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creates an exponential effect on individual health. The paper concludes with a discussion
on how our results may shed light on the public policies in health promotion in

contemporary China.

Market Rurban and Region: The Imagination of the Early “Yenching
School” about Modern China—Reflection on the Investigation and Social

Experiment in Ching Ho ( 1928 —1937)  «-eeeveeeeeeees Hou Jundan 193

Abstract: Based on the interpretation of Ching Ho investigation in the academic tradition
of Yenching School this paper clarifies the early scholars” judgment and understanding of
Chinese modern society in the period of transformation in the end of 19th Century. The
sign of this transformation was in traditional city hinterland the rural developing an
agricultural products trade as the core of the market town. In the face of new social
conditions the natural adjustment mechanism within the township was in crisis. Under
the condition of insufficient natural adjustment capacity social experiment of Ching Ho
intended to revitalize the rural economy by intervening regulation and rebuilding a new
local spirit. Early theory about “market” and “rurban community” also constitutes the
starting point of the study on the community and opened up a number of research

contexts which have constructed the overall picture of social structure in modern China.

Society Reflected or Society Articulated? Two Approaches to the Party—
Society Relationship in Overseas Sociological Literature

............................................................... Zhang Yueran 216

Abstract: One of the focal questions for the sociology of parties in the Western
academia is how to conceptualize the interactive relationships between political parties
and social groups. In addressing this question the sociology of parties in the Western
academia has drawn much of its intellectual resource from the Marxist tradition and
proposed two distinct perspective. The traditional Marxist perspective asserts that social
groups and cleavages are causally prior to political parties which form to express and
reflect the existing social groups and cleavages. This perspective has long been dominant
in the sociology of parties in the Western academia. The recently proposed neo-Marxist
perspective instead argues that political parties can be causally prior to social groups
and cleavages which are produced and molded by political actions of parties. This
perspective opens up new possibilities of inquiry for the sociology of parties. Each of these
two approaches starts from one of the two poles embedded in the analysis of dialectical
relationships between structure and superstructure as put forward by Marx and Engels. In
the future the sociology of parties in the Western academia would do well to synthesize

the two approaches and firmly ground itself in Marx and Engels” dialectics of totality.
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