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2003 -2011 y « »

3] ( . ) 1
1
FI 3 R M BAEALILAN & GDP )b &
PE R MB X & GDP )b &
SLPE ERRIIFAERS MBI L2t
SKPE WG B RA BN S M BT 20t
SLKPE (ERBRIIFEHR + F ARSI B ERROA L) /MBI L
PGDP A4 GDP
EDU ERBRIFHZHEFR
I, %—=k 5 GDP b &
I, %% & GDP lb&
SL/SK I HBN/( 278 BBRON + T 72 BRON)
31 ( . ) 2003 - 2010
248 2:
2
Jarque — Bera
InFI 0. 467921 0. 454395 1. 674256 - 0. 782682 0. 348728 14. 11116
InSLPE -0. 427697 -0. 417383 0. 424420 —1. 620930 0. 341420 22. 03626 ™
InSKPE —2. 484384 -2.371107 — 1. 465773 —4.727493 0. 515464 221. 1467
InSLKPE -0. 302270 -0. 267706 0. 497532 —1.575240 0. 348348 38. 67901
InPGDP 9. 763098 9. 736547 11. 27706 8. 189522 0. 631736 4.621332"
InEDU 2. 126685 2. 148968 2. 500468 1. 252384 0. 173461 650. 3046 ™
In/, 2.388759 2. 595255 3.611264 -0. 356675 0. 798532 188. 0718 ™
In/, 3.815048 3. 875359 4. 119037 3.114844 0. 220942 130. 6955
In( SL/SK) 2.215797 2. 127745 5.451637 1. 242200 0. 536786 825. 6599
Dk R EMARTFA 1%, BHERKFA 10% .
3
InFI InEDU In/, Ini, InPGDP
InFI 1. 0000
InEDU -0.2987 1. 0000
In, 0.3977 -0.5577 1. 0000
In/, -0. 0389 0. 2850 -0. 1160 1. 0000
InPGDP -0.3942 0. 5881 -0.7720 0. 1771 1. 0000
3 GDP GDP ( -0.7720)
GDP. GDP o
()
HO1.H02.HO03  HO4 4 -7 . 4 (1) =(5)
t .
InFI t 1% o FI.EDU.
PGDP 1,1,
( GDP) o
InFI HO1 “ /GDP” ( SL + SK)
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=f,( FI EDU 1, I, PGDP)

4 In (SL+SK)/ PE
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
c ~2.751589 ™ 3. 652665 ~2.533179" 4097118 1. 712801 =
( Z16. 17684) (5. 109241) ( Z11.94060) (5.936013) (3.516168)
WFT ~0.247962 ™ ~0. 164253 0. 224418 ~0. 142390 ~0. 141522
( =6.052211) ( —4.795330) ( =5.211121) ( —4.303486) ( —4.127897)
WEDU 1. 206663 1. 138874 0. 176637
(15. 74999) (13. 24501) (1.063092)
~0. 397788 ~0.282885 ™
InPGDP ( =5.405321) ( —3.785476)
. ~0.035761° ~0. 145977
1 ( —1.710342) ( —2.537263)
. ~0. 413359 ~0. 518967
2 ( —4.551040) ( =5.940963)
R 0. 663301 0. 954240 0. 667406 0. 958402 0. 957244
G R 0. 650569 0. 945660 0. 653373 0. 950364 0. 948734
Fhits 52. 09583 ** 111, 2159 47. 55805 119. 2296 112, 4881

% Hausman # %, 7 A 91 )26 A MAURREL, 2 F ke, A0 ( 1) AR 0y 18] 18 22 AR AR, B (2) (4) (5) %) e AE Ay
K ARG B A B AR A (3) A R B R AR AR ook AT 1%, ok RFEMAT A 5%, ¢ B F AT H

10%
5 InFI.InPGDP.Inl, \Inl, !
InEDU t
InFI HO2 “ /GDP” SL
5 In SL/PE = f,(FI EDU I, I, PGDP)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
c -2.718151 ™ 2. 878374 —2.431084 3. 574866 1. 548796 ™
( —16.09769) (10.31928) ( —11.59759) (4.545354) (3.075670)
WnFI - 0. 254557 -0. 130351 -0.223611 " - 0. 148874 -0. 147337
( —6.258830) ( —3.800814) ( =5.255027) ( —4.365153) ( —4.157188)
mEDU 1. 133440 0. 031309 1. 044342 0.238491" 0. 192448"
(14.90297) (0.207519) (12.29212) (1. 425065) (1. 120430)
- 0. 339697 —0. 293640 ™
nPGDP ( —18.69146) ( —3.813459)
In/ - 0. 047002 ™ —0. 147448
! ( =2.275111) ( —2.479145)
In/ -0.413628 ™ -0.515920 ™
2 ( —4.411156) ( —5.713239)
R’ 0. 653059 0. 944015 0. 660475 0. 954043 0. 952224
AES G R 0. 639940 0. 935381 0. 646149 0. 944897 0. 942716
F %t % 49. 77740 109. 3463 ™ 46. 10336 ™ 104. 3043 ™ 100. 1420 ™
FAege AR (1) ((3) se4Fu 0 B 2 20 m AR A (2) st R 2 5k

. % Hausman %35, Ff A © 2B 4 A PUAR A ; 22
FAER AL (4) ((5) B AFR R MR R G B R AR ok REEKFAH 1%, dk BHEEKFAHS%,F RFBEARTA

10% »

6 GDP y InFI t

InFI HO3 “ /GDP” SK
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In SK/PE =f,(FI EDU I, I, PGDP)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
c 2. 426282 0. 642318 Z1.944424 7 1. 180079° ~0. 077895
( 2149, 4526) (0. 953865) ( = 14.81958) (1.877253) ( —0.254970)
- ~0. 143030 ™ ~0. 110997 ~0. 111135 ~0. 084545 0. 070499
( —4.341577) ( —3.440393) ( =3.354564) ( —2.805576) ( —2.330141)
~0.315960 ™ ~0. 176934 ™
InPGDP ( —4.558187) ( —2. 599663)
. ~0.207712° ~0. 180751
‘ ( =3.699312) ( =3.578455)
. ~0.500139™ ~0. 552204 ™
: ( —6.046023) ( -7.173328)
R 0. 980350 0.982135 0. 981563 0. 984816 0. 985234
BEEH R 0.976778 0. 978785 0. 978107 0. 981882 0. 982381
Fits 274. 4051 293. 2022 283. 9475 335. 6514 345. 2932

. % Hausman ¥ %, BF A ©1 )2 36 6 R ALEE R B AV (1) —(5) &

KA 1%, dox REMARTEH 5% ,* BEBRAF A 10% .

F g, 3 S 3 0t 8] 30 K R 6y B 2 2R AR AL ook B3 H

7 InFI t .
InFI HO4 “ /GDP” SK SL o
7 In(SL/SK) = f,(FI EDU 1, 1, PGDP)
(1) (2) (3) (4)
c 2.084415™* 2.811958 3.517421™* 4.071752*
(42.97557) (7. 024205) (3.548013) (3.924153)
1uF] 0. 280779 0. 329736 ™ 0.311110™* 0. 354526 ™
(2.856124) (3.253493) (3. 102877) (3.445018)
Inf -0.314160° —0. 296600
! ( -1.830721) ( -1.726212)
Il 0. 379340 - 0. 344252
2 ( —1.447194) ( -1.315612)
R 0. 828616 0. 831346 0. 830332 0. 832751
AW R 0. 797305 0. 799571 0. 798366 0. 800276
F %t % 26. 46435 ™ 26. 16324 ™ 25.97515™* 25. 64249 ™

: %2 Hausman 435, T A @ )3 B 26 AAUAE R AE AL (1) — (5) 22 F AR TR, ¥ A At 9 3 K A &) B) S 40 B AR AL ok 2 2514
KFH1% ,* BHFHEARTFH 10% .

()
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0.184% (
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o 4 -7
2003 -2010
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2 FI 1. 60 1.616
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“ /GDP”
31 NN
1% SLKPE
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0.18%( 2 0.652 5 0.6508 0.18%) ;(2)
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Transfers and Differentiation of Fiscal Revenues in the Counties

Zhao Ying
( School of Public Finance and Taxation Zhongnan University of Economics and Law)

Abstract: This paper analyzed the differentiation of fiscal revenues in the counties from two perspectives under the framework of
polarization index ranging from 1993 to 2003. Dissimilar tendencies are found to exist in the three main areas while the situation of
polarization seems to ameliorate as a whole. Special subsidies general transfer grants subsidies and transfer payments to tax reform
consumption tax and VAT refunds have substantial effects on the divergence of fiscal revenues in the counties when analyzed by types.
Among them special subsidies contribute most. The quantiles below the 7th are better off according to the marginal effects while the
quantiles below the 2nd benefit most. Structural effects should be paid enough emphasis and the construction of payments in horizontal
are feasible suggestions to ameliorate the differentiation process of fiscal revenues in the counties.
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Impacts of Government Regulation on Factor Incomes: Based on Provincial Panel Data

Shen Yujie' Sun Jianping' and Xie Yanhao
(1: Nanjing University of Science and Technology; 2: Nanjing Audit University)

Abstract: This paper studies the impacts of government regulation scale on income factor share. Grounded on the theories of firm
decision equilibrium this study uses inter — provincial panel data from 2003 to 2010 to test the impacts of government regulation scale
(1. e. proportion of non — tax revenue to GDP as the proxy variable) on the ratio of residents’ competitive factor incomes. The results of
our empirical research indicate that: ( 1) as the government regulation scale increases the ratio of residents’ competitive factor incomes
to regulation monopoly rents decreases; (2) the human capital has a significant positive influence on labor earnings; (3) the growth of
the percentage of the tertiary industry in GDP contributes to the residents’ competitive factor incomes by increasing the supply elasticity
of residents’ competitive factor. The findings imply that the key point to reduce the income gap is not to merely establish an effective
minimum wage system but to relax the regulation on both product and factor markets.

Key Words: Factor Share; Competitive Supply; Trading Opportunity; Administrative Regulation
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