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there exists noticeable spatial spillover in the economic growth in provinces and regions. In this article, we have,

by combination with reality, probed these findings and offered our related suggestions.

The Economic Fluctuations, the Change in Taxation Institution, and the Capitalization of Land Resources:
A Case Study on the Problems with “the Three Times of Enclosing Land” since China’s Reform
Yang Shuai and Wen Tiejun

Since China basically finished her national industrialization primitive accumulation, she has entered the stage
of the industrial capital expansion, of which the essence is the domestic resources capitalization. In the 30 years,
there have been three cyclical macroeconomic fluctuations, accompanied by three times of major changes in fiscal
and taxation systems and of large—scale land requisition. Taking as a clue the land resources capitalization mecha-
nism, the subject, and the change in the distribution of increment, we have analyzed the relationships among the
these three factors, described the formation and rapid expansion of the industrial and financial capital in the pro-

cess of capitalization mentioned above, and analyzed the incremental distribution and the cost sharing at this stage.

The Socialized—consumers Mechanism the Intergenerational Influence of the Parental Brand
Xu Lan, Cui Nan and Xiong Xiaogin
Starting from the effect of the intergeneration of parental brands, and by the use of hermeneutic approach, we
have, in this article, analyzed the system of the socialization of consumers, the system that underlies the intergen-
erational effect in brand and found that, in the intergenerational impact of the parental brand, there are four differ-
ent setups of the socialization of consumers: social learning, episodic memory construction, relationship identifica-
tion and symbolic interaction. We have described, summarized, inducted the conceptions, the functional mecha-
nisms and the basic theory, of the four setups mentioned above, discussed the effect of the parental brands on the

various mechanisms of socialization, and, on this basis, offered our suggestions about management.

Does Political Connection Influence Corporate Philanthropy?
Jia Ming and Zhang Zhe

Does corporation with political connected top managers undertake corporate philanthropy more actively?
Earthquakes give us a pure natural experiment environment to study on the corporate philanthropic contribution.
We study corporate philanthropy using an original database that includes firm—level data on cash giving, political
connection, and institutional environment in corporate contribution after Sichuan Earthquake at 12, May, 2008. Re-
sults provide support for the theory that political connection enhances corporate philanthropy, as firms with political
connection tend to adopt giving practices; meanwhile firms that condition high levels of law enforcement environ-
ment and low risks of loss political connection give less to charity. However, much of our evidence indicates that
managers adopt corporate philanthropic disaster responses to maintain personal political connection with govern-
ments which mask their personal benefits from philanthropic contribution. The empirical work considers the impact
of institutional environment as well as political connection on corporate giving and the relationship between politi-

cal connection and corporate social responsibility.

Customer Retention Based on Trust and Switching Barriers : A Case Study
Liu Jianhua, Zhou Cuicui and Wang Dongchen
This research is intended to explore the mechanism of customer retention. Integrating the diversified perspec-

tives on customer retention, we identify two essential factors influencing it: customers' trust on suppliers and cus-
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