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Polyphonic Society and Its Production: A study on the plural versions of
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Abstract: Polyphonic society means the coexistence of different social powers or
fields with equivalent principles but different interests and values in a certain society.
Contradictions and dialogues are embedded among these elements at the very start so
the society is always unending. In this paper the author discusses the constitution of
polyphonic society in the perspectives of the difference of the references the
dynamics of the civil society and the conflicts among them. First of all civil society
is a political society because it strives to protect citizenship and tries to constrain state
power. Second civil society is a bourgeois society because its members are private
individuals with very diverse interests. Third civil society is a new community
because its members want to reconstruct communal life in market society. The three
versions of civil society and the dynamics of each one such as the effort of bourgeois
class intellectuals and working class to realize their respective values and interests

bring modern society into a polyphonic state.

The Structure of Production Market: An empirical research based on

Chinese field interview and industrial census data ~ «+--+ Li Ningzi 29

Abstract: Harrison White’ s “structural model of production market” takes an
important place in economic sociology. It is a sociological view of market within
which the neo-classical theory of firm in economics is embedded. According to
White the theory not only laid a foundation for mathematical model but sketched a
map for empirical study. However the later seldom come out. Thus this paper
applies White’ s theory to inspect the details of how producers observe and affect each
other on a luggage market by field interviews and tries to find out the consequences
of producers’ observing and affecting each other within multi-industrial products by
econometrical analysis. At the end of the paper several ideas are proposed for
further study.
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