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of Open Framework: From the Perspective of Structural Changes
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Abstract: Based on the perspective of structural changes this article studies the stability of money demand function of china’ s
accounting exchange rate( especially the structural changes of exchange rate) and interest of foreign countries in the open framework.
The results show that first the nominal exchange rate of RMB certainly has two structural changes within the sample period. Second the
influences caused by the two structural changes are completely different. Such as the nominal exchange rate of RMB doesn’ t make a
substantive influence on the money demand function before the first structural change and between the first structural change and the
second structural change while the second structural change makes an obvious positive effect on money demand. Although The
influence by structural changes of exchange rate doesn’ t change the stability of money demand function so our country still has a
stability money demand function in the open framework. The results give a valuable reference to our country how to rationally define
money supply so as to influence our macro economy.
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Pursuing Self Interests or Distributive Justice ?
An Empirical Study of the Preference for Redistribution of Chinese Residents

Pan Chunyang and He Lixin

( School of Economics Fudan University)
Abstract: The current increase of redistribution preference in China reflects people’ s discontentment of income distribution. This paper
explains the preference for redistribution of Chinese residents in the views of “self interests ” and “distributive justice ”. Using CGSS
(2006) data and Ordered Probit model we find empirical support for both the theory of “self interests ”and “distributive justice” in
China. Namely the redistribution preference of Chinese residents stems not only from their individual self interest but also from their
consideration for justice. Gender and educational attainment are also important factors affecting redistributive preference. Therefore
ensuring opportunity equality and distributive justice has profound implications for reducing residents’ preference for redistribution.
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