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Abstract: Taking rational “progress” and its meaning as the point of penetration to
Max Weber’ s problem domain of “rationalization” this paper reviews the meaning
and the appropriate conditions and scopes of Max Weber” s “progress” and rational
“progress” and discusses the highlighted meaning especially scientific “progress”
and its meaning under the premise of whether rational “progress” serves the “mean—
ing” of life for man associated with specific culture values in order to develop further
insights into Max Weber’ s thoughts in particular context and to provide a reference to
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Abstract: Social Network Analysis in China seldom pays attention to the relationship
between network structure and power distribution which is the main subject matter of
Elementary Theory (ET). This paper introduces the basic concepts modeling proce—
dure basic principles structural conditions and research findings of ET. ET finds
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Abstract: This article examines the panel refusal in a large panel survey in China

China Family Panel Study (CFPS). Logit model is used for attempting to identify the
panel refusal occurred in the follow-up CFPS pilot survey. Paradata and survey data
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