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GDP o o
1 (1990—2018 )
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Inp = 1.1625™ = 1.276™ | = 1217 | = 1,178 | = 1. 165™ |- 1. 0749 |- 1. 1146 |- 1. 1208***
Inp2 0.0599™* | 0.063™** | 0.057* | 0.056"* 0.05* | 0.0396™ | 0.0495** | 0.0496™**
IncityPopDens | - 0.0056 = 0.012" | = 0.014™** | = 0.019™* | = 0. 0082"* |- 0.0196™**| - 0. 02"
InHC 0. 0601~ 0.055™** | 0.0665™* | 0.0538*** | 0.0521"**
FDI - 0.1838*"" - 0.1099"" | - 0. 1167~
rev_ GDP 0. 0289 - 0.037
GDP2 0.2713™*
GDP3 0.0243 - 0.279" |- 0.2725""|- 0.2373™%|- 0. 2399 **
L2Rate - 0.0149 -0.0279 | - 0.0284
L3Rate — 0.2454™" - 0.1567***|- 0. 1605***
urban 0. 61427 0.5297™** | 0.5297***
infrasturct 0.1014™** 0. 1128
Inproductivity | 0.2963**
outInFin - 0.0268*"" - 0.026™" |- 0.0212"*|- 0. 0173™*|- 0. 0175
Koutpus - 0.0077 - 0.007 -0.0076 | - 0.0055 | - 0.0074
save - 0.2744*" - 0.357"" |- 0.3661 |- 0.3521 |- 0. 3568 "
housePRev 0.0011 0. 002 0. 0028" 0. 0001 - 0. 0001
InperWealth | 0.0662*"* 0.087** | 0.0817*** | 0.0625*** | 0.0609 "
devQuality 0. 0867 -0.151™] 0.037™" 0.0371™* | - 0.0245
_ cons 1.9028™ " | = 1. 805 | = 2.094™ | - 1.641™| 0.79*" 0. 0676 0.8966™** | 0.6378"
Wx
W Inp 1.30847 | 1.742°* | 1.685*"* 1.827° 1.2237%% | 1.3935™" | 1.4589** | 1.4401™*"
W Inp2 - 0. 1107 = 0. 082 | = 0. 078" | = 0. 109 | — 0. 084" |- 0. 1159™**|- 0. 1323***|- 0. 1278***
WA IncityPopDens | 0. 05347 0.065™** | 0.071°** | 0.085™** | 0.0968** | 0.0571*** | 0.0543***
W* InHC 0. 0655~ 0. 1457 | 0.1214™** | 0. 1689™** | 0. 1498~
W* FDI - 0.3448*"* - 0. 8491 |- 0. 9807 "
W* rev_ GDP | - 0.007 -0.151
W* GDP2 0.0138
W* GDP3 0. 4848 0.517° | 0.4562°" | 0.4924™* | 0.6955™"
W* L[2Rate | 0.1993*** 0.2967*** | 0.2217***
W* L3Rate 0.224** 0. 4381 | 0.3305™**
W* urban |- 0.4657" - 0.4217*"%|- 0. 3608 ***
W* infrasturct | — 0.0587" 0. 0981
W* Inproductivity|— 0. 0986 *"*
W* outlnFin | 0.0143™* 0.0317*" | 0.0358™** | 0.0271°* | 0.0331™*"
W* Koutput | 0.0496*"* 0. 158™** | 0.1569*** | 0. 1498 | 0. 1116™**
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W* save 0. 1291 0.254*** 0.24™** 1 0.1563™** | 0. 1617
W* housePRev | 0.0185*** 0.019* | 0.0209™ | 0.0264™* | 0.0279***
W+ InperWealth| 0. 0966 0.135™** | 0.1525™* | 0.1685*** | 0.1875***
W* devQuality | — 0.0054 0.364** | 0.117°" | 0.168™* | 0.1862**

Spatial
p 0.5467** | 0.97*** 0.97*** 0.933™** | 0.649™" | 0.6444™ | 0.611™"* | 0.6225***
Variance
0 = 3.37047| = 3.25™"F | = 3.2737%F | = 3.269™" | — 3,356 | — 3.408 " |- 3.3441***|- 3.3351 """
o 0.0064™* | 0.012°™" | 0.012°** | 0.012™* | 0.009™** | 0.0093™** | 0.0088*** | 0.0088*"*
* Kk K 1% * % 5% * 10%
2 . (1990—2018 )
LR_ Direct 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Inp = L1277 | = 0,998 | = 0.927"F | = 0.935™" | = 1.122°"" |- 1. 0139™"*|= 1. 0544 **|- 1. 0607 ***
Inp2 0.055*** | 0.052** | 0.044™ | 0.036™** | 0.045™** | 0.0318™* | 0.0417°** | 0.0419***
IncityPopDens | - 0.0022 0.019** 0. 006 - 0.013**| —0.0002 |- 0.0159"**|- 0.0164***
InHC 0. 0659 ** 0. 069 ™** 0.08™* | 0.0683*** | 0.0659**
FDI - 0.2106*"* - 0.1774™ - 0. 197"
rev_ GDP 0.0313 - 0.051
GDP2 0. 2808 "
GDP3 0. 0533 - 0.25" |- 0.2495""*|- 0.2104 |- 0. 1969 ***
L2Rate - 0.0022 - 0.008 - 0.0133
L3Rate - 0.2386™"* = 0.1326™ - 0. 144
urban 0. 6051 ™ 0.5246™* | 0.5204***
infrasturct 0.101*** 0. 12817
Inproductivity | 0.3005***
outInF'in - 0.0268*"* - 0.024™*" |- 0.0194™**|- 0.0159™**|- 0. 0157 **
Koutput - 0. 0052 0. 006 0. 0046 0. 0051 0. 0005
save - 0.2756™"* = 0.355™""| = 0.365™*" |- 0.3557***|- 0. 3607 ***
housePRev 0. 0024" 0.004™* | 0.0048*** 0. 002 0.0019
InperWealth | 0.0745** 0.103*** | 0.0984™** | 0.0777°* | 0.078"**
devQuality 0.09*** - 0.076™*| 0.05"** | 0.0539"** | - 0.0131
LR_ Indirect
Inp 1.4408™ | 16.126™** | 16.827°* | 10. 645 | 1.317°"* | 1.9419™* | 1.9562"** | 1.9341***
Inp2 - 0.1672"" - 0.649" | —0.752™" | - 0.847"" | = 0. 147 |- 0. 2504 |- 0.2566™**| - 0.251***
IncityPopDens | 0.1083™** 17387 | 0.848™ | 0.202°** | 0.2517* | 0.1116™** | 0. 1064™**
InHC 0.2109™** 0.5027* | 0.4533™"" | 0.5027°*" | 0.4696**
FDI - 0.9645™** - 2.2974™**|- 2, 7083 ***
rev_ GDP 0.0215 - 0.494**
GDP2 0. 3565
GDP3 1.0816™** 0.912°*% | 0.7617*** | 0.8644™** | 1.3977"**
L2Rate 0.4118™* 0. 6974™** | 0.5267*"*
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L3Rate 0.2045** 0.8514™** | 0.5891***
urban - 0.2818™ -0.2476" | - 0.0809
infrasturct - 0.0095 0. 473***
Inproductivity | 0. 1351 **
outInFin - 0.0011 0.039°** | 0.0603™* | 0.0412°* | 0.0568 "
Koutput 0. 0983 *** 0.425** | 04147 | 0.3657*** | 0.2743***
save - 0.0484 0.061 0. 0092 - 0.145%7 |- 0.15327*
housePRev 0. 0407 *** 0.055** | 0.0619™* | 0.0661*** | 0.0719™**
InperWealth | 0.2848*** 0.527* | 0.5601°** | 0.5177** | 0.5798**"
devQuality | 0.0921° 3,282 | 0,388 | 0.5249%*% | 0.4256***
LR_ Total
Inp 0.3200 | 15.128** | 15.907*** | 9. 71*** 0.194 | 0.928*** | 0.9018"** | 0.8733***
Inp2 0. 1122%% = 0.598" | —0.709° |- 0.811%* | = 0. 102%** |- 0. 2186***|- 0. 2149***|— 0. 2001 ***
IncityPopDens | 0. 1061 *** 1.756° | 0.854™ | 0.189™ | 0.2515™ | 0.0957*** | 0.09™**
InHC 0.2768™** 0.571°** | 0.5333™"* | 0.5711°*" | 0.5355"**
FDI - 1.175* — 2.47487%|- 2.9053**
rev_ GDP 0. 0528 - 0.545""
GDP2 0. 6372
GDP3 1. 13497 0.661°** | 0.5122™ | 0.654™ | 1.2008***
L2Rate 0. 4096~ 0.6894™** | 0.5134***
L3Rate - 0.034 0.7189™** | 0.4451***
urban 0.32327** 0.277** 0. 4485™
infrasturct 0. 0915 0.6011***
Inproductivity | 0. 4356
outInFin - 0.0279*"* 0.015 0. 04007 | 0.0253™* | 0.0411*"*
Koutput 0.0931*** 0.431°°" | 0.4193™*" | 0.3708*" | 0.2748™*
save - 0.324™ —0.294™% |- 0.3559™"*|- 0. 5007 ***|- 0.5139***
housePRev 0.0431 " 0.059** | 0.0666™ | 0.0681*** | 0.0737***
InperWealth | 0.3593*"* 0.63™** | 0.6584™ | 0.5955™** | 0. 6578~
devQuality | 0.1821** 3.206%% | 0.438 | 0.5788** | 0.4125***
* % % 1% * % 5% * 10% ; LR_ Direct
LR_ Indirect LR_ Total o
2.
(1)
1990—2018 2000—2018
o infrasturct~ Koutput~ urban
rev_ GDP
(2)
1990—2018 SDM 3 N
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ABSTRACTS

The Historical Attributes of and Possible Solutions to
Rural Crisis from the Das Kapital View

Bao Dawei  (10)

Urban—rural contradiction the an important perspective for Karl Marx to analyze the history
of class society based on which Marx in his early works developed his basic principles of
historical materialism by analyzing labor division and the tension between urban and rural areas.
In Das Kapital Marx depicted the continuous exploitation of rural population and the means of
production as a representation of the concentration of wealth and political power in the capitalist
society. In the era of capitalist globalization the urban—rural opposition caused by the contra—
diction between the private ownership and the large —scale production not only spread to the
whole world but also caused universal overdrafts of the rural population and environment. As a
revolutionary historical program the practice of socialist rural economy from the October Revo—
lution to the socialism with Chinese characteristics continues to provide wisdom for mankind to
get rid of urban—rural contradictions. This paper concludes that only in the historical matrix of
socialism can the industrial and agricultural production realize its sociality and publicness with

which people and nature in the countryside can be truly liberated.
A Study on City Size Spatial Agglomeration and Economic Growth
Zhang Ziran  (94)

Based on the spatial panel data from 264 cities this paper using SDM analyzes the rela—
tions among city size spatial agglomeration and economic growth in China. With the empirical
results obtained from the indirect effect direct effect and total effect of population density hu—
man capital financial revenue proportion and other variables the paper after considering the
spatial weight puts forward the following policy suggestions: firstly to release the restrictions
on the population size of mega—cities secondly to improve the level of spatial aggregation to
accelerate the accumulation of middle and high—end human capital thirdly to increase the pro—
portion of tertiary industry in GDP and urbanization level an lastly to improve urban infra—

structure construction and reduce government intervention.



