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Is Venture Capital a Positive Investor in NEEQ?
CHEN Hongtian SHEN Weitao( Xiamen University 361005)
Abstract: SEOs play a fundamental role in the equity financing of NEEQ enterprises in which venture capital is
one of the most important participants. This paper selects the 2013—2016 SEOs of NEEQ as the research sample
and examines the motivations and economic consequences of venture capital’s intervention. In general this study

finds that venture capital will prefer enterprises with better financial performance and innovation ability to participate
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in NEEQ private placement which can support the conclusion of the pre-screening function of venture capital.

However when the ownership concentration is too high the possibility of venture capital’s intervention will be
weakened especially when the major shareholders also participate in the subscription. In addition venture capital
favors adopting joint investment approach when confronting projects with high financial performance and innovation
ability uncertainty which reflects a more cautious style of investment in NEEQ. However venture capital is
restricted by its capability and willingness to invest after it entered the enterprise. It does not significantly enhance
financial performance and innovation ability. Considering the unique market making and stratified system of NEEQ
this paper verifies the performance of the pre-screening function and the absence of the post-supervision function of
venture capital. This paper not only reveals the motivation and economic consequences of venture capital’s
participation in the SEOs of NEEQ but also provides empirical evidence for the country to promote innovation
strategy with NEEQ build and improve a multidevel capital market.

Keywords: NEE(Q Venture Capital SEO Ex Ante Screening Ex Post Supervision

JEL: G24 (32

( 2 )
An Empirical Study on the Effects of Financial Deleveraging

on Economic Growth and Fluctuations

PAN Min YUAN Gecheng ( Wuhan University 430072)
Abstract: Financial deleveraging will affect economic growth and economic fluctuations and the changes of
financial structure and financial development may influence the relationship between financial deleveraging and
micro-economy. Based on the GMM estimation method and using the panel data of 97 countries and regions from
1980 to 2015 as samples this paper examines the effects of financial deleveraging on economic growth and
fluctuations as well as the impacts of financial structure and financial development on the relationship between
financial deleveraging and micro-economy. It shows that financial deleveraging has a negative impact on economic
growth and will increase economic fluctuations. The development of direct finance represented by capital market
will weaken the effects of financial deleveraging on economic growth and fluctuations. However the changes of
financial structure and the development of indirect finance represented by financial intermediary have no
significant influence on the relationship between financial deleveraging and micro-economy. The results implicate
that in the context of deleveraging process controllable and progressive measures should be taken in order to
avoid systemic risks. At the same time the policy authority should accelerate the development of capital market
in order to weaken the adverse effects of financial deleveraging on economic growth and fluctuations.

Keywords: Financial Deleveraging Financial Development Economic Growth Economic Fluctuations

JEL: G10 G20
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