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of the Empire so that the imperial faith was in a superstitious air, which finally brought about Witchcraft Disaster.
With promulgating Luntai Imperial Edict as a symbol, a great major shift took place in the domestic and foreign pol-

icy of the Han Empire. So the basic conclusion of “On Luntai Imperial Edict” still could not be shaken.

Rethinking of the Political Intentions in the Late Years of Emperor Wu During the Han Dynasty —— From
the Angle of Political History and Intellectual History Yang Yong

The core of the political affairs of Emperor Wu during the Han Dynasty were defined by large-scale outward ag-
gressive conquests, various civil beneficial policies and brutal officials management with severe penal codes, which
succeeded and acted as reciprocal causation to each other as well as constitute a three-fold organic whole. In this re-
gard, these three factors must be seen as the key issues when the policy transformation in the late years of Emperor
Wu is discussed. However, if The Edict of Luntai and the whole political situation at that time were studied from this
perspective, we could not come to the conclusion that Emperor Wu had the intention of fundamentally shifting his
political strategies, not to mention his will of advocating Shouwen, Confucian politics. It was the Salt Iron Meeting
held six years after Emperor Wu’s death (in 81 B.C.) that marked the beginning of the transition of his political
strategies and powerful appeal to Shouwen. From the further study on the transformation of domestic and foreign pol-
icy—making of the subsequent Huo Guang administration era, we could find that it was a slow and tortuous process of
adjusting Emperor Wu’s political strategies. Thus, it could not be denied that The Edict of Luntai had the tendency
of improving people’s living standards and at the same time, we should also be aware that it was far from completing

the whole process.

Political Accountability in China’s Catastrophic Workplace Accidents: Determinants and Implications
Zhang Huan, Wang Xinsong
The accountability institutions in response to catastrophic workplace accidents in China have been formed since
2003. The institutional changes may be a result of the state’ s need for reforming the public administration, or the

public demands and pressure is over state institutions. Based on empirical analyses of 84 catastrophic workplace ac-

cidents in 2003-2007, the authors try to prove that social pressure was the principal factor to push the changes of
political accountability institutions since 2003. The results demonstrate the transitions of Chinese political ecology in
three aspects. First, the media has extended beyond its traditional function of public opinion supervision to exert the
power of accountability, thus changing the political ecology. Second, the historical change of the accountability
mechanism implicates a development of positively interactive state—society relations. Third, the fact that the media
has become a structural factor in the accountability mechanism implies a big step forward in the modernization pro-

cess of national governance. These developments, however, are still at a nascent phase seen from the research results.

The Etymological Tracing of Risk, Crisis and Disaster The Study of Chain Process of Risk Governance
in Ancient China Liu Baoxia, Peng Zongchao

The concepts of risk, crisis and disaster can be traced back to the pre—Qin Dynasty when they are expressed
with ji, wei, wei, dai, zai and nan. The semantics of these words focus differently. and the relationship can be inte-
erated into the chain of risk evolution, that is, Jiwei(#fi{ )~Weidai (f&%% )and Zainan (% #E ). In view of the evolu-
tion chain, strategies of risk governance in the literature also present the characteristics of chain breakage as the pri-

mary means while taking the whole chain governance into account, which can provide a train of thought for today’s

risk governance.



