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1997 1862.42 | 884.44 | 0.4748 365.15 0.196 420.83 0.2259 192 0.1033
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1995 0.0088 0.0046 0.0042 0.0577 -0.0305 -0.0223 0.0039
1996 0.0185 0.0066 0.0119 0.0629 -0.0292 -0.0242 0.009
1997 0.0221 0.008 0.0141 0.0709 -0.0313 -0.0262 0.0087
1998 0.0223 0.0079 0.0144 0.0711 -0.0319 -0.0258 0.0089
1999 0.0235 0.0086 0.0149 0.074 -0.0326 —-0.0261 0.0082
2000 0.0242 0.0099 0.0143 0.0762 -0.0338 -0.0246 0.0064
2001 0.0219 0.0095 0.0124 0.0722 -0.0336 -0.0215 0.0048
2002 0.0218 0.0094 0.0124 0.0726 -0.0331 -0.022 0.0043
2003 0.025 0.0108 0.0142 0.0789 -0.0342 -0.024 0.0043
2004 0.0244 0.0107 0.0137 0.0776 -0.0342 -0.0236 0.0046
2005 0.0208 0.0103 0.0105 0.0718 -0.0301 -0.0249 0.004
2006 0.0181 0.0095 0.0086 0.0659 -0.0295 -0.0218 0.0035
2007 0.0128 0.0072 0.0056 0.0541 -0.0256 -0.0192 0.0035
2008 0.0101 0.0059 0.0042 0.0453 -0.0259 -0.0128 0.0035
2009 0.0076 0.0052 0.0024 0.0374 -0.0249 —-0.0065 0.0016
2010 0.0055 0.0043 0.0012 0.0245 -0.0245 0.0058 —-0.0003
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Zhang Jianshu and Lin Chao 26
Mr. Max Stirner is one of the most famous young Hegelians, but his relationship with Hegelianism is not
clear. In his work ‘The Ego and His Own’, there is full of the evidences that shows Stirner utilizes Hegel ’s di-
alectic thought expertly. However Stirner does not repeat Hegel ’s thought simply. His concept of Ego is the last
shape of spirit in phenomenological movement, and the real incarnation of self—consciousness. In this sense,

Stirner completes Hegel ’s philosophy, and proves to be ‘the last one of Hegelians’.

On the Rhetoric Intension of Subjects Expressed in Public Events through Internet
Li Hong and Dong Tiance 46
The rhetoric, one of the forms of signs, affects profoundly the expression of meaning. The rhetoric in network
public events is mainly concern with daily life rather than literary arts. Thus the expression subjects always
push rhetoric behavior forward, select rhetorical strategies and do symbolic construction according to their dif -
ferent intentions. The rhetorical intention of the implementers is interest —oriented, i.e. netizens attempt to
achieve successful expression of dialogue intention through carnivals, and both the government and the media

have the intention of constructing legitimacy and ideology in macro—level.

Geo—cultural Similarity, Prior Experiences and the Growth of Pioneering Agriculture Entrepreneurs
Yang Xueru and Li Xinchun 64
We argue that entrepreneur’s geo—culture similarity is important for the growth of agricultural venture , and
test it based on large—scale survey data of Guangdong rural entrepreneurship, and a new entrepreneurial trait
theory. This paper found that rural entrepreneurs are mostly male and young, below high education or without
high degree of geo—culture similarity. Entrepreneurship education level, senior management experience, similar
industry experience, and previous entrepreneurial experience, have significantly positive effect on new venture
growth performance. The value of geo—culture similarity and the similar industrial experience are important Chi -

nese characteristics factors in rural entrepreneurship.

Measurement and Decomposition of the Regional Gap in China’s Regional Education Spending: 1995-
2010
Tang Xinglin and Li Wenjun 79
This paper is about China’s spending on education, and uses the data based on the scale of spending on ed-
ucation from 1995 to 2011 to reveal the intensity and the added value of regional disparity, and make use of the
index to analyze the process of the changes in China’s regional education expenditures, regional disparities and
regional and intra—regional disparities. The study showed that four regional education spending is rendered on
the regional distribution of the high—and-low basic patterns of the eastern and western regions, the central and
northeastern regions, and the northeast region. The northeast regional education spending makes the smallest
and weakest efforts to obtain an increase in value. The gap exists between regions and other areas outside the
region in recent years, where the central region dominates. Therefore, the strengthening of the support of central
and western regions in order to narrow the gap with the eastern region is needed to establish a stable growth of
spending on education, the expenditure of the central and northeastern regions. The government should consider
demographic factors in the increase of education funding, and strengthen regional education coordination of de -
velopment expenditures, especially that between the relatively backward provinces in the regional expanding to

narrow the regional gap.
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