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ABSTRACT

Educational Research in the Postdigital Age ( by Petar Jandri¢ translated by YAN Fei and XIAO Shao-ming)

Abstract: Nowadays educational research faces the challenge of big data and algorithms. Through automated processes of data
collection and manipulation big data and algorithmic processes have introduced new research opportunities. However these opportuni—
ties are strongly limited by various data and algorithmic biases. Introducing new opportunities and limits big data and algorithms have
significantly transformed contemporary educational research. These transformations are dialectically intertwined with educational poli—
tics policy and practice. The complex interplay between ways we do research and ways we apply this research brings about a new set
of philosophical methodological and practical questions and challenges. The paper outlines the main challenges of educational re—
search in our messy unpredictable and constantly changing postdigital condition. Postdigital transformations in research politics pol-
icy and practice are in permanent interaction and cannot be thought of without each other. In our postdigital age educational research—
ers have an opportunity and a responsibility to lead these transformations in responsible and sustainable ways.

Key words: postdigital; education; educational research; research methods; big data; algorithm; political economy

From Absolute Poverty to Relative Poverty: Theoretical Relationships Strategic Shifts and Policy Priorities
( by WANG San-gui LIU Ming-yue)
Abstract: China will eliminate absolute poverty historically in 2020 but this does not mean the end of poverty reduction. Rela—
tive poverty will continue to exist for a long time and will become an important part of poverty alleviation in the future. Absolute poverty
and relative poverty are a couple of concepts reflecting the degree of poverty. They are interrelated and coexist but there are also obvi—
ous differences between them. Absolute poverty focuses on survival needs and has the characteristics of absoluteness and objectivity
while relative poverty focuses on lack of opportunities and deprivation of rights and has the characteristics of relativity subjectivity
chronicity and dynamics. China’ s strategy for eradicating absolute poverty has experienced five stages: ensuring survival ensuring
survival and promoting development ensuring adequate food and clothing consolidating adequate food and clothing building a pros—
perous society in all respects. However relative poverty is becoming more obvious. In the future poverty governance needs to formulate
appropriate relative poverty standards implement differentiated support policies for low-income groups establish an integrated system
of poverty alleviation for urban and rural areas and pay attention to the regional development of underdeveloped areas so as to allevi—
ate the relative poverty in rural areas urban areas and different regions.

Key words: absolute poverty; relative poverty; poverty alleviation; rural revitalization

From Absolute Poverty to Relative Poverty: the Dynamic Evolution of Rural Poverty in China
(by LI Shi LI Yu-ging LI Qing-hai)
Abstract: In 2020 the poverty in rural areas will be basically eliminated when we use the current standard to estimate but it
does not mean the end of poverty. The focus of poverty alleviation in China will change from solving absolute poverty to alleviating rela—
tive poverty. Based on the survey data of Chinese Household Income Project ( CHIP) in 2002 2013 and 2018 this paper analyses the
dynamic changes of relative poverty in rural areas of China and evaluates the effect of feasible policies to alleviate relative poverty. We
find that the incidence of relative poverty in rural areas is increasing gradually and the incidence of poverty in some special groups are
higher which is still a typical feature of the relative poor. In the aspect of alleviating relative poverty government transfer payments
such as the New Rural Pension Scheme Subsistence Allowance and Policy Subsidy for farmers play a certain role in rural areas.
Key words: income gap; absolute poverty; relative poverty; structural characteristics; social security
Does Training Participation Help Alleviate the Relative Poverty of Farmers? ——Empirical Analysis of
3 278 Questionnaires from Farmers in Henan Province (by LUO Mingzhong TANG Chao WU Xiaoi)
Abstract: After winning the comprehensive and precise poverty alleviation battle China will face a more difficult and long—
term complex solution to the problem of relative poverty. Based on the survey data of 3 278 rural household questionnaires in Henan
province the relative poverty levels of rural households are measured in two ways economic relative poverty and multidimensional rela—
tive poverty testing the impact of agricultural vocational skill training participation and non-agricultural vocational skill training partici—
pation on the relative poverty of farmers and conducting a robustness test. The results show that no matter which relative poverty meas—
urement method is used agricultural vocational skill training participation and non-agricultural vocational skill training participation

both have a significant negative impact on the relative poverty of farmers. Participation in agricultural vocational skill training has a
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