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transition to the industrial revolution. This paper attempts to rediscover the implica—
tion of modern society and the sense of freedom which is closely related to it by illu—
minating these two scholars” understandings.

Local Elites and Rural Social Reconstruction: Conflict between gentry
and The National Association of Mass Education Movements in Dingxian

EXPEIIMENt  «eevvverenssseeeeesmmmmiiiinnnnneiiiiin, Xuan Chaoging 90

Abstract: In the Republic of China local elites included gentry and professional in—
tellectuals. When Dingxian in Hebei province was established as the experimental
bases of the county administration construction in 1923 fierce conflict broke out be—
tween the local gentry and The National Association of Mass Education Movements
( MEM) presided the Dingxian Experiment. The social conflict characterized by
gentry’s complaining slandering and moulding negative public opinion reflected the
marginalization of gentry in rural community and the weakening power and status of
rural construction. MEM fostered rural youth to attend the rural construction by or—
ganization innovations which led to the gentry’s lost of power. There were two signif—
icant structural causes: Firstly under the circumstances of economic bankruptcy the
gentry practiced usury and occupied a large amount of land. The economic confliction
of the gentry and peasant strengthened the negative evaluations to the gentry. Second—
ly gentry class was an obstacle for the country to push forward modernization in the
county. Actually MEM' ignoring gentry shows the contest between the state and the
local society in the modernization issue.

The Dimension of Measurement on Prosocial Behavior: Exploration and

confirmation — +eeeeeeererereiieiiiiaan. Zhang Qingpeng & Kou Yu 105

Abstract: With the purpose of providing essential information for the development of
measuring tool the current research continues the prototype analysis in previous
studies to explore and confirm the dimension of measurement on prosocial behavior
that is endorsed by adolescents. The result suggest that there are four main dimen—
sions in the measuring structure of prosocial behavior: altruism commonweal and so—
cial rule relationship and personal trait. The four-dimension model well fits the da-
ta and can provide acceptable construct validity and criterion validity for the behav—
ioral measurement based on this model.

Abstract: Status Homogamy can be regarded as an indicator of the “openness” of so—
ciety. This article applies the study of homogamy to an exploration of the social struc—
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tural transformation in China between 1949 and 2006. Based on the data of Chinese
General Social Survey 2006 this paper uses the couple’s education and their fathers”
social statuses to demonstrate the changing pattern( s) of marriage choice. Different
from the traditional single-trait model this study adopts a dual-irait model placing
ascriptive and achievement-oriented match into one single-model simultaneously. It
aims at effectively controlling the intergenerational mobility effects. The analyses
show that since the reform the educational homogamy has been steadily increasing

while the matching of family background draws an up-side-down U-shape curve.
These results imply a resurgence of patrilineal society in which the structure of ine—
quality is reproduced and consolidated by unilateral descent.

Meanings of “Guomin”and State-building in Early Modern China and Ja-
pan: From the Meiji Japan to China’s revolution -+---- Guo Taihur 137

Abstract: Classical Chinese phrase “guomin” firstly got the modern Western mean—
ings of belonging and participation in the Early Meiji Japan. After its return to Chi—
na the meanings were more complex. “Guomin” in China and Japan shared the
same meanings of the Western concept of citizen such as rights and membership
while it was involved into a network of concepts with other related phrases implying
the strong pursuit for the statism. However the phrase of “guomin” in the two states
had many different meanings. After the mid-Meiji period the phrase tolerated the
subject of emperor and the cultural nation and pushed the mixture between monarchy
and pan-nationalism forward; while in late Qing it became the sign of conflict be—
tween constitutionism and republicanism and came to the nation-state discourse of
“Chinese republic”. Modern Japan and China’s state-building are the results of inter—
reference with the extradforces but have taken widely different paths.

REPORT

Labor Rights and Mental Health: Survey on migrant workers in Pearl Riv—
er Delta and Yangtze River Delta  ccececeecrceiriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinene,
----------- Liv Linping Zheng Guanghuai & Sun Zhongwei 164

Abstract: The “Foxconn Incident” has drawn the social concern and public attention
to the mental health of migrant workers extensively. Based on the survey on migrant
workers in Pearl River Delta and Yangtze River Delta we find that 14. 7% of migrant
workers are under high risk of mental disease. Compared with other groups such as
students nurses and citizens the mental health status of migrant workers is no sig—
nificant difference but it is related with labor rights significantly. Using the Binary
Logit model we find that first of all labor right is a major factor affecting the men—
tal health of migrant workers; secondly social networks have little effect on mental
health. Under the current labor relationship we argue that Marx’s analysis that labor
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