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Insurance Growth Level, Structure and Influencing Factors:
An International Comparison Perspective
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Abstract: In consideration of the limiations of the trmaditional methods for international insurance comparison, we propose in this
paper a new paradigm. First, based on the “ ordinary growth model” , we construct the “ Benchmark Ratb of Insurance
Penetration” (BRIP) as a new index for international insurance comparison. Second, we put forward the adjusted growth model”,
and then introduce the “ trichotomy’ of insurance growth structure based on this model. Thind, by comparing the two models, we
investigate the respective wles of economic factors and instiutional factors in the nsurance growth. The main findings are as
follows. First, as the new indicator BRIP indicates, for the emerging countries, the benchmaik adjused insurance growth level is
significantly higher than the insurance growth level measured by traditbnal methods; and for the developed countries, the
benchmark adjusted insurance growth level is significartly lower than the insurance growth level measured by traditional methods.
Second, from the perspective of growth structure, the insurance growth in developed countries is mamnly driven by the economic
factors, while that in emerging countries & largely driven by the institutional factors. Third, as the economy develops, the
contribution of the institutnal factors to the insurance growth would gradually decrease, and the economic factors would play a
more active role in the nsurance growth.
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The Potential Economic Growth of China with
Restraint of Low Carbon Economy

Yuan Fuhua
(Instiute of Economics, CASS)

Abstract: This paper established a growth accourting frame with envionmental factor for the purpose of exploring the economic
mplication of carbon emission reduction scheme systemically, and discussed some key features of long tetm growth of China based
on i. The main conclusions of this paper are as follows: ( 1) The rate of potential GDP has grown, on average, at the rate of 9.5%
since the Reformm and Opening up, and about 1.3 percent gained at the cost of pollution. (2) The restraints of low carbon economy
and demographic transition would depress the rate of potential GDP below 8% , and the shock of carbon emission reduction could
not be absorbed by the existing production pattern. (3) Technical progress and industrial transformation would be crucial to the
future sustainable growth.
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