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( Barro, 1998)

(convergence) ,
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( Sala-+ Martin, 1996)
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(BemDavid, 1998; Barro and Sala+ Martin,

1992) [13 2 ,
[13 2 ? ,
, R (Barro, 1991, 1998)
( , 1998; , 1999) ,
. ) (
, 1998) s ,
(T heil entropy) , ®
, 1978 —1998 s
(D).
, 63.71%
41.52%; ( 2) . ,
:(3)-
, :(4)
R ,  30.95% 56.29% ( 1)
(
, 1998) (BenDavid, 1998) ,
( 8 ) ( B
® S Shorrocks( 1980)
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* 1 Z R R Z D8] e AR E R W TR A% )
F1 7R # B F B 5T ek T 3 3Tk HIX (8] 5T Ek FIRHEHK
1978 63.71 2.96 2. 38 30.95 0.1218
1979 63.24 2.53 1. 96 31.45 0.1220
1980 62.65 3.05 1. 57 32.73 0.1213
1981 61.28 2.30 2. 98 33.45 0.1175
1982 60.79 2.43 2.43 34.35 0.1112
1983 60.58 2.37 2. 10 34.95 0.1096
1984 59.20 2.43 2.33 36.04 0.1071
1985 58.24 1.89 2. 56 37.31 0.1056
1986 56.86 1.82 2. 30 39.02 0.1043
1987 54.40 2.05 2. 05 41.49 0.1022
1988 52.70 2.26 2. 26 42.79 0.1019
1989 66.50 2.24 2.34 28.72 0.0982
1990 52.46 2.26 2. 36 42.91 0.1016
1991 49.41 2.28 2. 08 46.23 0. 1008
1992 45.50 1.86 1. 86 50.78 0.1041
1993 42.46 1.44 1. 63 54.47 0. 1067
1994 40.96 1.22 1. 41 56.42 0.1109
1995 40.85 1.08 1. 35 56.72 0.1121
1996 41.48 1.07 1. 25 56.20 0.1154
1997 41.68 1.04 1. 30 55.98 0.1185
1998 41.52 1.01 1. 18 56.29 0.1218
:« », , 2000
) ,0 B ,B
1978 —1998 ,
74% , 1. 76% ; 8.10%, 0. 88% ;
8.09%, 0. 92%
) (1978 )
2 )
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*2 2R HX KK RS R R
A A o G o T
Log( gdp78) - 0.41(1.04) - 1.83(3.35) - 1.87(1.99) - 2.70(2.04) - 1.64(1.21)
B 10.83 (4.6) 21.26(6.15) 18.29(3.39) 23.65( 3. 09) 16.39(2.13)
{ N, , 2000 t
, ? ) . )

( Mankiw et al., 1992)

(steady state) ,
(Abramovitz, 1986) ,
(Romer, 1990) , )
( Nelson and Phelps, 1966) ,
( Becker, Murphy, and Tamura, 1990),
(Barro, 1991) , )
( )
( ) ( ) ( Barro, 1991)
2 1 2
, 1978 ,
) 80
, 1992
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*3 XA E A E PR B KR H#AT RTINS R

HA ] A
mEXE
ES 4 t & ES t 1
Log(GDP78) -2.51 6.86 -2.80 7.75
ANATH A 0.093 8.73 0. 028 1.54
HHE 0.067 5.99 0. 086 8.84
R % 0.13 4.76 0. 081 2.45
T2 B 0.023 1.80 0.013 1.00
B H 5 -0.093 6.12 - 0.067 5.03
HH R E 0.045 6.91 0.051 7.12
Bt [8] #4 3 0.14 3.70 0. 16 4.30
Fi - — 12. 90 6.38
+ - — -3.31 9.49
7 # — — - 1.18 2.64
B 4.36 2.46 — —
R B 609 609
X », , 2000
1978 —1998 GDP,
, - 0.09( 5-1 ) 3 I
GDP ,
- 0. 39, 5- 2
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Convergence and divergence of Regional Economic Growth in China

Cai Fang & Du Yang

T o choose appropriate sectors to invest in is a key issue of the ongoing national strategy of going west,
because a success of this strategy presumably depends upon whether there is a trend among growth
rates of east, central and west to converge. This paper empirically reveals that there has appeared a
trend of both club convergence and conditional convergence. The determents that impede western re-
gions to converge with the east include: (1) lack of human capital, ( 2) market distortion, and ( 3) low
degree of openness. accelerating the growth of the west implies that all the efforts should be devoted to

build up a series of conditions to help a trend of regional convergence.

The Reform of Property Right in Medium and Small sized State owned Enterprises
and the Role of Governments in the Process of the Reform
—A Study of the Reform of Medium and Smal}sized State owned
Enterprcses in Zhuchong City, Shandong Province

Huang Shaoan & Wei Jian

T he most important step in the reform of state owned onterprises in China is to restructure the unitary
state-owned and state-managed property right. This proparty right reform is the first and key step in
the state-ow ned enterprises’ institutional change, but it isn’ t the last and sole important step. After the
first step in the property right reform, what can do in the further reform governments at different levels
as the main concrete operating body? What is the gain or loss for governments? And which character-
istics has their behavior? This paper has made an analysis based on the reform of medium and smalt
sized state-owned enterprises in Zhucheng city, Shandong provence as a case and on some principles of
new institutional economics as a means. The reform in this county-level city was selected as a case be-
cause of the following reasons: the first is the large scope and the great effect of the reform; the second
is its value to study the large drop of the status and the role of governments in the reform; and the third
is the enterprises’ institutional change in Zhucheng continued after the state property right has been

fundamentally restructured, so it is worthy to be further followed and studied.
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