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( 2004) . 20 20

( ) ( )
( 2004) « ”
“« ”» . (
) o

30 .

( )
( ).
(directed line) . “ »
(Willer 1981a 1981b).
A}

(elementary theory)

(Willer 1981a) .
(Willer 1984)
“ ” (Willer
1981b:14) o
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o “ 7 (el-
ements) o
(1) ;(2) ;(3) o
(Willer & Szmatka 1993:47) .
“ ” (modeling procedure)
(Willer & Anderson 1981:5) .
“ 7 RN v 7 (Willer
1999:23) o
()
“ ” (sanctions) A B
“ ” (preference state) o
B “ 7 “ ” o
@)) . (2) o B
1(1) . (3) B
. (4) B
(Willer 1981a:32 —34.226;Willer 1999:24) ,
( AB)
A B o
« ” (
) ( )
« ) C ) o
()
“ 7 o 1(1) A
. 1(2) o “
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B A “ ” B A o
A B B B
A 0
1(3) o
s “« o ” . A
A B
. B
— o 1(3)
— A B B A
o A B B A
()
(Willer 1981b:50 -52),
1.

“« ”»
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2 o 2(1)
: N N SS, SS,  SS,
(Willer 1999:34) . SS, c.d SS, ¢ d
SS; ¢ d o c d
P, P, 2(2) .
c SS, SS, SS, . c Pc
=(SS, >SS, >8S5)). Pd=(SS, >SS, >SS,) -
d ¢
2(3) o “ oo ” (exclusive or)
o c o c
1 2 c d SS, SS, c
c o c 3
SS, d c o C “
7 do d 2 d SS, SS,
o SS, ¢ SS, ¢ ; SS,
d SS,  d o 2 d
o 1 3 d d SS, .
€Y
ss, ss. 58,
O (+)
O “ O
d d d
2)e d 3 d
Pc = (S5, > SS; > SS)) 1:85,0 SS,

Pd = (SS, >SS, > SS,)

2:88,1 SS,
3:88,1 SS,
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SS, SS,
SS, .

2
« »

“«

SSI > SSZ > SS; .
° d

» “

113 9

»

SS, > 88, > 88,
(Willer 1999:35) .

2.
(beliefs) »
o Bl
| (
) A,
BD(PC) = Pc o
o 2 o ;
c . 1
[ ’,o d ( )
>SS, >S8S,) |
P(l = (SSI > SSg > SSZ) . Pc (SSZ .
SS, > SS)) c .
SS, ¢
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ExNet ( http: / /weblab. ship. edu/)

o o

o (Willer
1999:37; Willer & Szmatka 1993)
(Willer 1981b) .

)
3( ‘ ")

?
(sanction flows)
o o x
Vo
a P, =wvx
(r )
) la P, =vx,
v, X, o a
«C
t r
2P, = Y v, + Y vy, (Willer 1981b:111)
v, t, ] “«© o — .
a b X, =X, X, =X o
Ko =%, /%, =x,/%, o “
7 P max .
( confrontation) P con »
<0 o P ,max  P,max a
b (Willer 1984:250 1999:39) .
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o ?
P, a a
o (motivating interest) I, =
P max - P o a
P, a o (security interest)
I, =P, -P,on- a

« ”»

o (joint action problem)

(Edgeworth Box)

o

€))

P ,max P ,max
o a
l, = P,max - P, [, =P, -P,on
[43 ”»
o a
o
(resistance) R 2:
a
R I I P, max - P,
¢ ba”ea P, - P, con
a
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(resistance equation) (Willer 1999:39 -43),

o A B 24
o P, i o P, =
20 Pp,=4 P ,max ! ( P,max = 23
P,max =23) P,con i i ( )o
( Pyon=0 Pyeon=0),
A-B Pmax — P, P, - P;con
A B :
R = Pymax - P,  Pymax - P,
Y7 P, -P,con Py —Pyon "
23 -P, 23 -P,
R, = = = Np
P, -0 P, -0
P, =P, =12, A B A
-B o
N (Willer 1981b:124 —125).
()
( )
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A (structural
conditions) o

o

(exchange ratios) . j
i i i i
3 o
3 Ni~M:~ 0, o N,
l o M, i
‘ 3o 2 =2, 0
i o
N, M M, Q Nz=zM=0 =1.
N, M0, No=M = =1
i (singular) .
(equipower dyad) 2

o

(types of connec—
tion) .@

===z =
1l
XSRS E

\%

v WV v V

RRRRR
I}

;> M, ;> 14 — :
;= M, ;> L — R
N M s N, >
M,
° Ni = Mi > Qi =1 o
@® N-M.Q “ s “x 27

(Szmatka & Willer 1995:124).
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Emanuelson 2008:162 —167) .

o

(Willer & Skvoretz 1997b) »

o 3
(Willer et al. 2002) .

o 9 ¢
:’ @ {0)
OONOAAONORMR0

(H&R(Br333) ()L (Br331) (3R (Br321)

®

| L

@ (©)
OSROCENOLAC

()P & —HERR N (Br322) (5)A & —fE LA (Br332)
3 ( 3 NMQ )
1.
B-A-C A B C
A (inclusive connected) o
i (DN, i
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M, TOT
B-A-C A
o A B
P, A C B
P,con =-P, R A o
R - P,max - P, _ P max - P, R,
PA_(_PAI;) P, -0
B-A-C 24 o A
B P,con =-P,, =-12
R - 2-pP, 23-P;,
tTP-(-12)  P.-0 €
P,=9.72 P, = 13.97.
(Patton & Willer 1990) - 3 -
3(D) 3-
(3-branch) A D o A-B A-C
P,con=-(P, +P,) =-(12+9.72) = -21.72,
A D P,=8.47.
o o CPU. N
2.
B-A-C A B.C
A (exclusively con-
nected) B C o
B A 12-12 C A ?
A o B A A-C
o P,con 0 B-A-C 12 A



B A C 12 P max
<12, B A o
o P! A -l
o Pcon =P\ "', At
t-1 o € Pmax P max < P!
A o R} A R
C :
R = P, max —71719A _ P - P, _ R
P, - P} P; = Pccon
23 -pP, 11 -P,
Ri=p -1 =p, -0 ~ e
P,=18 P.=6.
o P,con =18 Pymax =5 P, =21 P, =3,
P,=Pmax =23 P, =1, A
3.
B-A-C A B C
B-A-C (null connected)
3(2). i
i (N, =M,>Q,=1)-
B C A A
B C « B-A A-C
(dyads) o B-A-C
B C A
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(Brennan 1981 ;Willer & Skvoretz 1997b) o
“ 7 (centralization)
(  2004: ).
4, —
A 3- A
A — 3(5) o
i ()i N
.(2)i (M =N);(3)i M4
M>Q>1),
( Willer & Skvoretz 1997b) . 1 3-
A o A A
o A
; A
. i 3 (N, =3) 2 (0
=2) o i 3 (M, =3)
. N =M =3 Q=251 i —
o i 3
3 o
5. —
A 3 2 A
A _
3(4) . i N N
(M <N) M



o A
o A
A o A
(high power)
A o “ 7 “ 7 (Szmatka
& Willer 1995 ; Willer & Skvoretz 1997b) »
i 3 (M, =3)
4 (N, =4) 3 (0, =3)- N, =4 >M, =
30 =351 i — . i 1
l: o
6. /
/ (hierarchy /mobility) o
/
o / o
(1)
:(2) °
A B.C o
B C o B C
A. B C A
/
(2004:58) “

” (leveling of social differences)
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( 2004:62 —63) .
( A) A)
) ( N N )o
( (
) o
/
7.
({3 » (gate—
keeper) o “ 7
(ordering) (Corra & Willer 2002) »
« o ( 2010)!!
A B C B-A-C
113 » B A
B A C o A
B C A B
C P,con =P,
“ » A A _ C
o B-A-C A C
12 A B A 2 . P,
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con=—12 P,=9.72 P, =13.97,

o A B.
C. D P, =8.47
A 3-
03
A (3 ”B “« » ?
(Corra & Willer 2002) A
C B o
/

o :(1) 43 » “« / »

R (3 [3 ”» “ ” N R

“ / ”» “ » “ » [43

8.

:B C A D « B=-A-C
A B.C
D o A B.C D
A
o (Corra & Willer
2002) . A D
B C. A
C D o o
9.
A B. c( )
D 3 -
o A o
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(low power)
(Borch & Willer 2006)

o

(Walker & Willer forthcoming) o

. (meta-theory)

o ~ ~
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130) . N (Willer & Anderson
1981) . (Willer et al. 1996:63) “ ”

( ) “ ( )
"( 2010/2007:128)

“ ”(coercee central network)

(2010:129) ,® “ »
”(Willer et al. 1996:81) .
()
(parsimony) ¢ 7o ¢
(Willer 1984:242) .
® S , , ]



— (composition)
(Willer 1984) ”(
2010/2007:130) . “ N
”(Willer 1984:243)

( 2004:58)
(exclusion) (separation)

(Corra 2005 “ ” o

o
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20 70 10
° ~ ’)
(Emanuelson 2008)
o 20
(weak power network) .
(Emanuelson 2008:38 —39) @
7 (Willer 1999:290)
( N ) R “
7 “ ”(Willer & Ander-
son 1981 ;Lovaglia et al. 1995;Willer 1999 ; Corra & Willer 2002) .
(2004 : 58) “ 7 (
) “ ”»
()
@ (Willer 1999: ).
(Cook & Emerson 1978) (Vulnerability)
GPI, .GPI, (Markovsky et al. 1988) . GPI; (Mark—
ovsk et al. 1993). GPIR (Lovaglia et al. 1995) .GPI-RD GPI4?
(Emanuelson 2008:12 -33) GPI-R

Emanuelson 2008 :247 - 275,
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( 2010/2007:132 - 133)

( 2010/2007:127 - 133)

(Markovsky et al. 1988:223) .
(Willer & Szmatka 1993) ;

132) .
o
.
o
7
.
@« »
[13 »
.
“
[ » “
”» 13 » [
A.B.C
[13 »

(Hining et al.

“ ”»

1974) .
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o

(Network Exchange Theory NET) .

2011.2

(Willer & Skvoretz 1997a;Simpson & Macy 2001 ; Simpson & Willer
2005 ;Borch & Willer 2006 ; Emanuelson & Willer 2009 ; Walker & Wil—

ler forthcoming)
al. 2006)
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13

(Bonacich 1998) .

Skvoretz 1997a)
A-B-C

2001)

»

13

13

) [43

[13 ”
é“ ”»
«
43
o
o
“« ”»
@ » o«
”»

”(critical mass) o

(Simpson & Willer 2005)

€«

”»

»

[13 ”»

(Willer &

o

B.

(Simpson & Macy
( )
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o (Borch & Willer 2006)

(privileged game)

113 b4 [43 ”»

(43 » 43 »

& Willer 2009)

o

2011.2

(Emanuelson

(Emanuelson & Willer 2009:

151 -153) .
(Cook & Emarson 1978)

(Walker & Willer forthcoming)

(endorsement)
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U=z=aX+b /XY +cY

(Whitmeyer & Cook 2002:287) .

b>0 U
(Cobb-Douglas utili-

ty function)

a=b=0¢>0

o

b>0

a\b\c
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(social value orientation) ( .

) .

o

(Cook & Emerson 1978)

(Lawler & Yoon 1996 1998; Molm 1997) . ( Yamagishi &
Cook 1993) o
4 C
o C D E A B
o C
(Bienenstock & Bonacich 1993:132)
. C cC 4
4 C (
A-B D-E ) C
o c “ 7

? (Lawler & Yoon 1998)
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On Max Weber’ s Rational “Progress” and Its Meaning «««+«««seseeseeses

s eseeeeseeeeees. Wang Junmin 102

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

China’ s academics’ reflection on “progress”.

Network Structure and Power Distribution: Explanation from elementary

theory «+eseeeeeeeees Liu Jun David Willer & Pamela Emanuelson 134

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
that power distribution depends on preference beliefs network structure and structural
conditions. Therefore the central actor may not be powerful. The advantage of ET is
that it can predict power distributions. ET uses experiments to support its formula—
tions and predictions for social structures. ET can also be used to analyze large scale
social-historical structures. Future directions are discussed at the end of this paper.
ET study on China can offer new understandings of guanxi. This future study will in—

crease our knowledge of Chinese society.

Effects of Respondent Household and Its Head” s SES on Panel Refusal:
A case study of CFPS «eeeeeeeseenmmimmiiiiiiieii et
Sun Yan Zou Yanhui Ding Hua Yan Jie Gu Jiafeng & Qiv Zeqi 167

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
from both baseline and follow up of the CFPS pilot surveys are used. The panel refusal
on unconditional distribution of socioeconomic variables and on estimates of regression
coefficients are explored and the result shows that panel refusal is highly selective in
conditions of respondent household and its head” s SES and their experiences of sur—
veys. The analysis illustrates that refusal in CFPS is quite similar in many ways to

other panel studies in developed countries and is predictable. Paradata and survey da—
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