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2 1978 ~ 2007 % 1998
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1980 51.18 87.11 31.76 4571 1998 5083  86.64 4244 43.68 2004
1981 5271 8840 31.72 4570 1999 4997 8647 4188 4374 33.25%
1982 5358 81.02 32.64 4519 2000 4871  85.65 40.62 43.92
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1988 51.69 8499 36.13 43.08 2006 4061 - - -
1989 5155 8434 3725 3815 2007 39.74 - - -
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ABSTRACTS

Improving Equity and Sustainability of Social Protection System in China Zhu Ling + 2 -
The segmentation of the social protection system in China makes the system inequitable and inefficient. Employees in the public
sector, particularly civil servants, are overprotected, while employees in the non- public sector, especially farmers and rural migrant
workers, are under- protected. Segmented pension insurance system impedes labor mobility and increases administrative costs. The
policies, such as implementation of the New Rural Cooperative Medical System, New Rural Old- age Insurance Scheme, as well as the
policies to promote migrant workers to participate in social insurance programs for urban employees, help improve the equity of social
protection. However, the competitions between different local governments on increase in welfare and overburden of the local finance due
to escalating social expenditures have affected the sustainability of social protection programs. The following measures need to be taken to
solve such problems. First is to avoid using social insurance coverage as an indicator to evaluate the performance of government officials.
Second, on the one hand, the social spending responsibilities of the central government need to increase, and on the other hand, public
transfers to less developed regions need to augment for enhancing social assistance and merit goods provision. Third is to reduce and
remove the segmentation of social protection system through integrating or combining various segments under the same insurance program.

Private Transfers and Rural Poverty Reduction Xie £ +13+

Based on Micro data of China's Rural Households, this paper estimates the determinants of the private transfer and discusses its
welfare implications. The results of treatment effect model, bivariate probit model and regression decomposition technique suggest that the
private transfer is altruistic and that households with relatively low levels of welfare are easier to obtain it. The private transfer has no
impact on the expenditure and poverty of the recipients, but has a positive effect on savings. The effect of the private transfer on narrowing
the inequality between the recipients and others is neglectable.

Changes in Primary Income Distribution and Resulting Problems: A View of Labor Share in GDP
Zhang Juwei Zhang Shibin <24 -
This paper studies the change of the labor share in GDP. After making some necessary adjustments on the data based on methods
used internationally, the paper finds that the labor share in GDP has kept relatively stable for most of the time after the economic reform,
which is contrary to the result from unadjusted data that the labor share in GDP has been rapidly decreasing. Therefore, the real problem in
factor income distribution in China is that the labor share in GDP is too low rather than falling

The Explicitness of Implicit Pension Debt in China Liang Junlin Cai Hui  Song Yanqi *36+

Implicit pension debt is an inherent feature in pay- as- you- go pension system. The explicitness of implicit pension debt as a problem
is due to the transition of pension insurance from pay- as- you- go pension system to funded system. Though the conversion cost of pension
insurance comes from the implicit pension debt, its amount is only the explicit part of the implicit pension debt. The goal of the pension
insurance system reform in China is to establish a partly funded system, so only part of the implicit pension debt will be explicit. The
explicitness of implicit pension debt is a complicated dynamic process. This paper uses system dynamics simulation to estimate the implicit
pension debt in the coming years and draws some implications to policy decisions.

Threshold Effect of Human Capital on TFP Growth: Evidence from China Wei Xiahai  Zhang Jianwu 48+

By using nonlinear panel data model and data of 29 provinces from 1990 to 2007 in China, this paper explores relations between
human capital and TFP growth. The result shows that, to some extent, there are clear threshold characteristics between human capital and
TFP growth. In provinces with economic indicators beyond a certain threshold value, the effects of human capital on productivity growth
are stronger. Such provinces are mainly in the eastern region, while provinces within the low capital effect threshold are usually in the
central and western regions.

The Impact of Labor Migration on Farm Households' Rice Production Qian Wenrong Zheng Liyt *58-
Based on survey data from Jiangxi province in 2009, this paper establishes production functions to analyze the productivity changes of
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