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should be taken at the national level for early warning and prevention of economic risk.

(7) Governance Theory and Paradigmatic Progress in Public Administration

Wang Shizong # 87 #

The hal2century long Simon/Waldo debate indicates that the crux of the issue of
anomalousness and crisis in the classical paradigm of public administration lies in the politics2
administration dichotomy and the resultant separation of value and efficiency. The various
schools of public administration emerging since the 1960s have failed to effectively eliminate this
anomalousness and crisis. Governance theory, born of globalization, localization and the crisis of
the welfare state, breaks through a series of dichotomies including the politic administration
dichotomy in an attempt to bridge the gap between value and efficiency and thereby advance the
development of public administration. Some scholars have therefore argued that it has achieved a
paradigm revolution in public administration. However, an examination employing Kuhnps
paradigm concept suggests that the approbation that governance theory has garnered in public
administration circles has come at the cost of metaphysical and belief confusion and a prevailing
pragmatism. Profound differences underlie surface agreement. T he analysis of governance theory
from the perspective of public administration paradigm indicates that such theory should have as
its goal the establishment of a unified disciplinary logic and metaphysics and foreshadows a

possible path for the emergence of a new paradigm of public administration.

(8) Reflections on the Sequencing of Creditorsp Rights on the Basis of Bankruptcy Law
H an Changyin and H an Yongqiang # 101 #

In China, the sequencing of creditorsp claims is determined by two major principles, namely
claims with secured real right have absolute priority" and general claims are met equally. "
Nevertheless, when a debtor becomes insolvent, and especially in cases of bankruptcy due to
massive tort liabilities arising from mass personal injury, adhering to these two principles not
only fails to provide the necessary remedy for victims of personal tort but also fails to carry out
the basic function of tort liability law, that of deterring tort behavior. T his leads to grave legal
injustice and logical deficiency. Due to the difference in terms of remedy, torrelated claims
should, in principle, have priority over ordinary contrac2related claims. Given that it is neither
possible nor necessary to completely deny the priority of secured real right, and that claims
arising from personal tort, and particularly from the infringement on material right of
personality, should have priority over claims arising from property tort, a viable alternative
would be to first establish limited priority for personal tort claims when the tort debtor becomes

bankrupt.
(9) The Information Tool in Public Regulation Ying Feithu and Tu Yongqgian # 116#

The selection of regulatory tools plays a crucial role in decisioi2making. Compared with
traditional regulatory tools, information has distinct functional advantages. Its proper use not
only encourages fair dealing and self2discipline among the parties to a transaction as well as the
implementation of regulatory institutions, but also lowers costs. But theoretical studies are still
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