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innovation space. The EHA analysis of policy diffusion of MLSA rules shows that local
governments strategically carried out social policy innovations to cope with changes of
vertical intergovernmental relations in the policy cycle. The innovation pioneers who
have promoted the establishment of the central policy are more likely to adopt policy
rules with a different welfare concept from the central governments and the degree of
this influence depends on the level of fiscal decentralization between provincial and
municipal governments.

Key Words Policy Innovation; Intergovernmental Relations; Welfare Concepts;

Urban Minimum Living Standard Assistance Policy
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Representativeness Study of Case Study: Categorical Review and Replying Way — out
........................................................................ Dongxia Zeng & Haiun Dong
Abstract The case study is an important and commonly used research method. The
representativeness of a case study can achieve significance based on its generalizability in
two senses: sample representativeness and generalization representativeness. A theoretical
discussion of the representativeness of the case study can be divided into three main
arguments. irrelevance classification and transcendence. Representativeness irrelevance
theory is unable to bypass the demand for generalization. Classification theory is unable
to escape the logical risk and small probability of disproof trap. The diffraction theory of
transcendentalism pursues the force to overcome gravity by oneself and circumstance
transcendentalism theory is in fact the opposite of generalization. In short the existing
research doesnt respond validly to the question about representative problem of case
study. To meet the challenge of the representativeness problem of the case study we
should break out of the single — study mindset and accept the case study’s generalization
problem while conducting further research to better understand the generalization problem.

Key Words Case Study; Representativeness; Categorical Review; Research Methodology
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