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testedthe modelusing the county party secretary career experience database. Controlling
for personal characteristics  county characteristics  economic performance  and
network the results show that an excellent county party secretary rating is significantly
affected by career experience. In particular professional path has a significant impact.
Compared with a county party secretary from outside the county a county party secretary
who gradually grew up from the local grassroots is much more likely to be rated an
excellent county party secretary. Career department career level and career diversity
matter less. This articleprovides consideration for future policy changes. The selection
and cultivation of a future county party secretary or even local leading cadres should
pay more attention to a candidate’s grassroots orientation so as to optimize the career path
of young cadres.

Key Words Career Experience; Career Path; Excellent County Party Secretary; Local

Leading Cadres
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Introduction: Welfare Attitudes: An Input of the Political Sustainability of the Welfare
State

.......................................................................................... Kinglun Ngok

Consensus and Differentiation: A Comparative Study of Public Welfare Attitudes in
Welfare States

........................................................................ Kun Yang & Yingchun Yuan
Abstract  Using the social inequality module data of International Social Survey
Programme ( ISSP) 2009 with the United States Germany Sweden and South Korea
selected as typical welfare states the paper analyzes the differences in public welfare
attitudes among the four different welfare regimes. It also discusses the influential factors
of public welfare attitudes and the cleavage characteristics of different social groups’
welfare attitudes within these welfare regimes. There are significant differences in public
welfare attitudes among the various welfare regimes. However the welfare regime is the
main factor affecting public welfare attitudes. Sense of social justice perception of social
conflict and income gap in the social value dimension and the perceived social
stratification of individual self — interest dimension have significant effects on welfare
attitudes. Also different welfare regimes produce a specific structure of attitudinal

cleavages within social groups whereas there are also certain consensus attitudes. The
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purpose of public welfare attitude research is to confirm that the welfare state’s existence
is legitimate but it is also an important reference for the development of social policies.
Thisstudy of public welfare attitudes in welfare states can provide direction for the current
transformation of China’s social welfare system.

Key Words Welfare Attitudes; Welfare Regime; Social Values; Self — Interest

An Analysis of German Welfare Attitudes Changes in the New Century and its
Influencing Factors

.................................................................. Chunrong Zheng & Qinan Zheng
Abstract Since the beginning of the 21" Century the German welfare system has
faced many challenges such as an aging population high labor costs and a heavy
national debt. The German government has adopted a series of welfare reform measures
to break the traditional dependence on the welfare system. However the formulation and
reform of social welfare policies must be accepted and recognized by the general public.
In view of this this article analyzes the changes of welfare attitudes in the new century
from the German perspective. The results show that the overwhelming majority of
Germans think that the government should be responsible for public welfare. Medical
pension and unemployment benefits are still regarded as the primary responsibilities of
the government. But support for the provision of unemployment security and
employment positions by the government is relatively low while the demand for
medicalandpension securities has increased significantly. Confidence and satisfaction
with medical security is the highest followed by pension and unemployment benefits
but citizens lack confidence in the care provided. In addition differences in attitudes
towards welfare between eastern and western Germany still exist but there are signs of
convergence. Based on the theory of welfare attitudes and the interpretation of data the
changes in welfare attitudes are mainly affected by the overall economic situation social
welfare policy justice beliefs individual self — interest and socialization factors.

Key Words Germany;, German; Welfare Attitudes; Social Welfare System

Income Inequality Perception Expectation and Happiness: An Empirical Study Based
on the Survey Data of the 2017 Welfare Attitudes in Guangdong

..................................................................... Kinglun Ngok & Huping Zhang
Abstract Based on survey data of welfare attitudes in Guangdong Province collected in

2017 it was found that respondents had a strong sense of income inequality but at the
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