST e d

SR AR BT AR T )T 6145 T-Perron (1989, 1990) WM EE LY, FEEHRETY
H ARG T, AT AT %78 . Perron (1989) (1% Cr JEAE R H -1 AR Zf¥) 1929
SR ATt (The great crash) R AL T 28 AR RIME, LA& 1973 A ENL
EHRGE T IS P IE B, a0 SRR I K S R A AR AR B L FE R SR, 2
BIEARRI M EPSE, W2 B S S RE MR- FREE AT, Hik,
Perron (1989) 43 T AR BN HA AR FEH SO VPR B — A48 8 ) i B R AR — IR MR 45 1)
RAF I EAATARKT G, AR 5 77 A A =M. 741 3 B BkER ) (R Wi 2L (Crash
modeD) B 7 A1 3G FRAH TCBRER AT T 4% (Changing growth model) . BAK i 35 [Rl B &
AMER (Mixed model) o FHMHE, 8RR 7375 o BI6 A 1 45 44 5 A8 (1) P Ra i FE . RER R
A {E T Bk K 1 BB (R 35 P A L DL AR I b BRIk R S o2 R R 1 35784 . Perron (1989)
(R SRR I R AR I FR P s, — B B [EDE R BT = 1 RO EER e 1, DA
TR JE B LIEATTRE, R B A it fe 2 R & — AN RAR R e A T £ 5 . S35
PLADF 5 s 56, AATIZE 515 P sh i o BA 7k APE ROV 1 8518, T s b b BA 7k A PERL
PR T — R M SRR, X A& Perron (1989) QI DTk - PR £F 5 NelsonFPlosser (1982)
SRR e, Perron (1989) EEHTERLG T N-PEE H 1K) 14 N8I DUR R I BAE /KPR
T 11 AR R B, C0 EAR A R R e T IR S A B s T
HHE K17 A (Perron, 1989, p.1389). SRIMIX A eyt K B PEM 7 THAE T 1A s
5 A2 2 T A B RS b B RS AN 2 1T, (RS ERCRE A 3 1 3 ) 44 3 s P L e A
X} HELGRE T 7 A AS P A AR R ROR, TR s IR e S A7 P R =W 55— T, R
3 S F R A B T3 e IR H AT AN 45 R B S ], (H 0N TS A R A T T S T i A
IR 5 G350 H Ik B AR A5 7 . HecgMUrbain (1993) (AR 45 5L 2% B 21 S B0 S 9845 5
506 B8 R AR s AR— 8, W T HME AR (Perron (1990) 6564 [A] i 7= A= #541 il F 2h 3k
P2k s R Montafés (1997 ) Fi H XX 24 B 2 78 KR AR T 2%, #A T Montafiés F101loqui (1999)
N A T A B e AR R A fEPerron (1989) AFASRAR AR o, AR Th R ) BRI A2 AE

¥ X5 Box il Tiao (1975) Frth i/ AT CIntervention analysis) 4 [FJ£¢ R4 o

¥ N-P HiE B # 1EF 1970 4. Perron (1989) 73 3¢ E fitJ 5 b GNP ZEEESE (1947: 1-1986:1) At
ATRLSG, LRE L 1973: T friiyh i N RAE R, FIRRE 48 SR B X BLAB UL JE AR /2 Perron (1989) AR
2 AR T — A



KEEA TN WAREN . X AT FJEPerron (1989, 1990) #MEZEAF MEIARE, TRMAEIE
A RN T — AR T

AL TR s AN AR IE — N F IR AR, DU AR 1 B TRAR R 1 v s RE 8 4
TEEHEA RO YR . XEERIFRHE IR BN F B t SR, B/NRETF AL F SRR ks
%, Perron (1989) e Az HBLAULTT H A IR SHEE H T4 HAUCY — AN RAE (oL, 1i— B
RA LN AL, R RVFFE—ANRAE S L R ] MR 2 5 Mg ichn » #4317 W AE RARE
A PR —> 5848 5 10 5] 2809 98 £ Christiano (1992), Banerjee et al. (1992), Zivot A1 Andrews

(1992), LLJ% Perron (1997). *4+LL Zivot 1 Andrews (1992) i HACHEM:, HIEMBEN
TR RS RE, FEEE O E AR SRR XA ) EE T W s
THH )RR “BLSE” AR, G5 RAAEMA T R SR RE, BT B “Befl” A8 s
MR LE RO SR N BTt GerE TR H . Vogelsang AT Perron (1998) 81 T
PL_E A6 FR B AR 4 T 5 O T 3ME AR R 2 SRR AR M (Asymptotical invariance)
EHIATE; Lumsdaine AT Papell (1997) L& Ohara (1999) #i /& T Zivot A1 Andrews (1992)
(SR DA SR VR AN A2 AN RAR pi o AR DL A 58 B 36 i) R AN o P RAE R AEE R X b, X
FRAKIFR AL B Ty 2R B T &M R S 7, AR 2 A G R F—, &
AR FH TG R . 2800 5, X EWE TR N BE AR D 008 TR B 2 A4 ol 72
R, MRRARNNEEE THEARRBSMENIRZE; R4, REENIEL TR T i
TELEARA, AN RN 2 TR, BB RAE4a M & (Spurious rejection). 55—, [FHf 17
TESA N ST R R B T3 07 F2 Z SN 7S oy il DL PRt #2 , tn] LS A BRA AR,
W R R B AL AR I HOE A TR A & 45K R4, Zivot A Andrews (1992) fuieffigiit & il
WIEAUSOIE IR RA S M AL (Vogelsang 1 Perron, 1998), Nunesetal. (1997) iiF B
k55 Perron (1989) FHELHA M M KDk . B &, Zivot A1 Andrews (1992)
BN t G E R AT 5 FAE EE Perron (1989) fRIEE A: i, #iCE MESE 41 R A% . Lee A1
Strazicich (2001) .4t Z B 1 T ICIRAR 55 IR S AR 25 50 4 P Bl W e v 8- ARad A2, (2R
S REFP ARG RN RS . MBI ZBER H Y, Lee A Strazicich (2003) 2 1
PRSP AR R p HL VR B BB N A5 BRI 38 SR (A B, 1A S B T LM IR ER R4 IE , EE Zivot
F1 Andrews (1992) A1 Lumsdaine A1 Papell (1997) 56 (KT . A MR Zivot
A1 Andrews (1992) F1 Lumsdaine Fl Papell (1997) tHE K T N-P HidiE, 78 N-P ILEM)
BAEPRF AT FHEL 1 34 G EIL 7 54, KRIFRGE R IES L Perron(1989)
BLNZ., B, RERNHKES Perron (1989) IFIMEEIHLA—3. Perron (1989)
EAER R — PO T (B SR AR AR B A8 U7 20, X R g i [m] i /e JE AR e A %
PRABRATAE TRAS RS . R4 Perron (1989) 4l A A 248 32 BIIR ZHEVE, 2 JE24EMIN
AR TRAS R B0 1) 45 SR AR AR IR R 2 SRS i A - A2 iR b, (HIX A ZWR3E Perron

(1989) MIZRANA R, RIMATAER G RE FIRKI T EA RGeS N .

AN B R RIS AT LS AN N 45, 7ERAR SUE R IER I ATHE R, Perron (1989,
1990) TEHERFET X 3 7 FESEA AR M DL S Ao 56 34 ARG 56 Th 24 T AT 2 PR o A & = R 6
WERFLE R s A4, By 7R o AR A& BB IR IIAEAE AR Z A, W N A R A ks
gt 2R 71 5 Perron (1989, 19900 AMEMETE R AiAHE, TInT DAYE4ERF IRk
I R I 2 A B T R X /2 Kim 1 Perron (2009) FIHFFC B . LA St = 1Ak
PR A7 5 R T TR s o A AR R — A8 50 55 1F s A BT il vk B R A 7 RE AN R 1% 78 4 ok
), Kim A Perron (2009) HIfHGE &R a4k 1H 00 HIREEEAE (Trim the data)  DULEE N
SRR SCEE, & fME. R Kim Al Perron (2009) X AR % I 5848
Bl K i — 25 i B A e b, (BANSRANR T 51— 58 55, X T 2 R4 s B T R Il YA
T e 5 T 35048 el AT A R T — R



DA B8 S 1T R G ARG 6 1 A FR ik 4%, AGn 50 7 P R S 5| N i FOUA i ek e R DL A i 1)
AR R . IRZAEOL T L& A E T A2 T2 PR RR I, 185 X i fE 45 13
e Xt = v SR S50 15 B o (5 — AN B B ) 5 S I S 3 35085 A SR ) o 1k R
ARIE—IAZ R R e R BIME S WPerron (1989) 2 J 1) 1929 4K 4 il 1973 4E
AfEl, —MEYCONILERSHY (Duration) 7E 3-5 E A 4. REREE ST MEHE A2 2 H
e, (A BEECRE AR B 3G K (D FE R AR O A FE R ) 25 M AR AR vT e I 2 AR
AR, WO e 1) 7 AT BEEE G T . il e, RS A B ARSI ]
VAT~ s e s B TR R, BRI 45 E [R1) (Smooth Transition Auto Regression,
STARD o o H -1 e 46 bR BB 2 TR W8 AR 0 A I ME 2 % FE i 2 (LSTAR, & & THii R
W) BB A AL R 25 B sk 8 (ESTAR, &4 THiFRUM ), BUETEEZE (0, 1
Z I8 8 — S Hs ) FE e f93 E . Luukkonen et al.  (1988), Leybourne et al. (1998b),
Saikkonen#Liitkephol (2002), Lanne et al. (2002) L Kapetanios et al. (2003) 1§ &4
FRESL T RS AN RAR R e B AL AR AR 56 . Harvey MTMIlls (2004) 42t 1 A AR e R
AT B HP R R . CIER SRR SEEAE T 5B, SO RN EUS H E E
3o R TR i BV IR W A AR A, RASE B 457 WA e 5 AR A 2 mE AR
MEAE KK 5=, WA AR e FEmf S P 4, 0 DA B 52 Ll AR v () ADF
For 50 T RCE ey s AR H AR SO R AN LE T e, ROMTAS I D8 A ADF o T ik F 5k
= ARLR MR E S T AR ARG

SCHRBEER 22 0t mT DL A IR B AR ) 1 200 AR AT A1, 0 I St A8 pi o R i 5 S i 4 bl
IR RA A I Ak o LEF I 3 X — W50 0 3 B EAE TG HER A &, METHE
B 10 [R] I 25 Bt i 4k B8 b B OC T R BN R A AN R TR A “A B Rk
T 5 THI P B 0 33 i 2 J s A A S M0 R S 2 40 (Fourier expansion) &I 41 (1 2
PERCT, WA BN R STAR B #oA G IR 8. (IR A 5-H Gallant (1981)
N T ] 591 234, Gallant (1984), Davies (1987), Gallant #1 Souza (1991) LA % Becker
etal. (2004) iFBH IE 4 5Z ASBEAR AT DUR It 3R R e O R R E 3, AR HFEA S
ST A R HIPE o X — PR FARAIE T AT LA 2 5 HU O 5% T 9878 A0S R TR A I T 1€
Bierens (1997), Enders il Lee (2004), LLJ% Becker et al. (2006) [¥)[F)ZHF 7018 & 45 Hh 2
T RALARKE I AP AR AR G . S PR_EAH [CIE T e AR T IR AR IS, (0K HL v A T
AR T A NIHE .. TGRSR E U B, TREE i s B P R, &L
WAy D ki e A 3 07 2ot T8 PO A 048 RS R AV T, AR SORE SR P AR g il 1)
J5 Ak [ 32 B LA B T BE AL A R 5 — 2 TH PR R - B 15T v E &5 Bl dLE
HHF e 2D TR R T GDP A A FRF41, 41 Li(2000), Smyth #1 Inder(2003)
&, HMEMEES IR EIRANE o B R BT e A8 7 AFAE T CE R AL, — NPT REAY 5
[Al & GDP (RS, T S B s o S AR R A B0 T SEBR b P AR (R R AR 5 1Y)
B DB . A SRRSO F2 A R s,  fikdis Becker et al. (2006) Fril[#) LM
guitEmdE DF JFHEH T PR, Wik b it i priEdt, M2 iS5
SE IR FOM DR R iR AN R 2

= (R SR B R A B
FEAERZ GRAEE L, SR TR RN B SR R B A, 4

PRIE L AN B THX L8 SRAR R AR, 10 38 1o 15 A2 5% 14 e AR AR5 98 78 AR IR ) 7t
FAC UG PRI . BEW IS 2 (EARE ) PA Bl 2 B VLA 1) 4 1 IR S

C 5 ARSI RIFAR S, PR MRS A RSO PR R, AR B AR AL



K98 A% 0 o
() @i i JF B 5 07 vk
XAEAT — G T2 fit), #5 FAESL 080T LLIE

f(t)= C+Za sm(zm}tj Zk:b cos(2 j; k<TE.

WTE® fit)h R Ea 20N R GEAAIE R, REZFPIRIT 2, HaEss Ll
FERREEELT fit), Hrh o RFE—REME, kK RN, T AFEARE, &R ERMN
FAK K IR . AR IR LT LR, R Al AR Al A id R v,
B AR REALE [ 05 RE TP N IE AR 5L 354

f(t)=c, +,8t+2a sm(Z:_G)IJ Zk:b cos(zz_wtj+gt.

w=1

PRIE aw=b,=0, (w=1rKEWEHFEREAIELENE. k2, WRTEFEFILE, W
5 T X LA e — AR ATAE o AHL )2 (R A A 3 I 22 2 IR GHH AR E BB, HRA7TE Enders AT
Lee (2004) #&HIMILREERLA @ (Over-fitting Problem). 5% eREUAIME G g T ¥ 0% FIE T
N T8 AR RO By, T RR AR R, TR AR AN K . 5% BB )
VEFRAEIRE AR, ] LLUIF B AR 20 135 2 i R B50RS 1) AT, TR AR 1) B A5 i@ AR SR A i
[F{iksi. Becker et al. (2004) f&H E Y G TEA L S EBEN S E0LD), RT3t
WE wfE 135 ZEBERERIAT, bR BR—H% o=1 (8 w=2) X THB S REC L
%, DRI RE AN B A i 2
=X/ f+Zy+u, +¢,
U =U +V,, v, ~WN(0,67).

Hr g A PRSI (eVrR T2, u o NBERLIEE, vRITZEN o BAMEFERE. W FK
¥i’]ﬁf”ﬂ Xe=[1], HFFIE S X =[1,1] . T Z=[sinrwt/T), cosQmwt/T)] ~, LK
IR mE A TR (EMB AL, y=ln, 7]~ EERE, «’=0 1IR3 %
WF v NEHGRFAR R 10) 2 . W EA Z WUl (1) RENFRHE ) KPSS “FAa MR .

8 (I I FE 4 AR (1) — /ML RV 45 8 SR 0 P S RF ARt , AR AR 17 B A 5 M
FPLA R . BARTS, HEW TSR AR (DGP): 1EFEAZ 24 T=100 X
] b, 4 33<t<66 i}, y=1.5; HAth, y=2, WK 1.1. H—HIaEmd s 2, HaR
RAELEFEARN TG 12< t <45, W1 1.2, EH BN o=1 B ERBA R, o it
BURMRIREL, 512 [AIE45 5% 227 5 Rl e /N BB % . & B AL i[RI 45 a0 F -

M)

y, =1.830— 00093|n(2_r j+0279cos(2Tt] u, SSR=1.7184,R>=0.6937 (L1)

y, =1.830— 02733m[2T j+0061cos(2th u, SSR=17184, R>=0.6937 (L2)
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SSR=1.7184 === Fourier N
< < | T Fourier
B T T T T T T ] T T T T T T
0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100
B 11 UZIRE: 33<t<66 K12 UZBIRZE: 12<t<45

AT DL SR AR (A B R R B = oy A T Ry A R, T AN O AR A (145 22 7 5 Fl (SSRD,
PA_EPIAMDGP R, SSRIYN 1.7184, X — LRI EEMAE T W i 55—, EORIIE J S I
(R RAS ARG B T 2. V45—, AT LAIER] ( WEndersHiLee, 2004 LA X Becker et al., 2006)
556 % DGP H BRIy I HUE B A AR 1 HAUKI T3 w, (X ik T 20— LA B 25 5 1 22
WS TR) “ARIETIT A ™ (5% BT 5 B0 R AR T

MEENES (1) AR S 45 AR AR A 560 2 it & ] e &K britE KPSS Giil &
MR, id 8 NWIF (1.3) 5L (1.4) [HHl a5k %

. 27wt 27wt
Y, =Cy+ 7y, 8IN N + 7, COS T + &, (1.3)

t j +y,COS ( 27;a)t j + &, (1.4)

Y, :co+ﬂt+7lsin(27_|r_

KRN

1> S /(@)
T2 o2
UL 7 (w)id N TEEa T (1.3) Mgt E, (o) afEtEai e (1.4 MaitE.

Hrf S () ABHTHZ I R AT, ShRiE KPSS AR S R TIR w; o? & AR
KI5 22, HREAE I R AR KPSS Frf FHRIAR S0 %, B AEAE S Rk i 5

BUE wy, 7 REAIRZETUN j By BT 2, | PR RSB S ()5 o MIFEAE
Al (2.1 A (2.2) HA5.

7(w) = YA @

S, () = th:léj @2.1)

~ ~ | ~
6" =Fo 22, W7, (22)

GiitE o () FHEARMERHED A, 1538 TR TS ARy AR, Bl S E 2
1 IDGPH] € N B=y=0, “Beckeretal. (2006, p.389) 5 7 %I fEMi#[1, 5] 2245
TR, (1) e A

© UeRS, n Bai Al Perron (1998), X3 ML RALKEIE T BRI D ROR MR o
©SbR BT AR pAN pAE, BEGESUR R,



() SRR

BRI P RO I, N FEE SRR E: R, EAE. 5
PIAE A o I H B AT IR BB 4 HH e vy (R 56 BRI B0 Th R v o Sl 6 B — AT 6 48 1 L
w=1 (Bw=2), FHINNXE A KERBIARTUFFE, (HIRZ 50 i B IE 8 — B sk
FIPE e T 2, A WA R AR AR IR S5 K 1) 8 (Over-sized problem). ©r1 %}
RIMERAWVINGEE, ME R — A o=1 (w=2) WMTIEEXK.

Gallant (1984) Al Bierens (1997) NI FikfEHE A4 (Cumulative frequencies), [
HITE T a1 w=1 BE IR IF HRAE R AR ek 2, W R =1 F1 w=2 MM 4F
B2 E A%, M SR B =AM EIEAS, R gert & A7) KT Bl 1)
Wi, AREEAMET, SutEMiiln FUEZE RN, HI0Am bl 8 A R M5 i iE
9 AR 1) 5 A5

TR B — R IR A%, BT P AR S B0 B 58 o 1T P 2 A0 36 ) 75 ZEE 0T o S i
BEATAR T, HE AR FAS TR AR, (HEE R e B S g R R W T AT
AR A w e [1, 5] ERem /b SSR Bt RIS, X (R oy Hoth 77 s0——iAH 5%
T RAC B F I —— TS Ge T RS T HATRE o A (0 SH R RS BN B B, T
Be/ME SSR it 1 — ShE AN SIGH E AT M Davies (1987). Hatanaka i1 Yamada (1999)
LA Perron 1 Zhu (2005) g3 EIARIE. BT 0] DLERIEAR At i1 — 8ok, FIR M5
(R 2 AT RS B8 IS4 P 4 ] Becker et al. (2006) A B — S 1 HY Il SR

BT AR SR FE SSR PR, MU IR B AR A TIAT . i — BT & A4
HHEEAWMEA—H, FFAAERRHK . 800 SSR MZTE y f1 T R/ T
WAPTE— AR A, X BTN R AR G T A KRBT 8. 75 EEHR 1A,
TESERR B A RABMEL T, EEIMSARIR AR R IEH RIS 55, M SSR AR AFAE HH i
BRI TIROR U, eI R — R Th R, SSR MR, EAMIREM. XZRAN SSR
BT —MEF BRI, ATRea = EA R4 R I m, B S SR
MEE. WEREAMES SSR ML HIE: BIE AR E fiw X, (H7ERIEARA A RAS
(I L £ BECRFFI AT IO R 3, TG A 30 38 IR 57, EAS IS D8 iy o S SRR AT 2 348 3¢ 17
5, EEAMIRYE SSR M (M fFEAUl. T 5 AR LSS AR R AR, M
X SL B — E L, 5] BRI SN 20 AE, R MK A SE
(1 LA BRI o 2 VONTEXTE M AR B A e A5 B, F&/IME SSR Rk Al
REMNMGEME S, REEREGSHD, EEMBRA S EREE IR L&, R
HOE 56 DR B AR o TR T 65 P 788 5 K A8 A AS B S 3k P o A 50, (L S S B p S
R, WA G TIA T 785 M Ae b SSR A 13 2 B rSEM45 18,  BEA Ep
(A At RO A A . AR S RGBT X — L .

(=) TR BIR 56

—ANABE R U TR (D PRI R He: o/=0 DUEEREBR Hi: &0
HAR BT DGP L AUFERAL . W A A2 U FEAR A AL TRAR, UG 56 44k R 7
KPSS J7 AT RE3RAS FE iR A 30 D8 o BT DAADA 50k B0 5005 o T S B 5 RAB Ry () X
FURAELMER), FENT (LD NG SHRE MM, £ RS T E
Ho: y1= =0, Hy X R 45 TE AR Z T AFELE LA M RAR o 1246 50 vT (K45 38 15 1) F A0 3R AT -

[SSR; — SSR, (»)]/2
SSR, (@) /(T k)
Horfr k A EAAS AN B, SSRp AR LI ERSL R IFR 22 F 05 M, SSRy F& A Mt N2 TR fl % 227 7

F (o) = i=u,rt. (3)

B R A AR L



A, URERZER 2 VO R FAIE, T F GEit E AR TR w. 156 (3D UER T
B o ITETE, W o KRE——EA— N RPEBUNFITTR S 40 (Nuisance parameter) Hi 3
fER IR, BAR T Lhdd /b SSR i E w B THE, (HOA R AT E R F e i 5
fHo M F St Ea NE:

Fi(aA)):mSXF(a)), i=u,7.

@ =arginf SSR, (w) )

B /MR (1.3) 3G (1.4) [ERZEFJ7 AT 1S, Becker etal. (2006, p.389) theh
H T UEFEO T F GBI FUE R AT, 48 A AR P AR ke 56 i Dh AR A,
B LR S AE SRR TE T Bl T UCHE A SR, RS S A EE L. B A
SCRTEARIEL PR PR RS R DL T A% F A DA IE A A

IENNL P23 NN QI ARSI BUR v A )

AHR 73 1 FAEN XS o [ WA B P 1 708, R B b [ R 2R B R G IR
— BRI AR R, BRI T 15 ANH AR R DURBUR Mz BE L8 A i R g B
FUEHA RO . XA 77 Jolk. 2. JEFR Bm. ERULR S, TEARE
Wzt B IR R, RS B AR BRI B TR 1

*1 BT R MA R K U

31 AEIEH R K& T &5 Q]
% L GDP . 1952-2008 57 GTA
Spx GDP SEJE: 1952-2008; LA 1978 4EFEEHAM A 5T 57  GTA (%)
P A\ 14 GDP SEJE: 1952-2008; LA 1978 4EFEE M A5 57 GTA (&)
SEBR Tk SEJE: 1952-2008; LA 1978 4EREHAM A 5T 57  GTA (%)
n4 4. 1952-2008 57 GTA

e mAL R E M2 HE: 1996.1-2009.12 168 RESSET& 4T
CPI 454k HE: 1995.2-2009.12; 1995.2=100 179 GTA AL
NRT st Te4 SUEH ZEFF: 1994. 1 -2009.1V 64 RESSET
N4 A ROLH HE: 1980.1-2009.12 360 IFS
N SEBRA ROl % HPE: 1980.1-2009.12; 2000=100 360 IFS
iFgEE HPE: 1992.1-2009.12; WeaEih 216 GTA
RIIptE HPE: 1995.1-2009.12; WAk 180 GTA
o HPE: 1990.1-2009.12; £idZ i 240 RESSET
W HPE: 1990.1-2009.12; £idZ 5% 240 RESSET
i HPE: 1990.1-2009.12; £idZ5iE%E 240 RESSET

TE: 4 GDP. 4 (A GDP. Tk 4 SUEYIR H GTA, HSLPr{E 2B ¥ 14 1978 9L fir
B an M, Hrhiks (CPD REFFETHEGF%; h GTA 73K CPI I LLEE, EH KK
gLk 1995 48 2 FIONRMIRE R fE 8 N R SEPrA BUL R LA 2000 4F5HE;  EIEZRTES5 IR R 2
Wi s SR E RESSET [kt AHSCHUE R AT %, £ A Tramo/Seats 7575 Fr I A I A 3K .

S V8 R[5 s RSt v ol i B2 i M I N7 e RITEOE AR 1 T R T X (S RSN = B EPS
RBOEIRGNG 3R 2 5 ATl T SN LRE A L A R i) ) R BE LT 2B FEAS 1 1-6 B A K



T HAR 551 W2 A% IR T2 (1.3) (Lhad ) B (1.4) (B 228 7R FEAR ¥ A 24 % 18 5 (detrend)
M JE R BUAE S 5 REATLIE A2 32 D FE AR AL R A N R T 44 SCH RE R« SEB A RE%
DB R W T BB RS AR B, A L 22 T HLAt Py 5103 k) s P2 U SE AR, BTG 35 17 AN TR
REARTER R . SEPr b, X OB IR 2 Ja WP 5 HAT N E R R - e id .

#2 B RIBITIR 5 A B AR

521 ) T HE rn r rs r4 rs I's

REALIEAE 100 8.179 092 08 079 075 072 070
4 3 GDP r 1 57 o001 076 035 -001 -019 -020 -0.19
Spx GDP r 1 57 o001 069 017 -021 -028 -0.16 -0.03
P A\ 14 GDP r 1 57 0.010 069 017 -019 -025 -0.12 0.01
SeBR Tl z 1 57  0.026 063 003 -035 -036 -0.15 0.03
ol r 1 57  0.001 059 055 033 016 0.02 -0.09
1 mALR M2 r 1 168 4.2x10* 078 070 060 047 038 029
CPI 544 r 13 179 0.009 087 074 061 049 039 029
ARMAETLL LR 7 12 64 89x10° 071 031 -0.08 -035 -048 -0.45
N4 S ROLH r 1 360 0.013 097 094 09 087 083 079
N SEBRA ROl % r 1 360 0.015 097 094 091 08 084 080
uUEZRE Vi 2 216 0.204 091 084 076 069 067 0.66
Rt Vi 2 180 0.273 095 0.8 084 077 070 0.63
prigaan r 12 240  0.006 063 058 049 040 034 020
H r 12 240  0.007 060 055 050 039 034 024
b r 12 240  0.009 058 055 041 035 027 017

e 7o o WFORENAT RE P S BT LA S BT, BEYLGELREN: =y +es 12 F0R
FRAEEME o=l M w=2, 1-3 & L[k

FEFTE 5 16 MEdET, 9 DMPIERAN AN 2O B IEY, 50 4 MPAIE
I BUN A UL S, XX AR S AR N (14 Rt o, X EiEAn
BAEBER AR R 51, T AE 2 5 B B ABIA T IO BRI R B 51T i e P, i
M = R R (1.3),

%3 PR g R

R 51 T 28 o 1(0) S max F
CV10% CV5% CV1%

% 3 GDP 57 7 1 0.0429 0.0461  0.0538  0.0718 393.69

52br GDP 57 7 1 0.0467 0.0461  0.0538  0.0718 63.56

kbR A¥ GDP 57 7 1 0.0514 0.0461  0.0538  0.0718 104.71

SEBR Toalk™ 57 7 1 00353 0.0461  0.0538  0.0718 7.84

ol 57 7 1 0.0660 0.0461  0.0538  0.0718 19.89

ML E M2 168 7 1 0.0678 0.0461  0.0538  0.0718 67.58

CPI 5% 79 7 13 00371 0.0461  0.0541  0.0719 448.70

NR 304 SULH 64 r 12 0.0275 0.0461  0.0541  0.0719 273.61

NRT 4 SUE 30l % 360 7 1 0.0874* 0.0463  0.0539  0.0720

N R sEBRA Ol % 360 7 1 0.1163* 0.0463  0.0539  0.0720



IEZRE 216w 2 1.9163* 0.3050  0.4047  0.6526

YN Ete 180 u 2 1.3557* 0.3050  0.4047  0.6526

HH O 240 r 12 0.0319 0.0461  0.0541  0.0719 187.14
H 240 r 12 0.0277 0.0461  0.0541  0.0719 167.57
prigm| 240 r 12 0.0327 0.0461  0.0541  0.0719 151.97

T *RRAE 1% 108 KT LIRS B IOy i/ ME SSR A3 AR, B AR us L
TR AT 6 NS A AR T AR R max F it & 1% 00 FHE N 6.873, iR MR & ; 4
SCARACE KPR ROC RN B F B RS, Vil ST RS B TZ R A F R

T3 RE T UEMEESPER . KT ENF HIERAY R 2.1-2.4, EdELE
SEAENTIEIT R . T, A SR IR AR BN w=1. 7E5£FR GDP.
Sz A3 GDP ASzpr Tk = 741 H, 1960-1962 3% B HHHR XN — N B B 1) 47 P 5
Bl 2, Heda 52 “\mm” L, REXERE HIRYN R R4 L GDP ik
LR o K56 45 RIS REVLE 5%/ AR R, X B RE RE “ ZE AR RE”
o i VB LE () GDP Hid Az i FEid i 1 AR 24 B Ay, AT UE B 2 W v [ 2 B Sl
&% — N BATEREBLE R K. BT BEANLT RGBS BN, %A REIFA R
i B 2 11 B — UGB A RE RS AR B 43R 1, T A SCHE 7 VA8 )4 i SUFE T SR A AR LR PR
e EG3E 3T 1) JEABR 213X — #A 34 B VR AE B A S I e AL, Tk, PG GDP B A
& GRS R B E A B ST, BRI RAR “ SR AR R E” KRRt
Sffrp E AT K ARSI TR, BN B SRR A AP R A S
RN BT ARLYER) max F RIS REAEH W AR 4 1=),=0 R, Ui
FER T SR AR R AE I 2 o 0 SR 2% S A i D ] R 4 B 34 U 25 5 K [ 1Y) GDP AT A B
PR R

Al 5 5 AL E AR B, BRI ERIE 5% MK B4 5B, (H3K
WEAKPICE R 1%, WESAREIE A RN . X—1H0 T, ERB G THRAITANE Z
. & 2.5 o 1957-1960 4E 1] [ i ik A7 — A im X [alvE il #2, T 1989-1992 4 I
EH T —MNEEERRK “NFIE”, FHAkZJER KRR, KR KRS
A B R o T B B A K 1A i 2 A S 1 AH ELAH R AT g e S BRI AE 5%I1 /KT L3
#e JF B IR R AR R AL SR 2 AN R 1T 5 R OR SRR, B2 1992 552 )5 IR SR
R — NN Ra IR RE, R [ s 2 N SR AR e e Rt R R AT AT . 1R
2.6 NI BAh—FIRIL, 8 ICHLA H 58 T 45 5 R 51 L AR X Loy . X R
rh [E 1 AL B 107 Z /N (B3 2), M 1996 EFE A T3 flR KR wsh: 5
A, MBI (RPIR 0 FT CAFE I o (6] 4 30 1) 3% 13 fiE 45 1T A 2o 4R 2 b 2% 38 e — M sl J LM
2B BB R s . W LA, /N7 2 DR S8 R S 2 2 SR A /N B A 28
SRR, TSR TR SR Mt . SR A N AR “2E B A A
1% KT E8E TR - FRarHER b, EE YOS TR FEHEwT I R b oA S 5.

%R ) S SR K B 2 TR A B AR
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KT CPI P TEME 2%, HLTERRULRA M. [ CPI 7E 1994 fFIA %] 24.1%1 & K
i, 1995 F1 1996 =4 Fr N, (HBEREL 17.1%M1 8.3%MFEEE . CEEIRE MR T
1995 4F 3 LLIZAE 2 H 4 A FEE W, #07 1995-1996 4F [A] 5 — B S A k& b ke s, &) 3.1-3.3.
B J5 ) 1997-2002 47 [P Nl B R AR FE AR, s 5k CPI Fa80A e % . AN ik 228
R FEAEIR AR — AP 4, IF HAn e B I K R 2 50 ., (HEARTESAN &S b
R, B AR — AR w=1 4 CPl, W&l 3.1, T KN 8 ET AR
(PREUTFE R R A, REIRTE 1911 7K1 b 55 25 45 48 R B 5 i 4t 1) -4 L HE T A B AR I 7R . (H
HUE AR o=1 M w=2 WHCRERLF, WE 3.2, ILEHIGIE 5%HI /K F_FIE48 58 5B 7E
1% EANIES . BHE— B, 5 w=1. w=2 M w=3 &S5RG R
BRI, SRR ORI SE Ransk 3 B, RUMEFE 10%MK-F L n UAIE4e R i ik . A Xt
CPI 125 52 Fir4E N (P8 [OIE T PR PEAS S0 1 S - SRR A 2 W 25 2 A0 35 L
W, T TR e S HE R A A AR R . A EEOHERT 5 B @ LA T (YR Bk
LA WAL b, ARG AR 510G 78 70 (8] B T PR i = S R 7 LIX 43, 1R %
TEOL T AU 0N SO BB A e e o IR Nk, AN A e CPIR AN
PR A PR R A

IR (1 i A BLE N B T S 38 Je I BUATE R . 1994 4R 5 7L 5 AN IR
J&, ZIMN 1996 FEEE VYR E T 4R — B3 2005 F 55 2, NRMICERIEFEREMATE 1 %7t
i, 8.27 MK Lo WRFEAR BN R FX—HH, WA R 5ol Rz o5 ) 2 faid
o (HE X B HIDOR BN FEAZIR M H P, WX — Wi /) “aree a7 g
W A 0 RS . ] 4.1, SR DL — AR AR AU A i EHE (w=1), WHRIAE 5% /KT
AR, (HTE 1% MK EAIELL . an OB R R B =1 Fl w=2 MEEWE, W
PO R et )[R R AE 10% K- P B AR 4 5 1, R (E 1995 4R 28 —ZRFF . 2005 448
TEEFEDL K 2008 AR =R AU RSN, (EAAAA UEHE R N R T S 3E TR AR
NG TR PR AR
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B 6.2 RUERMHER

H b2 JE AR

SR EERTHE, W 5.1-5.2, XU SRR R & T S AR R E . SR
MINE IR BN w=1, 48R 1%HK T LB ZIEL T R, Hom AR T4 E
T ZFNSE B A RO 2RAG ) 45 04 5 A8 B AR Ik FE AOHHEWT o _EAIEZEFE SURIIERFR - TE 43 Bt
MK 6.1 F1 6.2, FIFFREUIIARMEIIAZ 1992 4F 1 H, PRIEFREIE 1995 4 1 H . XFFm
I E IR E N 0=2, HHHEEEMIAL TR FEWHNZHTAR5FEIS %
A K2 SRR AN AR B2 AT K T KR 3 TR U a5, 81 1T T —F 794 5 A0 4 i 25 AR 36 R X
A S AT (1.3) 3K, Wil g R 5585 Bl it & al o kg — O BN E 2
Y4 .
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E76 #H0O, 0=12

Hh [ (X A1 BE S B AR 3t T BRI R T AR AR SR I B B A . 1B 7.1-7.6 B, FERE
A S w] AR B R 3 BIRIRIE 25 B e bl b [ 51 By it R b o, LA 7.3 A0 7.5 7]
PAA B SE A0 32E 11 F) b o o8 P2 B0 - 1 o oy T PRS0 TR 35 2 Jm P 1) e Ao B B A )
B AN, R A A S 5 B B RARAN S RO KA . 35 =1 MR — IR
FAEEE, WHEE O WO B3EROE—GIANEE 1%0K T B 2 TR A R o 4
WA BT AR I FE . (E PR BANR A wo=1 F1 w=2 & G AR SERAG S, W 200 — Bl /b heE
10% 7K1 EAEZE B e o SR RANAE T i ML BT E L b i, 2 ER SPRUE T
Ml 7.2, 7.4 F17.6, HEERLE TR G PEFE S OE D R R MRS E



£ w=1 FHITEE, ER—IRT, PEESSEA— NI AR, Sk 5
R AU E AR BN A SEBL, XA 7= A T ARG AR RO HEWT . (EEE R SIS, HE
LR VLA T L PR AE BT LU BIRR IR 8 0 AR — AN SR KR . ARt O 8R T, %
BOKREOM BIAE 1997 4 7 H-2000 4F 6 H; H DR ZNT R 1997 45 7 J-2001 42 2 H; #H
2979 1996 £F 2 J1-2000 4F 12 [ o X — W BOS R P sL AR IR R 1997 R B SRt fa L !
PRI TR H AL 2 i e e AR M AR R BE LV O G R O B B, R G 1 e N )i
Xt e L XTSRS B BE A U R D R 2 T R R e S T AR A

H. BEETIR 51T R

AL AE N H ] LR T B SR AE (1 B AT LA 35— 8 55 45 1 RS LA B4R, H Perron
(1989) T, ZAIRMIH A Z ARG E NARTESR, X —IR0 R A B A5 Tl
SCHRIIVEATE IR 5 LU b DL BIR 2 b A HE BT O 2 1 ] B o 383 SCHR A 1 A 2 B
HSLIE T 1 7718 KR S NI A 28—, T5 ks S A4S 58 7 N1 e
MR L, ST T O TRV RARIER) “TARIE” g B, BHRIEREIEEAR
A RARNT B BeE PR3 ¢ T 4G D0 FE AN AR 1, AT T g st PR AUT 9] SR8 AN 2 25 HE BT 1 BOK 1
Yoo dEt, A SCREUE FIE T Y7712 E 4K 4 Becker et al. (2006) #4011 & Al FAE
M B R T R4tk L) 15 AN WA B AT A8 SRR R . AR ER R
AIEEMASE . NIRRT XA RO ML bR 2002 B o BN 35, i H %45
FAR () A AR I AR AR Oy Al e E—— ARy GDP. ik & —— N e
YRGS T, e 1 T A i 55T R A2 E AR A SR A5 SRS 1 (0 0000 5 DA 60

BT VAR ARG B () A W 368 A A g B AR B 45 SR b 78 5 IR, R 1R 2 S A AR A B
W RS, HRFEARES R E T AT b 10)E 1) MFREE, 14 1) & AL T
SRR SR 3 P B 2 O A RS R B A TR B S IRAT R U S B —Fh
BRI TE R AL i B2 77 20 BASZBR GDP A, Wi RN FEF i e 46 1 g L HE T B fr
IR, XEWE 1960-1962 & —FIEL AR KRR {E (Outlier), I HIXFALHE T
TEEHE A2 BSOS R BT R B AR o A2 43 A B SR o T A SR AR SC W sl ——32F GDP
ST TR FE——] 1960-1962 1 44k FE AR N KR K H AR K E [ ph i 723X
BT AN O T Bl A O R B A R A0 A, BN, i 2 TS R AR R R
RERE B, BA R AN R AN & A P R, TS T A i R B o) I ) v P A
X T AP B —— gk 15 AR B Rl E L, CPI 5 18 K 38 4 (1) i R —— IR BB IA
HINR . EBURNIR b, SCERZEDSCRIBUM St E AR RUR, BN A2 5 th il g
PPN . RAE S EIX A NE KSR ERCR B, WA A KA, %
2 RE N BE T e RU I RR A

ER, WA BT (AR RS 8 B T I P v — A, R AR A 6 5 468 SRR U A L SR R
HERZ R e &%, BEH TR 7 T3 RS mr o B 1,
AP P R AT P 8 36 T 1] B2 HE AR A e o % BRI A B R T R 72 v T PR 2[RI
FE PR A 3 R AN 248 Ji7 A 8 B AN R LIS X — e JRABGAL, HH T 4ERr S B IR 3
H 1, MR8 1 B AL TRAG B TR 0 3 22 PR e 72 S BRRVE L o SR TG 18 2 A AR 56
WA PR, E LR EA FRAE AT #AS BRAR 1 b fife 1 WL 82 1% 55 4 17 /8 (Observational
equivalence). 77 2 1454 SRR R 2 AH R & H- PRt R 5 U sh DR A N TR /R AR
T A TR DU A R R MRS I, & SCRAEER T 2 (HARR) X HA AR
PRSI B T2 S SR oA, — H 5 22 (AR 2R B U P AR R AR [X 43, I H AE T PR ALK
- EAAEMN. B g, (EEEHRFREEMILES B AWESMEE R (Mean



reversion) 1 ) AR S WIS Ay o VAR SCHE AR ST - 2 B A T e el AR S R R 4
BB S SR IR 2 2 S RS W SR A A e B AL 38 BT 5, P 3l 000 00 2 AR B 1 1)
EHH & RETATELS A RAEA T H, PR RGeS 2 LLRAE O 2 1 £ e
fERIARER, B 1R A3 R B AR B AT X PSRRI — X 4% o 55—, B R — 5k
Z B BT o AR — AN (TEARSC 5t P NS R AP R ) N, R —
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A Stationarity Reconsideration of China’s

Macroeconomic Time Series

——Endogenous Breaks and Smooth Transitions

Abstract: The distinction as for whether macroeconomic variables are dominated by deterministic trend or
stochastic trend relates to significant questions of forecast precision and the understanding of the latent data
generating process, etc. The concept that a majority of macroeconomic variables are unit root process with an
integration order of one or two has been widely accepted without the consideration of possible structural changes,
which however, are common empirical features of the data and taking the form of smooth transitions. This paper
emphasizes that the unit root perception needs to be reversed when taking into account of the structural breaks’
effects. Specifically this paper fits the data with possible breaks by Fourier approximation and converts the
estimations of locations and styles of break into the appropriate frequency selection problem, which stands a
difference from the existing literature. An examination of China’s 15 representative macroeconomic series
indicates that only the common stock prices, RMB’s nominal and real effective exchange rates have good reasons
to be regarded as realizations of unit root process, while others, including real GDP and foreign trades, are better
regarded as trend stationary with smooth transitions. The inferences based on these results affirm that China’s real
business cycles are indeed fluctuations around different deterministic trends when excluding the smooth transitions’
effects, it is not the noise component rather than the historical events correspond to those breaks have persistent
effects. The results also support the argument that, as for the policy implications, large government-initiated shocks
aimed at improving fundamentals may exert positive effects on the balanced growth path.
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