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1 1987—1995
ECH TECH KGCH KSCH LGCH LSCH Yo /Yy,
( ) 0.92 1.00 4.02 0.51 0.67 1.29 1.61
1.41 1.01 1.49 0.91 1.16 1.06 2.38
1.72 1.01 0.99 1.00 1.29 0.97 2.13
1.20 1.01 1.75 1.00 1.13 1.00 2.39
1.53 1.01 0.99 1.00 1.29 1.33 2.63
1.26 1.00 2.84 0.69 0.98 0.98 2.38
1.30 1.01 1.52 1.00 1.15 1.08 2.48
1.55 1.00 2.48 0.99 1.07 0.98 4.00
0.79 1.01 1.35 1.00 1.13 1.19 1.44
1.88 1.01 1.35 1.00 1.13 0.99 2.85
1.23 1.01 1.19 1.00 1.29 1.20 2.29
1.30 1.01 1.68 0.89 1.09 1.09 2.32
1 1 1
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ECH TECH KGCH KSCH LGCH ISCH Yy /Yy

( ) 0.74 1.00 3.04 0.65 0. 64 1.31 1.24
0.83 1.40 1.43 1.13 1.26 0.80 1.88
1.39 1.75 1.09 0.98 1.26 0.60 1.97
1.22 1.03 1.57 0.81 1.24 0.78 1.56
1.00 2.11 1.01 1.00 1.28 0.96 2.64
0.28 1.00 2.41 2.07 1.24 0.89 1.53
0.90 1.43 1.56 1.05 1.24 0.87 2.29
0.84 1.01 2.55 0.86 1.20 0.84 1.88
1.00 1.48 1.41 1.19 1.24 0.90 2.78
0.93 1.90 1.18 0.99 1.25 0.83 2.14
0.86 1.49 1.40 1.18 1.26 0.91 2.44
0.85 1.36 1.62 1.03 1.16 0.88 1.96

3 2002—2009

ECH TECH KGCH KSCH LGCH ISCH Yo /Y,

( ) 0.20 3.92 2.36 0.85 1.01 0.98 1.55
0.52 2.86 1.48 0.85 1.04 1.02 1.98
0.95 2.06 1.02 1.00 1.05 0.98 2.06
0.28 3.47 1.90 1.04 1.03 1.08 2.11
0.69 1.98 0.98 1.00 1.05 1.01 1.42
0.39 4.72 2.52 0.51 1.01 1.04 2.49
0. 66 2.53 1.15 0.94 1.04 1.10 2.06
1.00 3.44 1.02 0.68 1.02 1.13 2.79
0.85 2.02 1.01 1.00 1.05 1.18 2.15
0. 64 2.04 1.02 1.00 1.06 1.15 1.61
0.61 2.55 1.23 0.97 1.05 1.03 1.99
0.69 2.12 1.02 0.97 1.06 1.19 1.81
0.96 2.05 1.02 1.00 1.06 0.94 1.99
0.84 2.12 1.02 1.00 1.05 1.19 2.28
0.19 5.08 2.22 0.94 0.98 1.02 2.03
0.56 2.72 1.31 0.91 1.04 1.07 1.99
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o 1995—2002

1980—2002
2002—2008
1%
38

ECH TECH KGCH KSCH LGCH LSCH Yo /Yy,
1980—1987 1.11 1.11 1.33 0.95 1.16 1.02 1.86
1987—1995 0.89 1.15 1.44 0.94 1.11 1.07 1.63
1995—2002 1.08 1.49 1.54 0.95 0.93 1.01 2.22
2002—2008 0.67 2.20 1.83 1.01 1.00 1.06 2.90
1980—2008 0.71 4.19 5.39 0.86 1.20 1.18 19.55

2004 38
(K/L)
. 5 6
29 4-20

ECH TECH KGCH KSCH LGCH LSCH Yo /Yy,
1980—1987 1.21 1.05 1.43 0.95 1.14 1.00 1.99
1987—1995 1.23 1.09 1.55 0.88 1.06 1.00 1.95
1995—2002 1.12 1.33 1.64 0.94 0.96 1.02 2.27
2002—2008 0.67 2.06 2.06 1.03 1.00 1.04 3.03
1980—2008 1.12 3.14 7.50 0.81 1.16 1.07 26.63

ECH TECH KGCH KSCH LGCH LSCH Yo /Yy,
1980—1987 1.03 1.17 1.24 0.95 1.18 1.04 1.75
1987—1995 0.64 1.21 1.33 1.00 1.17 1.14 1.37
1995—2002 1.03 1.68 1.45 0.97 0.90 1.00 2.17
2002—2008 0. 66 2.36 1.63 0.99 1.01 1.09 2.77
1980—2008 0.45 5.58 3.88 0.92 1.24 1.30 14.35

5 6 . 6.5
1980—2008 2.14 .
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1995—2002 63.38 84.72 -109.33 28.49 53.12 -20.37
2002—2009 70.74 62.53 14.23 -55.65 -3.06 11.22
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( 2)
1
2
9
1 2
P P

C -0.010 0.053 0.847 C 1.34 0.209 0.000
LP 0.038 0.025 0.128 Lp 0.068 0.019 0.001
TECH 0.040 0.019 0.035 TECH 0.025 0.016 0.089
SOELC 0.081 0.043 0.059 SOEYC 0.137 0.036 0.000
H -0.089 0. 455 0.845 H -0.159 0.089 0.078

WAGE -0.035 0.052 0.911

WAGEC -0.105 0.058 0.077

FEC 0.072 0.047 0.126
F =4.365 0. 000 F =5.00 0.000

Adjusted R* =0. 657 Adjusted R* =0.416
Chi-Sq. =5.507 0.598 Chi-Sq. =11.18 0.025
91 91
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1 2
P P
C -1.396 0.259 0.000 C —-1.482 0.227 0. 000
LP 0.016 0.022 0.471
TECH 0.722 0. 161 0.000 TECH 0.805 0.126 0. 000
LMEC 0.032 0.023 0.164 LMEC 0.044 0.016 0.012
SOEYC 0.039 0.068 0.571
FEC 0.005 0.010 0.614
F =2.76 0.000 F =3.09 0.000
Adjusted R* =0. 496 Adjusted R* =0. 521
Chi - Sq. 0.000 Chi - Sq. =23.78 0.000
76 76
13 o
i 8 41 108 - 114 42 20-23
11 (2002—2009)
2
P P
C -1.453 0.925 0.121 C -0.530 0.361 0. 147
KP 0.015 0.021 0.478
SOELC 0.338 0. 160 0.038 SOELC 0.361 0.155 0.022
H 0.625 0.389 0.112 H 0.058 0.032 0.076
TECH 0.052 0.073 0.481
FEC -0.009 0.019 0.636
F =14.58 0.000 F =17.87 0.000
Adjusted R* =0.773 Adjusted R* =0.724
Chi-Sq. =20.5 0.001 Chi-Sq. =5.78 0.054
91 91
12
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(1995—2008) ( 1995—2008)
P P
C -0.116 0.353 0. 744 C 0.287 0.131 0.031
KP 0.566 0.105 0. 000 KP 0.543 0.093 0. 000
LMEC 0.088 0.029 0. 004 LMEC 0.083 0.023 0. 000
TECH 0.217 0.176 0.221
FEC 0.006 0.012 0.619
SOEYC -0.065 0.087 0. 456
F =11.993 0. 000 F =29.52 0.000
Adjusted R* =0. 461 Adjusted R* =0.432
Chi-Sq. =4.23 0.516 Chi-Sq. =1.498 0.473
76 76
o 1995—2002
N
1987—2009 ( 1995—2002
1980—2008 38 )
o (2)
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rule is conducive to improve the defense quality
and find the fact accurately.

Key words: impeachment evidence; substantive
evidence; cross-examination;, extrinsic evidence;

new legalism of evaluating evidence

Scale Expansion Structural Change and
Chinese Economic Growth:

A Production Frontier Approach
WU Jianxin LIU De-xue

School college of Jinan University
Guangzhou 510632  China

Abstract: We decompose the output growth of Chi—
na in both macroeconomic sector and industrial
sub-sector into components attributable to techni—
cal efficiency change technological progress

scale expansion and structural change of capital

scale expansion and structural change of labor via
a production frontier approach. We then evaluate
their contribution to the sectoral growth and growth
difference. We also try to discover the determi—
nants of labor and capital growth. The main con-
clusions and findings are listed as follows. (1)

Both scale expansion and technological progress
are major drivers of Chinas economic growth.
However technological progress has already re—
placeed scale expansion as the most important
one. Chinese economy has transited from the scale
expansion driven to a more technology driven econ—
omy. (2) Technological efficiency is the major
reason for the inter-sectoral growth differentials
and its persistent decline can be explained by “ap-
propriate technology”. (3) Because of the differ—
ence in the factor allocation mechanics the per—
formance in structure change of labor is better than

that of capital.

Key words: economic growth; technological pro—

gress; scale expansion; structural change; produc—

tion frontier approach

The Contract and Management Rights”
Transfer Efficiency about Mainland

Rural Land: Theory and Evidence
CHEN Zhang-xi

School of Economics of Jinan University

Guangzhou 510630 China

Abstract: The circulation of rural land contracted
management right is an important innovation of
farmland system reform in China. Along with the
implementation of the national policy to the con—
tracted management of rural land circulation step
by step land circulation efficiency is directly re—
lated to the overall implementation of national
farmland transfer policy. Based on this this paper
uses the data envelopment analysis ( DEA) meth-
od using the panel data in 2000 — 2009 in China
to inspect the overall efficiency and regional opera—
tion efficiency of the right to the contracted man—
agement right of rural land circulation. Results
showed that with the implementation of the right
to the contracted management of rural land circula—
tion in china the whole operation efficiency is im—
proved but there is a big difference in regional
operation efficiency.

Key words: farmland contracted management
right; circulation efficiency; data envelopment a—

nalysis

Tourist experience psychological structure

study based on subject well-being theory
HUANG Xiang'*

1. Shenzhen Tourism college Jinan University



