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“children whose parents in prison” through several actions patterns including government dominance
institutional care and relative rearing.

Keywords “Children Whose Parents in Prison”  Children’ s Rights Standard Care and Protection

The Impact of Changes in Birth Cohort Size on School-age Children and Adolescents’ Malnutrition
......................................................................................................... Ma Yan(37)

Abstract: Using the data of “China Health and Nutrition Survey” from 1989 t02011 this paper tries to
explore the malnutrition conditions among school-age children and adolescents who are 6 — 18 years old.
We conduct the exploration from two aspects namely growth retardation and emaciation. According to the
results the changes in birth cohort size have significant impact on the probability of malnutrition among
school-age children and adolescents. This impact has stage difference especially in the growth stage of
birth cohort size. For the school-age children and adolescents in larger birth cohort size they tend to have
higher probability of malnutrition. Meanwhile the simulation analysis could further clarify this
phenomenon the birth cohort size could have corresponding increase effect or decrease effect on the
probability of malnutrition among school-age children and adolescents. Regarding the emergence of birth
cohort size effect it results from the mismatch between total nutrition resources and the rhythm of natural
population change. The formulation and implementation of public policy should focus on two objectives.
One object is increasing the amount of social nutrition resources; the other object is avoiding large-scale
vibration of birth population size caused by policy change. Then we could achieve the coordinated
development between these two aspects.

Keywords: Changes in Birth Cohort Size School-age Children and Adolescents Malnutrition

Contemporary College Students’ Credit Consumption and the Risks of “Campus Loan”
......................................................................................................... Zhu Di( 49)

Abstract: Internet loan has entered into campus life. It could meet college students’ consumption
demand. However illegal loan especially “campus loan” have induced serious social problems. Using
the data from “National University Students Survey” this paper tries to conduct empirical analysis of
college students’ credit consumption. According to the findings 20% of college students had used loans
or installment payments; the high—risk population regarding “campus loan” are mainly college students
with poorer family background or weaker higher education background. For the students who study in
higher vocational colleges or undergraduate colleges and the students with poorer or poorest academic
performance they are more likely to use loan platforms with high+isk and loan interest rates with high
risk. For the college students from low-income families they are more likely to use high—risk repayment
method. The findings are of great significance for the working mechanism of consumerism social
inequality and student affairs in colleges and universities.

Keywords: College Students Consumption Credit Consumption Campus Loan Social Inequality

The Sociological Analysis of College Students’ Appearance Management
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ Gao Xiujuan( 60)

Abstract: Currently “appearance level is justice” is a popular idea among youth group. Based on college
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