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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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