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@ SYMPOSIUM: Seeking a Better Regulation
Introduction
............................................................................................. Yaping Liu
Discourse Coalition Meaning Competition and Policy — Making: The “Ride Sharing”
Debate and Policy as a Case
.......................................................................................... Haizhu Zhang
Abstract Discourse theory points out that policy — making can be regarded as a process
of discursive construction meaning interpretation and competition around a specific
issue. The “discourse coalition” framework explains policy — making as the processes of
“discoursestructuration” and “discourse institutionalization” which is the combination
of discourse analysis and actor — interaction analysis. The influence of “discourse
coalitions” on policy — making depends on many factors” effects such as discourses and
their meanings macro contexts institutional structures and power relations. This
paper takes the “ride sharing” debate and policy making process as a case and found
there were two discourse coalitions: a “government regulation” coalition and a “free

&

market” coalition. The “regulation coalition” argued for the legitimacy of government

regulation on “ride sharing” through the discourses of legitimacy rights traffic

4

congestion and safety. Meanwhile the “market coalition” argued for the legitimacy of
market mechanisms through the discourses of “sharing economy” and “new emerging
industry”. Because of its superiority in power and resource network the “regulation
coalition” largely dominated the “ride sharing” policy — making process. However the
state’s advocacy of “Internet +~  the “sharing economy” and market — oriented reform
of the taxi industry created a favorable environment for the development of the “market
coalition” the emergence of which also had an impact on policy — making. Ultimately

the final policy revised the access conditions of “ride sharing” and adopted the

[ ”»
category management’ framework.

Key Words Discourse; Meaning; Discourse Coalition; Policy — Making; E — Hailing Car
Central — Local Relations and Government Reform: An Empirical Study of Reform
Progress of the China Food Regulatory Institution at the Municipal Level

............................................................... Peng Liu Liang Ma & Zhipeng Liu
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Abstract  Most of existing literature argues that a decentralized decision — making
structure and the different preferences of local governments are the crucial reasons for
local policy implementation deviation in China. This paper takes observations of China’s
food regulatory institution reforms in 333 municipal — Level governments as an example.
Specifically by using a regression analysis to find the factors that may affect the progress
of reform this study determined whether these local governments satisfied the time
central government’s time requirements for reform implementation. By doing so the
possible reasons for perfect and deviated implementation of central policy can be
illustrated. From the perspective of local government preferences the statistical results
demonstrate that various factors will positively expedite local progress such as lower
economic development more negative incidents in certain areas lower proportion of
minority ethnic people and earlier accomplishment of the last local reform surrounding
cities as well as provincial level reforms. The findings shed light on central — local
relations in China in that while local governments are still regulated by the central
government through personnel and financial control the preferences of local governments
may affect central policy implementation. Other factors influencing a local government’s
preferences during reform areobtaining positive evaluations and eliminating the effect of
negative incidents.

Key Words Central — Local Relations; Prefecture — Level City; Food Safety Regulation;

Government Agency Reform

@ SYMPOSIUM: Institutional Environment Policy Diffusion and Innovation

Introduction

Cross — System Mobility and Policy Innovation: Policy Entrepreneurs” Occupation Choice

in a Restricted Institutional Environment A Case Study of Social Finance Innovation
in Southwestern Province

........................................................................... Lingyi Zhou & Shuoyan Li
Abstract  Policy entrepreneurs can improve their institutional environment through achange
in occupation and thereby more effectively promote policy innovation. By studying a
policy entrepreneur’s effort to establish a social bank in a southwestern province in

China this article finds that when the policy entrepreneur changed occupations to attain

cross — system mobility the environmental constraints changed significantly. A nonprofit
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