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to social administration and later social policy. Then by reviewing literature on the
definition of social policys this article explains its meaning as social actions taken by
policy makers in the real world and as academic study by scholars and students while
focusing on wo main disputing questions; whether social policy is a part of public policy
and whether social policy is a discipline. Finally this article simmarizes Chinese literature
on definition of social policy and briefly compares with its international counterparts.

A Confirmative Research on Prototype Concept Structure of Prosocial Behavior
Endorsed by Adolescents -« --ceeeeeeenee Zhang Ongpeng &Kou Yu 182

Abstract. This paper is a subset of the serial study of “ prototype concept analysis of
prowocial behavior endorsed by adolescents” . The main puipose of this study is to validate
the existing structure of prosocial concept based on Centrality Rating experiment. This
study conduct the method of memory experiment to investigate the peformance of
information memory (recognize and recall) on different behavioral categories Thus to
compare the influence of prototype concept constmuct on the performance of memory task.
The results showed that: (1) participants accurately remembered more central ones than
petipheral ones; (2)participants falsely remembered more central ones than peripheral ones
too; (3) female students accurately remembered more central ones than male; students in
grade 7 accurately recall more ceniral ones than other three grades; students from high SES
families accurately recall more central ones than that of whom from low SES families; (4)
we validate the existing structure of adolescents prosocial concept that was constructed of

commonweal and rle, personality traits interpersonal relationship and altruism.

REVIEW

S. E. Finer and the Study of Historical Government «-«««««-+ «eeeeeeeveenonene
......................................................... Zhao Dingxin 203

Abstract: This article provides a critical assesanent of Samuel E. Finer s The Hisory of
Government. Tt argues that Finer s resolute opposition to cultural relativism enabled him to
analyze the historical changes of govemment forms and the issues surmunding the “ rise of
the West” in a way that is much cdoser to the reality than most recent scholarship.

Moreoves although Finer was not a specialist, his theoretical framework and exceptional
analytical sills allowed him to analyze the institutional innovations and political histories
of numemwus governments of different regions in the world with a level of complexity and
subtlety beyond the reach of most historans. In short, this is by far the best political
science book published in the West in recent decades.
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