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91 386 1263 2891 5601 8443 9505 13383 15532 17960 21934 28187 34212 29616 27703
15
14.25 11.41 7.8 7.22 7.17 4. 84 3.55 3. 16 1. 79 1.24 0.72 0.95 0.63 0.42 0. 20
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17
24.88 21.77 19.97 15.58 10.59 4.25
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1930
17
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19
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The Impact of Economic Transition on the Income of the Elderly in China Edward Palmer Deng Quheng * 38

The paper explains the evolution of the support system for the elderly in China, examines the components of income of
the elderly and income inequality among the elderly, and estimates the probability of the elderly ending up in the top and
bottom 3 deciles. The authors consider that the economic situation of the elderly has not been affected adversely by the eco-

nomic transition despite a pronounced decline in traditional mult+ generational families.

Analysis on the Urban Poverty in Zhejiang Province and Policy Suggestions on Poverty Alleviation
Hong Xingjian Li Jinchang * 49+

The paper begins with measuring poverty line and some poverty indices of urban residents in Zhejiang. Then it analyses

the complications of poverty aggravation and puts forw ard some suggestions for the alleviation of the urban poverty.

An Analysis of Human Capital Investment in Rural Household H uang Qian * 58

Based on the available statistics, the paper decom poses the coefficient of variation and the Theil coefficient of the human
capital investment in rural households and their differences by household and by region. T he results show that the imvest
ment in rural households is at a low equilibrium level, and the expenses in education and medical treatment remain as weak
areas in the development of rural areas. The disparities of human capital investment among regions still exist, and the

differences between the eastern and the western regions are increasing year by year.

Human Capital Investment and Employee Mobility in the Firms Weng Jie * 65°

The paper explores the impact of the investment in human capital on the employees ‘mobility in the firms, based on the
data of the recent survey. The study shows that the amount of investment in human capital by the firms has decisive effect
on the mobility of the employees. The general trainings provided by the firms help restrain employees from quitting a great
deal, and the systematic vocational training by the firms reduces the quitting rate significantly. However, the selective hu
man capital investment by the firms will only result in the investment behavior of endogenous nature, which does not have
the effect on employees”mobility. T he firms”wage policy is an important factor to affect the firms” training investment and

subsequently affect the employees”mobility.

Ways of Human Capital Sharing the Distribution of Enterprises Li Hantong * 74°

The key reform in income distribution system of the enterprises lies in the human capital factor participating in income
distribution. The reform aims at bringing into full play of the initiative of the human capital factor. The difficulty lies in the
designing of a kind of distribution system that will give a spur to the human capital accumulation. The paper begins with
measuring the human capital value, and by solving the problem of the measurement of the potential human capital value, it
analyses the distribution of the residual claimants of human and physical capitals and w ays of realizing the participation of the

human capital in enterprise.

Peasants” Behavior in their first Marriage under the Legal Marriage Age and Late- Marriage Policy : An Analysis
Based on the Data of the Fifth Census Wang Yuesheng * 79 °

Based on the data of the fifth census in China and the local literatures, this paper examines the restriction placed by the
legal marriage age and late-marriage policy on peasants’behavior at their first marriage since the 1930s. The general condu-
sion is as follows: before the early 1970s, the regulation of marriage age was not rigid but elastic. In the early 1980%, most
of the young people followed the marriage law but some of them still got married below the legal marriage age. Although
most of the rural youths got married before the late- marriage age, the late- marriage campaign reduced the rates of the early
marriage to the lowest level. In the 1980s, the marriage rates below the legal marriage age rose sharply, due to the lack of
enforcement in the commune: a collective econom ie based local government. In the 1990s, the late marriage rates in the

countryside rose again, thanks to the social and economic restructuring.



