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............................................................... Jia \]ianfeng, Zhao Xinan and Zhang Huiyan 29
The knowledge- based economy is calling for higher standards of the leadership construction, of which the precondition
is leadership evaluation. A review of the existing theories shows that qualitative analytical methods are now adopted
most frequently while quantitative methods are not tried scientifically in detail. This usually causes great faults of ad-
ministrative decision. On this basis, a leadership evaluation method based on individual appraisal and democratic as-
sessment is suggested. After validating it by calculating examples, we discuss relevant results.

Marketing

An Empirical Research of the Impact of Consumer Learning on the Using Behaviors of Sales Promotion

................................................................................................... Lu Changbao 37
Demographic characteristics and psychographics stemming from consumer learning have important impact on con-
sumer's behaviors. This finding is quite meaningful to the research on sales promotion. With the first- hand data from
domestic consumer research, this paper systematically examines four psychographics of sales promotion, i.e., social
stereotype of sales promotion, social perception of excessive promotion, awareness of sales promation regularities and
motivating effects of sales promotion. It also examines how consumer's normal using behavior, conscious using
behavior and rational using behavior are affected. The empirical results indicate that numbness and regularities in
excessive promotion, as well as quality- suspecting effect of deceitful promotions should take most responsibility for
loner sales promotion effectiveness of domestic firms.

Operation Management

Analysis on the Increment Potential of Supply Chain Management through Logistics Optimization

.................................................................. Zhao Qiuhong, Xie Wen and Xi Nlenghao 45
This paper, focusing on a one vendor- one retailer supply chain model, characterizes the development of business lo-
gistics optimization as three stages: the partners independent decision stage, the supplier leading stage and the part-
ners collaboration stage. Through analyzing the increment potential of the supply chain system at each stage, it points
out that there exist three kinds of logistics optimization modes in the supply chain management, which are called the
Integration of Objective, the Integration of Operation and the Integration of Strategy, respectively. And the roles of the
Integration modes on optimizing the profit of the supply chain system are also illustrated in this paper.

Financial Management

Investigation on Evidence of Macroscopic Factors Influencing the Merger of Corporations in China

.................................................................. Li Ruihai, Chen Hongmin and Zou Lirui 50
As an economic activity, merger is certainly subject to a series of relevant factors. In this paper three macroscopic
data indexes: Gross Domestic Product, Stock Index and Mercerization Degree of Economy, are established in detail
based on the achievements of previous researchers. And the relation between corporation merger in China and these
three macroscopic factors is specifically discussed, through which a relatively overall analysis on general activities
regularity of merger in China can be made.

Organization Theories

Research on Top Management Team Heterogeneity and Firm Performance
...................................................................................................... Zhang ng 54
This paper analyzes the relationship between top management heterogeneity and performance of 356 firms listed in
Chinese stock exchange market from the year 2001 to 2002. The result shows that in China the influences that the
characteristics of a firm’s top management have on the performance of the firm are different from those in foreign
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countries. In China the tenure and experience heterogeneity within top management team are negatively related to firm
performance. This paper analyzes the difference between China and foreign countries, and puts forward prospect for
future studies.
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