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1 NN NN GDP
GDP GDhP GDP GDP GDP GDP
1952 12.7 22 24.5 11 2.95 8 36.7 5 48.4 1 43.8 2
1960 29.6 22 47.3 15 72.7 6 158.3 1 86. 8 2 71. 4 7
1970 34.7 23 69. 2 13 112 5 156.7 1 129.2 3 126.3 3
1978 66. 4 22 123.7 12 185.8 5 272.8 1 249.2 2 225.4 4
1980 87.1 22 179.9 12 249.7 5 311.9 2 319.8 1 292.1 3
1990 522.3 14 904. 7 6 1559 1 781.7 10 1416.5 3 1511.2 2
2000 3764.5 10 6141 4 10741 1 4771.2 7 8553.7 2 8337.5 3
2010 14737 12 27722 4 46013 1 17166 9 41425 2 39170 3
2011 17560 12 32319 4 53210 1 19196 11 49110 2 45362 3
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-0.4474 1. 1813 0.2719 1. 0058
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The Impact of Industrial Structure Improvement
On Fuyjian’s Economic Growth

CHEN Yu LAI Xiao-giong
(' School of Economics  Xiamen University ~Xiamen 361005  China)

Abstract: In this paper we would like to engage in an in-depth study on the relationship between
Fujians economic growth and its industrial structure improvement during the period between 1952 and 2011.
Based on the analysis we have some conclusions as follows. Firstly the reason why Fujian enjoys an eco—
nomic success since the reform and opening up is that its secondary industry has been experiencing a rapid de—
velopment until now. However group regression results show that the primary and the third industry in Fujian
are now playing a stronger marginal role. Therefore the government should give a higher attention to the per—
fect of the conditions of agriculture countryside and farmers as well as the development of modern service sec—
tor. Secondly Industrial structure change is also the dominant factor lifting Fujian’s labor productivity. Un-
fortunately ~problems such as “reverse configuration” of resources and homogenization of industries between
cities are now giving rise to the zeal of excessive investment and heavy industrialization ~which might eventual—
ly prove to be a serious threat to Fujian’s economic development in future. In the end we give some relevant
policy suggestions on how to solve the problems of industrial structure.
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