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The Agenda-setting of Health Policy in China: The Case of Cooperative Medical Scheme
.................................................................................... Fang Lijie 53

Abstract: Based on Wang Shaoguangs analyzing framework of agenda-setting model this article
reviewed the policy transition of ( New) Cooperative Medical Scheme ( CMS/NCMS) from the 1950s to
2008. It found out that the agenda-setting of CMS/NCMS experienced the motivation model through the
planned economy period and transferred to the combination of Interreference model External-
supported model and External-pressure model. During the transition the agenda-setting model of CMS/
NCMS was becoming more and more open. Furthermore this article also argued that the independent
media policy research as well as the efficient interaction between media policy targeted groups and

policy researchers should be highlighted so as to make the agenda-setting of health policy more efficient.

Family Change and the Reconstruction of Family Policy in Contemporary Japan: The

Intergenerational Redistribution of Public Resources — +-eeeeeeeeeeeeenn. Ma Chunhua 69

Abstract: Family is the foundation of the society in Japan with family change embedded into social
change. The development of Japanese family policy can be described as “peripatetic adaptive learning”

adapting social schemes from other industrialized countries to meet the current needs of the country

rather than being led by principles and theories. As a result the family policies are fragmented and even
conflicted with each other. More importantly while the state takes more responsibilities to care the
elder the family still takes the main responsibility to care children. The redistribution of public
resources is unequal between generations which may bring about negative results for social and
economic development in the future. When China is reconstructing the family policy to support the

family Japans experiences should be learnt to avoid potential negative consequences.

The Identification of the Progressive Risk in Policy Termination: A Case Study of the
“Second Child” Policy — +ereerererereiiiein, Qu Zongxiang & Wang Mingxu 98

Abstract: In risk society the life cycle of public policy becomes shorter and shorter and the
termination of policies is full of risks. This paper is a research on the risks in the termination process of
the “second child” policy. The progressive strategy of this work has effectively reduced the risk of
externalities and public opinion on the basis of effectively preventing the risk of policy evaluation and
further reduced the risk of identity trust and other factors. At the same time the conflict of interest
between the two sides of policy termination has also been effectively resolved in the resolution of the

above-mentioned risks.
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