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The Improvement of Government Regulation under the Strategy of Cooperative Rapid Growth
......................................................................................... CUI Baoyu and LIU Feng(49)
Under the strategy of rapid growth and the mode of forcing promotion cooperative shows the develop—
ment path of the scope and efficiency being taken seriously yet the specification and fair being neglected
the rapid development and anomie development existed at the same time. If the phenomenon is not correc—
ted farmer’s confidence of participating cooperative and cooperative ventures will be damaged consequen—
tially in China. therefore Governments need to positively act on the macro level government must reverse
the rapid strategy and the mode of forcing promotion on the concrete operational level government must
improve government regulation for cracking the problems of imbalance of government regulation agencies-
absence of government regulationcaptive of government regulation.lack of administrative regulation en—
sure rapidly increasing the number of cooperative at the same time strengthening the Normative of coopera—
tive then rapidlysoundly and normatively promote the development of cooperative in China.
Behavioral Logic Differentiation Results and Prospects: The Inspection of Rural-household
Differentiation Since the Reform in China «-«-«-eovevieieeiniiiinn. LI Xianbao and GAO Qiang( 56)
Since the reform and opening-up there are more and more differences happened in business prac—
tices labor allocation income structure among rural-households in china and resulting in a significant
differentiation of rural-household. In the process of rural-household differentiation the reform of house—
hold contract responsibility system released the restriction on rural-household rational behavior the
consummation of rural market made great progress of labor mobility and transfer of land and the urban—
ization and industrialization absorbed large number of rural labor constituted the necessary condition for
rural-households differentiation. The result of rural-household differentiation as follows: the number of
agricultural rural-household decreased the number of concurrent occupation Rural-household and non-
agricultural rural-household increased. The rural-household differentiation will make great influence on
agricultural and rural-urban coordinated development. Concerning the prospect of rural-household differ—
entiation in the existing conditions the transformation from agricultural rural-household to concurrent
occupation Rural-household and non-agricultural rural-household will slow and the concurrent occupa—
tion Rural-household will became the main part of Rural-household.
Poverty Alleviation Policy Income Distribution and Poverty Reduction in Rural China
.............................................................................. ZHANG Weibin and WANG Sangui ( 66)
Since the beginning of the new century economic growth was pro—-poor areas rather than pro—-poor.
Implementation of rural anti-poverty policies has improved the opportunities and capacity of the house—
hold in poor areas to share the benefits of growth. Households with labor can achieve very significant in—
come growth if they got assistance from poverty alleviation projects. The implementation of rural anti—
poverty policies has promoted the process of poverty reduction in rural China and reduced the negative
impact of income distribution on poverty reduction. However inaccurate targeting is one of the reason
for the result of pro-poor area rather than pro-poor. Increasing poverty reduction funds and improving the
targeting accuracy are necessary in the future.
China’s Income Gap between Urban and Rural: an Explanation from of the Flow
FactOrs INCOME  cceteeeretotmntniiiiiiiieiitttatettnetustosassnsssssssossssussasssssssnssns KUANG Yuanpei( 76)
This study reveals the theoretical contexts narrow the income gap between urban and rural area
which was taking Schulz “Revenue Stream” theory as reference urban and rural structure as logical
points explaining the reason of income gap between convergence and spread based on “factor income
stream” theory( ‘flow of factors —elements value realization —increase farmers” income —narrow the gap
between urban and rural area”) . Firstly analysis the affect of income gap which causing by three key
elements ( labor capital and land) and mercerization process between two areas though establishing bi—
logarithm model. The results show that net capital and land outflow performances positive effect mean—
while net capital outflow and mercerization process shorts income gap however net labor outflow does
not contribute. Secondly proclaim farmer factor flow liquidity elements in different stages and the ele—
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