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Abstract: How do the changes of social structure affect people’ s life chances ? Taking the
needs of the state and its agencies — to extract enough revenue and to maintain political
support — into consideration, this study argues that the discrepancy between economic
liberalization and continued political authoritarianism increases the motivation and ability of
the state to relieve the burden on peasants. At the central level the political needs of the
central government have gradually prevaled over its economic needs and the goverrment
has proposed a series of policies to mwlieve rural societies. However changes in the
policies of the central govemment do not necessanly mean that the local govemments will
follow suit. Based on ethnographic data from three townships in rural Guangdong this
study illustrates how the township govemments respond to the state’ s needs according to

their situation and accordingly increase or decrease peasants’ life chances.
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Abstract: Two theories have been dominant in the studies of elite under state-socialism.
Walde? s theory of “ divided elite” depicts two distinct elite groups as cadre elite and
professional elite. Szelenyi’ s theory of “ differentiated elite” takes on the issue of
differentiation of former elite in transitional post-socialist societies. As neither of the
theonies could fully capture or explain the dynamic of elite mobility in contemporary
China the authors propose a theoretical model of “ elite exchange and in-group
reproduction”.  Elite exchange and in-group reproduction contains two mechanisms: elite
exclusion and elite exchange. The conjunctive function of elite excuson and elite
exchange contributes to the formation of a new elite class in China. The empincal analysis

in this paper also provides preliminaty evidence for the theoretical frame.

Gerneralized Social Capital versus Particularized Social Capital: Social capital
and local governance in urban China  ------ Chen Jie &Lu Chunlong 87

Abstract: Scholars are still debating on the types of social capital and their roles in
shaping economic development and government performance in different ecoromic and
political systems. This paper examines the mpacts of two types of social capital —
generalized and particularized — on the performance of grassroots self government
institutions in wban China, based on an original survey of 144 urban neighborhood
communities in China’ s three major cities. The findings indicate that the generalized
social capital embodied in the indiscriminative trust and inclusive social networks positively
affected the performance of the self government institutions, while the paiticularized social
capital as manifested in discriminative trust and exclusve social networks has negative
impacts.

“Field of Qi” and the Occurring Mechanism of Mass Disturbances: A
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