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The Monetary Effect of International Capital Flows in China
Yuan Shichen' and He Guohua®

(1: School of Economics Jiangsu University; 2: School of Economics and Management Wuhan University)
Abstract: The BGT model is corrected according to the actual situation of China in this article and empirical researches are made by
monthly data of China during 2000 — 2011 with OLS method and 2SLS method. The empirical results indicate that: the sterilized
coefficient of international capital flows to the net domestic assets change of China’ s central bank is as high as —0.743 but the
offsetting operations of the central bank are also very effective and the offsetting factor is as high as —1.022. This not only makes the
influence of international capital flows on China’ s monetary base and the money supply be very limited but also leads the money
multiplier and the price level to change reversely. In fact a unit change of the net foreign assets can only cause the monetary base and
the money supply to increase 0. 018 units and 0. 098 units while cause the money multiplier and the price level to decrease 4. 095
units and 1.098 units. All the results show that the monetary effect of international capital flows in China is very weak while the effect
of monetary policies are very large in recent years.
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Individuals’ First Health Care Choice in Rural China:
Empirical Study Based on the Survey of Gansu Henan and Guangdong Province

Sun Mengjie' and Han Huawei’

(1: School of Economics Peking University; 2: SSDPP Beijing Normal University)
Abstract: This paper executes an empirical study of individuals’ first health care choice and medical facility choice in rural China.
The paper applies Multinomial Logit Model Conditional Multinomial Logit Model and Nested Multinomial Logit Model based on the data
from three provinces of Gansu Henan and Guangdong including 18 counties. Through the econometric analysis we find that the ability
to afford the pay is still the significant factor to affect the patients’ formal health care choice especially for low — income groups. For the
individuals who have chronic diseases infectious diseases or bad self — rated health in rural China medical accessibility is another
significantly factor for their first health care choice. The results show that the influence of income level symptoms severity and self —
rated health on choice of medical treatment is significanly different between poverty and un — poverty groups in rural China.
Key Words: Health Care Behavior; First Health Care Choice; Medical Facility; Poverty Group
JEL Classification: D12 12
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