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Influence of different ways in transition on transition performance

GUAN Xiao guang, WANG Y+ lin
( School of Economics and Management, Yanshan University, Qinghuangdao 066004 Hebei China)

Abstract: There are disadvantages in the traditional methodology of transition economics. It
neglects the different circumstances of transition countries and the pecularities of transition. It
emphasizes the phenomenon and the specific characters, but neglects reasonable thought for
transition purpose. The publication of “Beijing Consensus” means that there will be a new
paradigm. It proves that the institution transition is a stage mission and transformation of
development model is a long term mission. So the distant perspective on transition performance
through development model transformation is needed. The institution index and the production
index have disadvantages on the evaluation of transition performance, so more neutral and
quantity index should be searched. This paper tries to find the efficiency that has been improved
in transition period by estimating the change of industrial structure and explain the differences of
transtition performance between China and Russia.
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1 . GDP
1999 GDP 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 1996 1997 1998
1990 =100% 1%
184 92 14 2 13. 5 12 6 105 96 8 8 7.8
58 -50 -14 2 -8.7 -12 6 -4 0 -49 04 -56
133 -7.0 26 3.8 52 7.0 61 69 50
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. ,GDP
1978  .2003 1992 .2003
GDP
20 70 ~ 80 .
. . . 2002
10. 19%.
EXmXJn\[ X?nZXﬂ R ‘
=" = . 34. 8%
X i on : Xin (2002 );
n £ N N
20 70 29. 6%(2002 ).
GDP 4. 7%, ,
40. 6 %, 54.7%; 20 80 ,
: 5. 8%,
34. 2%, 60. 0% (- 2" 3), \
4, . ,
2 GDP . 40 *60 55 * 45,
1% 1% 1% , 0.5
1978 28 1 48 2 237 | B
1992 7 4 409 52 7 ’ N ’
40 69. 8 26 2
2003
50 45 4 49. 6 ’
3 .
1% 1% 1%
1978 705 17. 3 12 2 ’
1992 14 3 40 6 451
49. 1 21. 6 20. 3 ’
2003
11 4 20. 6 59. 0
4 GDP ’
20 70 20 80 4
GDP
1978 Q 8167 0 3396 1999 27 (CIS’)
2003 0 8406 0 6561 1989
1992 0 9965 0 9008 3/4,1997 1989 GDP :
2003 Q 9947 0 9948 . 1988 GDP
2~ 4 . . 10 GDP
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