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LnY = LnA+ aLnL+ BLnK

(2) A .o B
:Gy=Grt+ oG +BGk
Gy.GL.Gk .
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G4 = Gy — oG — PGk
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*1 B AL TN BT (1978 FM48); A
& IR 4
£ B
GDP(Y) L K GDP(Y) L K
1978 3624 100 40152. 00 - 194. 1400 2275. 950 27.23000
1979 3899 531 41024. 00 - 210. 6400 2304. 950 2766000
1980 4203 594 42361. 00 - 245. 5900 2367. 780 36 26000
1981 4422 126 43725. 00 873 9848 267. 7200 2423.790 52 98000
1982 4833 462 45295. 00 1123.216 299. 7500 2521. 380 72 75000
1983 5369 829 46436. 00 1294. 025 321. 5000 2569. 700 77. 64000
1984 6191 412 48197. 00 1582. 518 371. 5800 2637. 490 108 6100
1985 7008 647 49873. 00 1988. 353 438. 1700 2731. 110 142 1600
1986 7604 449 51282. 00 2326. 012 494. 0900 2811. 920 164 3100
1987 8478 944 52783. 00 2687. 533 591. 1600 2910. 990 182 0600
1988 9437 156 54334. 00 3005. 188 684. 5400 2994. 720 214 2700
1989 9833 633 55329. 00 2564. 891 733. 6600 3041. 270 188 9700
1990 10246. 42 64749. 00 2495. 327 818. 4900 3118. 100 202 4900
1991 11178. 90 65491. 00 2893. 002 963. 1300 3259. 200 249 2300
1992 12755. 02 66152. 00 3868. 964 1176 100 3367.210 444 2000
1993 14426. 09 66808. 00 5444. 940 1438 770 3433.910 684 1000
1994 16243. 94 67455. 00 5920. 326 1713 290 3493. 150 812 3300
1995 17705. 90 68065. 00 6061. 411 1969. 160 3551. 200 799 2100
1996 19440. 76 68950. 00 6561. 958 2179 030 3641. 300 778 0000
1997 21112.92 69820. 00 7071. 730 2409. 280 3701. 900 756. 8600
1998 22759.71 70637. 00 8252. 157 2654 280 3783. 870 894. 3000
1999 24398. 16 71394. 00 8875. 619 2905. 500 3796. 320 1039. 260
2000 26447.96 72085. 00 9733. 727 3220 010 3989. 320 1077. 650
2001 28299. 15 73025. 00 10977. 53 3529 270 4058. 630 1172. 160
2002 30206. 15 73740. 00 12744 06 3869 570 4134. 100 1307. 200
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Gy G Gy Gy Gy Gy
1978 — — — — — —
1979 7. 599995 2. 171747 — 8. 4990 1.2742 1. 5791
1980 7. 797405 3.259068 — 16. 5923 2.7259 31. 0918
1981 5 198711 3.219943 — 9.0110 2. 3655 46 1114
1982 9 301757 3.590623 28. 51664 11. 9640 4. 0263 37. 3160
1983 11 09696 2.519042 15. 20717 7. 2560 1.9164 6 7216
1984 15 29998 3.792316 22.29424 15. 5770 2. 6381 39 8892
1985 13 19949 3.477395 25. 64484 17. 9208 3.5496 30. 8903
1986 8 500959 2. 825176 16. 98188 12. 7622 2. 9589 15. 5810
1987 11 49978 2.926953 15. 54250 19. 6462 3.5232 100 8028
1988 11 30108 2.938446 11. 81959 15. 7961 2.8763 17. 6920
1989 4201229 1. 831266 | — 14 65124 7.1756 1. 5544 — 11 8075
1990 4. 197687 17. 02543 —2.712170 11. 5626 2.5262 7. 1546
1991 9 100551 1. 145964 15. 93682 17. 6716 4. 5252 23 0826
1992 14 09908 1. 009299 33.73524 22. 1123 3.3140 78 2290
1993 13 10129 0. 991656 40. 73381 22.3340 1. 9809 54. 0072
1994 12 60112 0.968447 8. 730781 19. 0802 1.7251 18 7443
1995 9. 000038 0.904307 2.383061 14. 9344 1. 6618 — 1 6151
1996 9. 798187 1.300228 8. 257927 10. 6578 2.5372 —2 6539
1997 8 601311 1. 261784 7.768611 10. 5666 1. 6642 —2 7172
1998 7799921 1. 170152 16. 69219 10. 1690 2.2143 18 1592
1999 7. 198919 1. 071676 7.555138 9. 4647 0. 3290 16 2093
2000 8 401431 0. 967868 9. 668141 10. 8246 5. 0839 36940
2001 6 999359 1. 304016 12. 77825 9.6043 1. 7374 8 7700
2002 6 738726 0.979117 16. 09226 9. 6422 1. 8595 11. 5206

1 (2) (
) ),

InY =—27. 189+ 4. 1082InL + 0. 16615K

(t1=—7.399 t,= 8 360, r— 2.319)

(s1=3.675 s2=0.491, s3 = 0. 072)

(R*=0.997, DW = 1. 465, F = 2966. 138 )

(4) , ,
Y . 1978 ~2002 —
Y = 1.556X 10 2% 10820 1662 (5)
. 1 (2)
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InY =—3.91946+ 0. 7063In L +0. 67187InK
(t1=—2.928, t2= 4 747, t3 = 17. 597)
(s1=1.339, s,=0. 149, s3 = 0. 672 )

(R*=0. 992, DW = 1. 256, F = 821.822)

(6) , .
(6) 1978 ~ 2002 —
Y = 0.019852L P8 g0 6TV
(3) 2 a B
( 3).
1. 1978 ~2002 13. 37%, 9. 28%
, . 19. 1 %,
11.64% . 2.52%, 2.61%
2. .
. aHB=4.27, 1, 4.27
at+B=1. 38, 1, 1.38 .
3. 4. 11, 0.17;
0.71 0.67. 1% 4. 11%,
1%, 0. 17%; 1%, 0.71%,
1%, 0.67%. ,
77.43% 19. 88%
4 , 20
( ) . .
77. 43%, 23.73%, (
—1 12%. . 103.13%,
19. 88 %, ( ) —22.95%.
(1978 ~ 1988) : 13. 30 %,
—14.00% ( 10.08% —42.52%); 1989 ~1997 .
: 15. 12%,
15.30% ( 9.41% —1.52%) 1997 .
: 9. %9,
—12 471% ( 7.43  —24.09%). .
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BB () 1978~ 2002 1978~ 1988 1989 ~ 1997 1998~ 2002

Gy A 9 28 10 08 9 41 743
EE 13 37 1350 15 12 994

L é\ 2 61 3 07 2 94 L 10
I HRE 252 279 239 225

2 14 24 18 15 11.13 12 56

o I RE 19. 10 23 77 18 05 11. 67
oGy A 1. 84 217 207 078
JRE 10 35 11 44 9 81 9 24

& 9 57 12 20 748 8 44

PG FERE 317 395 300 194
& —213 —4 29 —0 14 —179

o IR E —Q 15 —1.90 2 31 —1.24
aGy, & 19. 88 21. 53 22 05 10. 45
Gy JHRE 77. 43 84. 75 64 87 92 96
BGk A 103 13 121. 00 79 47 113 58
Gy EE 23 73 29 25 19. 84 19 51
Gy 2 —22 95 —42 52 —1.52 —24.09
Gy I EE —1 12 —14 00 1530 —12 47
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Comparative and positive analysis on the factors of economic growth between

Guangdong province and the whole nation

ZHANG Jian— hua
( School of International Economics and Trade, Guangdong Foreign Studies University, Guangzhou 510420 China)

Abstract: This article is based on economic grow th theory, through quantitative analysis to the macro— economic
statistics of 1978—2002 years, obtains Cobb— Douglas production function of Guangdong Province and the w hole
nation of this period and compares the economic grow th factor of the two with analysis. In concdusion Guang-
dong Province should strengthen labor input, and the whole country should pay attention to the improvement of

efficiency in the future.

Key words; Cobb— Douglas production function; economic grow th; quantitative analysis

(E#EP5D
Electric government administration develops well on social power

YAO Yu, MAI Jie—hua RONG Jin—guang
(Information Department, Guangzhou Finance & Trade Management Institute , Guangzhou 510055, China)

Abstract: In building the electric government administration all authorities should get the best “ professional ser-
vice” from society, includingitem planning service, program designing service, engineering supervising service as
well as the training service to people engaging in the electric government administration.

Key words; electric government administration; better design; professional service.
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