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Enterprise capital operation resultant apprai sement model
and study on its application

Zheng Xiaoping, Xu Huiyuan, Wu Chunxia
(College of Economics & Management , China Agricultural University , Beijing 100083, China)

Abstract The Enterprise Capital operationin Chinais still in the immature period. The study on Enterprise Capital oper-
ation resultant aims to coordinate and control the capital operation pointedly. Applying piecewise function, the model of
Enterprise management performance was buied. Considering dynamic quality of Enterprise Capital operation, the
method called Enterprise Operation Resultant Appraisement Model’ was put forward, based on comparison to Enter-
prise management performance during two different period. Seven financial quantitative indexes including ROE, Return
Rate of of total assets, Turnover rate of total assets, Turnover rate of the current assets, Asset-liability ratio, Liquidity
ratio and increasing rate of sell were chosen. Four qualitative indexes including realizing degree of Enterprise’ s man-
agement strategy, the merging degree o Enterprise culture, coordination degree o production and management and
combining result of goal enterprises were selected. By applying for this model , the capital operation appraisement o a
real-estate enterprise was carriedout.
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Fig.1 Appraisement index and its interaction
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Table 1 Sandard value of the gppraisement index on mediunrdSzed enterprise’ s capita operation result
in real estate management industry in 1999 and 2000
/ /
! % ! % / / ! % % %
21.3 16. 6 0.8 1.5 42.1 330.3 22.4
14.6 9.8 0.4 0.8 56. 8 167.1 13.6
1999 4.4 2.1 0.2 0.3 77.8 112. 4 3.8
-0.3 0 0.2 0.2 90.7 84.9 - 13.9
- 10.6 - 1.5 0.1 0.1 99.7 62. 2 - 26.4
27.7 23.9 0.8 1.3 50. 2 209.8 45.9
16.8 13.6 0.5 0.8 64.8 141.9 25.7
2000 6.7 3.6 0.3 0.3 80.7 111.9 2.0
-3.5 0 0.2 0.2 92.2 97.2 -12.7
-12.7 - 2.6 0.1 0.1 99.5 65.5 -24.2
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Table 2 Management index value of red estate enterprise
/
! % ! % / / ! % % %
1999 3 1.5 0.15 0.20 58 120 3
2000 10 6.0 0.25 0.35 78 130 30
3) :
3 1
4 5 , 433
5 3)
, 4
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3 Table4 Soore of qudlitative index
Table 3 Appraisement index weight by expert’ s (y)
investigation method
gat 0.5
2 1.5
0.50 - 05
W1 .28
0. 50 0
w el 0. 46
? ' 0.54 4) (2)
W3 .16 0.40 3, (
W, .31 C ) 1 5 (5),
2 55. 0, 2000
70.6; 3
0.32 4 )
0.18 ’
5.4
.15 (8) 13.6
.04
5 1999 2000
Table5 Sooreof quantitative index in 1999 and 2000
/
! % ! % / / % % ! %
1999 52.7 68.0 30 40 79 62.7 58. 6
2000 66.5 64.8 50 70 63 72.1 84.0
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