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1992 :
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2007 . CHNS
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. (1)
)
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The Problem on Structural Dislocation of Social Status cesceeeeceeceecees

Ceee e Zhang Jing 41

Abstract: This article discusses about the causes of group discontent during the
social transitional period. In addition to “the theory of income gap” the author
attempts to reveal the impact of “structural dislocation” upon highly educated young
groups. After reviewing the tradition of diploma-eriented education this article
exhibits the following trends: graduates” job will their anticipations about future
social status the scale of highly educated outputs and unemployed graduates” actual
positions in the society and the classifications of their employers and locations. Based
on comparative analysis the author points out that as graduates enter the society the

9

difficulty of “structural advance” will be met which shakes the order of gaining
anticipated social status for new generations and influences the behaviors and
attitudes of them. Meanwhile the role of education as a social distribution stabilizer

is weakening.

Developmentalist Government and Urban Hukou Threshold: Rethinking
hukou system reform «eseeeeceveccesccecaccaecee Wy Kaiya & Zhang Li 58

Abstract: After years of transition from the central planning system to the market—
oriented one the actual progress of hukou system reform has not met the expectations
of the public which is removing every restriction on accessing a formal registration in
the city. The purpose of this study is to seek for a better understanding of the barrier
of hukou system reform. Taking the perspective of developmentalist government the
paper tries to explain the rationale for the existence of hukou barrier. Applying the
projection pursuit model as well as the techniques of factor analysis and cluster
analysis to analyze the data of 46 cities our empirical findings show that the hukou
barrier at the city level can be largely explained by many social and economic factors
including economic output the level of consumption the provision ability of urban

infrastructure the degree of outside dependence and economic structure.

Market or Non-Market? An Empirical Analysis of the Main Causes of
Income Inequalities in China Today <++++++++s++e+++- Chen Guangjin 86

Abstract: In existent researches on mechanisms of the making of income inequalities
in China since 1978 there are two kinds of causal-attributing patterns. The first
pattern ascribes income inequalities mainly or completely to the process of economic
marketization while the second one ascribes them mainly or completely to various
non-market mechanisms. Based on eight nation-wide surveys of rural and urban
households from 1989 to 2008 this paper firstly applies methodologies of inequality

243



decomposition by groupings to analyze the causes of income inequalities during these
20 years and to test several assumptions in relation to important and relevant
arguments popular in China. Then in order to test a comprehensive hypothesis put
forward in this paper the paper use the Sharpley-Value decomposition approach
based on semidogarithmic linear regression to estimate the contributions of factors to
the total income inequality. Putting the factors into a united model of decomposition

the factors having important effects on income inequalities are found in the analysis of
regression. Results of the analyses show that the causes of income inequalities are
very complicated in China among which the mechanisms of economic marketization
play main roles meanwhile the structural-institutional factors irrelevant to the
process of marketization also have important effects; and the contributions of other
factors mix effects of marketization mechanisms and non-marketization mechanisms

together.

Government Credit as Signal: Information mechanism of private
depository institution in Wenzhou and Taizhou after reform — «++esee---

sersseessees et see e e Zhang Xiang 116

Abstract: Why the private depository institutions didn’ t develop as successful as
other private enterprises in China? How do the government’ s financial regulation
policies influence the private depository institution development after reform? This
paper tries to address how the information mechanism which named “government-
credit signaling mechanism” in this paper may help us to understand the rise and
decline of the private depository institution. Because of high debt ratio high
measurement cost of depository financial products and the limitation of “gossip ”
mechanism the reputation mechanism which relies on repeated games and good
property rights protection is very important to depository institution. Facing the strict
market access and operation regulations from the central government the private
bankers have less incentive and more difficulties to invest on reputation. The private
bankers may use the supports from the local government as signals to attract potential
depositors and establish reputation. This government-credit signaling mechanism
determines that both the depositors and the private bankers are very sensitive to the
changes of policies. The data and cases from Wenzhou and Taizhou support the
deductions of the above explanations.

The Reach of Danwei Mobilization: An analysis on urban residents’
charitable glVll’lg to Project Hope Geceseesesctestcsecctsctsesctssesserccscsenns

seeeeeeer Bi Xiangyang Jin Jun Ma Mingjie & He Jiangsui 149

Abstract: Analyzing the data from “The Social Impact Assessment on Project Hope

”»

in Two Decades” this paper explores the effects of danwei mobilization on charitable
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