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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
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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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