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Urban - rural Indirect Welfare Costs of China’ s Provincial Business Cycle Volatility
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Abstract: Based on a revised theoretical model this paper estimates indirect welfare cost of business cycle volatility through China’ s
urban — rural data and Chinese 28 provincial urban — rural data between 1985 and 2007. The major findings are: indirect welfare cost of
business cycle volatility is far from trivial; Indirect welfare cost of business cycle volatility is obviously different between urban and rural
area and between urban and rural area within each province. Therefore while economic growth is attached importance to business cycle
volatility should be paid attention to and urban — rural differences of business cycle volatility also should be taken into account.
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The Home Market Effect in Industrial Development:
Based on the Study of the Panel Data of Our Country from 2004 to 2009

Feng Wei and Xu Kangning
( School of Management and Economics Southeast University)

Abstract: In this paper we examine the home market effect in our industrial development based on the industrial data of 29 provinces
from 2004 to 2009 and find that in totally there are no home market effects in industrial development. It may be the reason that there is
relatively special heterogeneity and industrial difference in our industrial development. However we find that there are home market
effects in partial provinces and these effects have district and industrial tendency in choosing locations. This conclusion can provide
some advices on how to transfer the industrial developmental path and improve industrial developmental quality. For example some
districts can transfer their traditional industrial developmental path by fostering industries with home market effect and can accelerate
technological innovation and industrial upgrade by utilizing scale effect in industrial development.
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