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Analysis on China’ s Fiscal Expenditure on Social Security since 1978
WANG Yanzhong ( Chinese Academy of Social Science, 100732)
LONG Yuqi (Renmin University of China, 100872)

Since the reform and opening-up, Chinese government has been continuously increasing fiscal
expenditure on social security. This effort has scored remarkable achievements and has been
playing important role in ensuring people’s lives at subsistence level, safeguarding social stability
and promoting economic development. Meanwhile, great gap still exists between fiscal
investment in social security and people ‘s social security demand due to inadequate fiscal
expenditure and its inappropriate structure. In addition, the expected function of fiscal
expenditure on social security in adjusting income distribution is not fully realized. T herefore,
this paper put forward some suggestions in strengthening fiscal expenditure on social security.
Keywords: Fiscal Expenditure, Social Security Fund

The Effectiveness of Policy Tools after Financial Crisis:

Empirical Assessment Based on 40 Financial Crisis Events

CHEN Yulu, MA Yong (China Financial Policy Research Center, 100872)
Based on cross-country data of 40 systemic banking crises since 1980s, this paper investigates the
economic effectiveness of 15 policy tools after the crisis. The empirical result shows that after
systemic banking crisis, large-scale government intervention, liquidity support (emergency
lending) , recapitalization, bank closures and mergers are the 5 most frequently used tools to
contain or solve financial crisis. Largescale government intervention and liquidity support
(emergency lending) usually have high fiscal cost while recapitalization comes along with
prolonged crisis duration and mergers with greater loss of output. Blanket guarantee is conducive
to enhance the economic growth during crisis period, but with the cost of low economic growth
after crisis. Nationalizations usually have high fiscal cost and output loss. T he measures of loss
imposed on depositors and IMF program may help to shorter crisis duration, but IMF program
also means high fiscal cost and low economic growth during crisis period.
Keywords: Financial Crisis, Policy Tools, Effectiveness

Does Policy Rate Lead Market Rate?
—Empirical Study on Interaction Between the Issuing Rate and

Market Rate of Central Bank Bill

ZHENG Zhenlong, MO Tianyu (Department of Finance, Xiamen U niversity, 361005)
By constructing regression equations, this paper studies on interactions between the issuing rate
and market rate of the central bank bill within one week. T he results provide evidence that: (1)
during normal economic fluctuation period, the issuing rate of central bank bill influences market
rate via market expectation rather than directly lead market rate, so the release of issuing rate of
central bank bill doesnt have an effect on market rate; (2) during financial crisis, theissuing rate
of central bank bill is beyond market expectation and directly leads the market rate. T herefore,
there is a difference of the conduction and effects of monetary policies in different economic
situations.

Keywords: Policy Rate, Market Rate, Conduction of Interest Rate, Market Expectation
136



