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The Intellectual Genealogy and Ideal Prospect of Space: The construction

of an open practical space --+-+-eeeeeeeeee Wen Jun & Huang Rui 35

Abstract: Since the middle of the 20th century  “space turn” in social sciences
which takes “space” as the core of social theory has facilitated the reexamination of
space and enhanced studies on the theoretical implications of social space. Different
from the conventional approach of constructing space ontology with a dichotomic view
between “time” and “space” this paper focuses on “space” itself and deals with a
series of dichotomies such as the relative and absolute spaces the empirical and
transcendental spaces the objective and subjective spaces. In conclusion the paper
discusses the ideal prospect of social space and proposes several suggestions on con—
structing an open practical space.

Culture Institution and Structure: Reflections on the studies of Chinese

social relations — ++eseeseereriiseeniiiiineiiiiees Ji Yingying 60

Abstract: Personal relations extensively permeate among formal organizations and bu—
reaucratic systems in social political and economic fields in China which is regar—
ded as the essential characteristic of Chinese social relations. This paper tries to trace
the research line on Chinese social relations since Max Weber. According to their un—
derlying research questions and theoretical backgrounds four alternative approaches
can be identified namely particularism and bureaucracy clientelism Confucian eth—
ics and Guanxi and social networks. And there are three main perspectives accord—
ing to the existing literature: the institutional perspective focusing on the influences of
specific political economy institutions the cultural perspective emphasizing the ethi—
cal meanings and the new structural perspective based on social networks analysis.

This paper argues that the three perspectives should be integrated together in substan—
tial empirical studies so that the structural characteristics and ethical meanings of
social relations could be used to reveal the social foundations of improving the bu-—
reaucratic system and institutional change in the transformation of Chinese society.
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............................................. Ma Jun & Wen Mingyue 86

Abstract: In general both developing and transitional countries face the difficult
problem of how to improve the quality of governance. Viewing from a special perspec—
tive of the so-called “fiscal sociology” this essay analyzes how revenue extraction by
the state affects governance quality. It proceeds first by articulating the theoretical
hypothesis implicitly held by fiscal sociology: only a tax-state could achieve good gov—
ernance. Next the hypothesis is tested with panel data of fifty African countries. It
is found that this is a valid hypothesis. The more a country has the features of a tax—
state the higher its governance quality. This finding has great implications for state—
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Abstract: Instead of using spouses” age education religion and ethnicity as hetero—

geneity predictors although these predictors are popular in the Western literature

they couldnt reflect the true contents of heterogeneity between Chinese husbands and

wives spouses” attitudes personality interests life style consumption habits

children education and the management of kinship relations are used in this paper to
test the heterogamy hypothesis of predicting divorce risk. In addition the predicting
variables from several theories such as marital interaction the cost analysis of divor—
ce family stress norm regulation and alternative selection are integrated into a com—
prehensive model after having these variables adapted to the Chinese context. Using
data from a sampling survey collected in Shanghai and Lanzhou this study not only
shows that the improved predictors have stronger explanation power and expand the
contents of heterogamy hypothesis but also other relevant theories are more rigorously

tested with net effects in the comprehensive model.
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Abstract: There are hot debates on the relationship between economic growth and so—
cial policy. Some conventional wisdom contends that social programs not only extract
too many resources and distort market incentive mechanisms but also undermine the
work incentives of workers and harm employment. Besides social spending is too
rigid to control. This article reviews the existing theoretical and empirical studies
and reanalyzes the relationships among social policy economic growth and employ—
ment and furthermore the controllability of social spending. The author argues that
social policy is not a short-sighted policy but has several positive externalities. Dur—
ing the past three decades of high speed growth China has been accumulating wealth
and social conflicts simultaneously. In order to achieve sustainable development and
social stability policy makers should consider adding welfare as the third driver of
socioeconomic development rather than relying on huge investment and instable ex—
ternal demand. Through systematic construction of social protection China is expec—
ted to transform the rigid coercive stability maintaining system into a resilient and
humane stability maintaining system.
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