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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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giving in contemporary China. The results demonstrate that the effects of mobilization
are significant. Meanwhile noteworthy differences exist between the staterelated and
the non-state—related sectors. The count of individual charitable giving in the state—
related sector is higher than that in the non-staterelated sector while the average
amount of each giving is lower. As a result no significant difference is found with
the sum of individual giving from the two sectors. Some distinctive features of the
mass mobilization in the post-danwei era are revealed. On the one hand the
mobilization through the state—related system is relatively effective but limited. On the
other hand the mobilization within the emerging new social space also influences the
individual charitable giving. These discussions shed lights on the institutional and

social background of the charity development in China.

Farmers’ Associations Contention Mediation and Collective Petitions in
RuUral China  eecceeecevescreeesasecresenretsesesneeenssesscsenesascnssecnsenans

cesseeceeees Liu Mingxing Liu Yongdong Tao Yu & Tao Ran 178

Abstract: Through reviewing past research on farmers’ associations and collective
petitions  this paper adopts a qualitative analysis with random-sample data to
investigate the distribution of semi-independent associations namely the recognized
organizations not led or controlled by the government and their mediating function in
rural China. The empirical results show that semi-independent associations with
mediation function can prevent large-scale collective petitions in Chinese villages. In
contrast the rural mediation associations controlled by the government have no
capacity in mitigating the scale or frequency of the collective petitions. On the basis
of field work the underlying mechanisms of this finding and their policy implications
are also addressed in this paper.
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Towards A Sociological Understanding of Employee” s Mental Health
cereeee e Zheng Guanghuai 201

Abstract: The literature review indicates that many factors have impact on the
employee’s mental health throughout the workplace inside and outside the workplace
such as employment duration  organizational restructuring  demographic
characteristics  workplace violence and abuse psychosocial working conditions
social support and coping styles. The labor rights and interests-manage system
constitutes the main dimension. Structure-agency dimension is found in the
sociological models on mental health such as behaviorism rational choice and social

production. Based on these two dimensions this review tries to construct a
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