X5

: A SRR 2008 4 ¥ 7 7 BX X 10 M B KA f1 4 8 & #38, @
it SPSS R X4 M7 B F 40 A ik, MALRE 6 EHRE ZnK BIAK #ATT
SEAEFR. AMERKI: MTARKE BEEREALEZ 2 A .07 F UL
BRAYFQHNSTARE AREELE £E. A BBEARRRTH TR
B RAY = oK RECRA, X8R & 0 XE A7 R BUe % £ 77 e
MERFRT RPN K. AL AABKZARANT&FEL AR
F1 e, BT BORF B A AR A S B R LB B NE Y
HETRAEFHKE 8.

HRBEE HEKARE #HEA#E ZTXRE

1989 ( »

( » 1999).

20

*OAZ B 2007 BE A A A SEH WA FHAFAD IR TH A AR F RARF TR AR K
HX T PERE 69 AR XL LR RE 49 £ BT 85, £ R & Kt

162



(
( »2003).

13 @”

Silver, 2005)

(Etzioni, 1996),

1993).

(Lee et 81.9 1984)9

(Kusenbach, 2008).

b

(Boyle &

(Guest & Stamm,

b

O F(EARFRFBMW.G.Summer) K FE&£LCRA D —H & Rk ARIE FARRR A
ARG 239 RE K, TTVA EARR 0 N # f’i‘(ln{}mup) Fa 4 AR (Out-Group), JL AR
R OAF AT HERXR T KRR, ARG )3 B B 69 FEIR R BRI AR
BB, 5 R E. FLRR T A Ao, i AL A mk i) BEAR AR ) BEAR

(E % 1988).

163



SR 2009. 1

N N
’
’
b b
’ H ’
’ ’
s N
, ‘ ( , 2007),
~ b b b
’
’
, BX ,
N ’

( , 1997),
(Warner, 1949; Kasinitz, 1973 ).
(weputational equals)
, 20 80
2001 ,
(Sampson et al.,2002).
« ”» y « ( h)un&d
community)” ,

164



(Kasinitzs 1973; Baldassare & Protash, 1982).

K b

’ ’ 5 ’ ’ ’

(Richardson et al., 1979).,
(White &Guests 2003; Charles &Davies, 2005 ),

2

9 2

(Fitzpatrick & Hwang, 1992)

o

N ’
« »
o
« »
o
[13 2 [13 2 [13
’ N N
7o« 7 ( , 2007),
« » o«
’
»
o ’
« »
’
( [13 2 ) (
’
10 ) . ( ) . ( [43 2 [13 2 )
( ) « »
( [13 2 )
’
’ ’
« »
’ ’
’ o
’
: ’ (
, 2007). “ 7 s
’ ’
« » (D « »
’

O “#" R BBKWYERE, < J7 RIGHT REARE P05 4, <A 248 2 ALK AR
RIKAE FRESN ER.

165



P22 2009.

« ”»
13 »” 43 2
K b
(ocal bridge),
b
K
9
b b b

( » 2007). .

’
(13 2
b b b
( , 2008).
(43 2
,
(13 2 (4% ”
b
b b
(Herbert, 1962) )
(44 ”»
M
(43 ” “
, .
2 (43 2
b
( . , 2008 ),
b b
b
b
, .
,
b b
’

( » 2008) .

166



, ( , 2004).
( , 2008).
( )s
(Mitchell & LaGory, 2002; Tastsoglou &Miedema, 2003;
, 2008,
(Bourdieu, 1984)., ,

167



( , 2002,

N N

-
-

N ’ ’

(Bourdieu, 1984 ). )

10 ,

43 2

(Brown— Saracino, 2004) .

. » 2008) 3

b 2

168

2009. 1



. BX . 10 61 .
600 ( 87.3%), 200
o, 00 BX , 10
. 44.5%, 55. 5%; 18—45
43%, 45 53%; 2000— 6000 63%;
77. 3%, 22.7%:; .

41.8%.44. 2% 14%; 23%.

18 5% 13 77,
71 5% 13 ”,

O wEREH S EMEFARLEA S TAF HEFE HHAE PO AR T MALFA
BX X &8 Sk it A% 3000 4B L AET. & &2 5 4B R E i E FH
F 4843 By R R EK.

169



H 2 5T 2001

C :
18. 5% ” m.5% ¢
, 1.
BAE 1 R TAL R B S 24K 2 R BE LK PO F A8 KA P
7 P K BEAR, P B AR AL B9 A B R LA SRR A0 A,

”»

b

AR 2:“ K AFR R RIMFR” AR RKA G0 EEH AR
ok LA E Z AR 8. X A8 KB AR 2 A% 5 5 A
SR 2 FATFEAY,

B 3. AL KR B# A 5 2 EF = K K R R
FE69 A R P AR I E By ok ALl SN EH A T A
KB AR 03 b 5T 6,

170



() A XAETF K = JuX b

3 ”»”
2
« 2
o
( D 9 “
2
» o« » o« » o«
~ ~ ~
”» o« ” « ” o« » o« ”» o«
N N N N N

1 « » « ”
(%) %)
351 20 2 .081
10 8 18 .03
351 16 0 .012
24 3 25 00
2917 27 000
10 8 06 oM
81 0 .00
16 2 37 on
¢ ” o« ” « 2
’
’ ’
° ’
¢« » o« 2
’ ’

171



SR 2009. 1

o b
(Zimmer, 1983),
[43 ”» [43 2
b b
’ ’
(43 2 (4% 2 (43 2
b Al ~
b
,
b b b

N ( ,2008). )

« ” o« ” «
~

[4% 2
b b
[19 ”
M o
b b
[4% 2
b
b b
( , 2007).
(43 2
b
[13 2
b
b b
.
b
b b
~ b
’
) ’ b
, (' Truman,

1958). ) ¢ i



7,

9
« « ”
7 N
” o« » o« ” « » o«
”’ « ” « ” 20 5 %
( 2), 95%
« 2
« ”
’ ’
« 2
’ ’
« ” « 2 ( s 20(8 ) .
, (Festinger, 1953 ),
’ °
2 « » o« »
(%) %)
541 341 . 007
730 54 6 .04
270 67 001
43 2 239 .04
351 19 6 . 051
43 2 19 6 . 005
595 23 3 . 000
« 2 BX
« 2
’
« 2
« ”
9 9
’
« ” o« «
7 (
)7 ’ ’

173



2009. 1
N (Bﬂnty
2001). )
(=) EE B H) — 7o X R
) 20

b
° b
b
, ?
s 11
« ”  «
D) N
”» o« ” o« » o«
N ~ N
” o« ”»  «
~ ~ ~
» o« ” o«
N N
” o«
N

” o« » @
N

KMO Bartlett’ s «

2 «

D AESPS h BEMTH, 11 AL BEMEA T oA EAEE LA AR TH & . BUFK
*1»‘“ /i\ﬁ]ﬁi‘”\“ E—‘i‘—é‘}é} iv\cc E\'Li:lk-é-/z‘:\”\“:lké‘/ﬁ\#};*l”\“ 'L)L $"ﬁ’ 'iﬁ”»“ :E’:‘ éé }33
B CERERWR ST ER AT ME,

174



« ” , 10
» KMO (0.612) Bartlett’ s (152.26, Sig<<0.001)
, 4 1( D,
65. 08 %, ,
( 2), . 4
:“ ”» (Fl)\“ ”» (Fz)‘«
7 (F3) ¢ 7 (F4), 1
2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0
- 0.51
it
"
0.0 .
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N %ip 4
1 ( )
F1 =0 742 +0 717 + -
F2 =0 818 +0. 447 + e
F3 =0 748 +0 620 +0 521 4o
F4 =0722 +0 704 + 0. 702 + -
( FD .
( 0. 742), (
0.717)., ,

175



SR 2009. 1

. / $
T A
* BIEH - o S
oof LI fik
Wz -1

2 ( )

( ,2002).

2003 9 « » ,

, ) BX (13

. (F2)
< ” ( 0. 818), «
” ( 0. 447) ) 0% .
. . ( .
, 2005). ” ,

D #B( A L PN A LA 7, kB Bl S A 2 0 2 K A IR, ik B
8 oA b 4 32 4 R B A R BN Atk E S RE 2B LB E T,

176



(F3) [13 2
” : 20 0—60 ,
. 7 ( 0.748) .
" ( 0.620). “ " (
0.521) F3 . «
v . 10% :
10 , KMO
(0.625) Barlet s (110. 35, Sig<< 0. 001)
: ( 3) 1,
60. 49 %, :
( 4),
. [13 2 (Fl )‘“ 2 (Fz)‘“
" (F3), ,
F1 =0 835 +0 742 +0 736 + -
F2 =0 776 +0 625 +0 609
+0 337 + e
F3 =0 689 +0 616 +0 279 + -

177



2009. 1

SR
3.5
3.04
2.54
2.04
1.5
1.0
0.59
0.0 T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
ERSH
3 ( )
1.0 BURRAL
w0
FMAE xaam
o3 LHBH, BESAY
WwEay Ao
Fk 2 psetiilil]
of &R Fk o
0 WHUHED O
[m]
Az

178




0.776),

0. 689
2005,
(

100

0.279).

0. 835,

(
, 2002),
(Mawwell, 2004).
7 ( , 2007)
2 (
[13 2 (
( ,

179



SR 2009.

; ( , 2007),

. (Pahl, 1973),

,
(Eckstein, 2001). BX «
2 [43 2
A b
“ 2
b
(43 ” [13 2 [13
~ ) .
2
b
.
b
“ 2 (13 2 [13 2
, b
[13 2
’
43 2
.
b
~ b
b
b
Al o
.
o b
’ D N .
b
M b

180



(Lyon et al. , 1981),

2001),

1950). ,

, 1999, €

» 4 .
. 2008, €
. 2002, €
. 2007, €
2008, €«

» 2002, §

,

P
A

X

2

(Bridger & Luloff,

(Simmel,

9

(Mesch &Levanon,
2003; Hampton & Wellman, 2003;Stern & Dillman, 2006).

A

» € »

181



P22 2009. 1

, 2007, — », ,
, 197, »( ) ,
, 2008, », . . ,
, 2004, » : .
—, 2008, § »« » 9
, 2007, » » 5
, 2002, », , : .
, 2005, » € » 6
, 1988,€ » :
, 2003, DX ( » 5
, 2008, { », , :
, 2005, » € » 1
, 2008, » » 2 .
, 2008, : »« » 2

Baldassare Mak & William Protash 1982, “ Growth Controls Popuhtion Growth, and Canmunity
Satisfaction. ” Amevican Sociobgical Review 477.

Bourdieu, P. 1984, Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgment of Taste. Londor: Routlkedge and
Kegan Paul.

Boyle Mary-Ellen & Ira Silver 2005, “Povertys Parnerships and Prvikge: Elite Institutions and
Community Empovemment.” City and Community 4.

Bridger, Jeffrey C. & A. E. Tuloff 2001, “Building the Sustainable Community: Is Social Capital the
Answer 7 Socblogial Inquiry 1.

Brnt Steven 2001, “G aneinschaft Revisited: A Cntique and Reconstruction of the Community Concept. ”
Socilogiail Theory 19.

Brown-Saracino, Japonica 2004, “ Social Preservationists and the Quest for Authentic Community.” City
and Community 3.

Charles, Nickie & Charotte Aull Davies 2005, “Studying the Partiaulas Illuminating the General:
Commurity Studies and Community in Wales.” Socilogial Review 53.

Eckstein Susan 2001, “ Community as GiftGiving: Collectivistic Roots of Volunteerism.” Amaican
Sociolbogical Review 66.

Etzioni Amitai 1996 “ The Resporsive Community: A Communitarian Perspective.” Amaican
Sociobgical Review 61.

Fedinger, Leon 1953, “ Group Attraction and Membewship.” In Gap Dynamics, (eds.) by Dorwin
Cartwright & Alvin Zander. Evanson: Row, Peterson.

Fitzpatrick, KevinM. &SeamShong Hwang 1992, “ The Effects of Community Structure on O pportunities
for Interracial Contact: Extending Blau’ s Macrostructural Theory. ” Sociological Quartaly 33.
Guest, Avery M. &Keith R. Stamm 1993 “Paths of Community Integration.” Sociobgical Quarterly

34.



Hampton, K. &B. Wellman 2003 “Neighboring in Netville: How the Internet Supports Commurity and
Social Capital in a Wired Subuth.” Gty and Community 2.

Herbert, Gans 1962, The Uiban Villaga's. New York: Free Press.

Hirschl, Homas A. &Mark R. Rank 1999, “ Community Effects on Welfare Participation.” Sociologiail
Forum 14.

Kasinitz, Philip 1973, “The Community and the Wodd.” Sociological Forum 23.

Kusenbach Maigarethe 2008, “ A Hierarchy of Urban Commumties: Observations on the Nested
Character of Place.” Ciyy and Community 7.

Lee Barrett A., R. S. Ompesa Barhara J. Metch & Avery M. Gues 1984 “Testing the Decline-of-
Community Thesis: Neighborhood Organizations in Seattle 1929 and 1979.” The American Jowrnal
o Sociology 89.

Lyon, Larry, Lawrence G. Felice M. Ray Pemyman & E. Stephen Parker 1981, “Community Power
and Population Increase: An Empini cal Test of the Growth Machine Model.” The American Jowrnal
of Saciobgy 86.

Mawell Nicole P. 2004, “ Privatizing the Welfare State: Nonprofit Community-Based O1ganizations as
Political Actors.” Amarican Sodobgical Review 69.

Mesch, Gustavo S. &Yael Levanon 2003, “ Community N etworking and Locally-Based Social Ties in Two
Suburban Localities. ” City and Commumity 2.

Mitchell, Carey Usher & Mark LaGory 2002, “Social Capital and Mental Distress in an Impoverished
Community.” City and Community 1.

Pahl, R. E. 1973, “ Insttumentality and Community in the Process of Utbanization ” Sociologial Inquiry
43.

Richardson, R J., Bonnie H. Enckson & T. A. Nosanchuk 1979, “ Community Size, Network
Structure, and the Flow of Information.” Canadian Joumal of Sociology 4.

Sampson Robert J.. Jeffrey D. Morenoff & Thanas GanmomRowley 2002, “ Assessing ¢ Neighborthood
Effects’ : Social Processes and New Directions in Research.” Anmual Review of Sociology 28.

Simmel, Georg 1950, The Sodolbgy of Georg Simmel. Glencoe: Free Press.

Tassogbu, Evangelia & Baukje Miedema 2003, “ Immigrant Women and Canmunity Development in the
Canadian M aritimes: Outsiders within 7" Canadian Jowrnal of Sodolbgy 28.

Truman, David B. 1958, The Govemmental Process. New York: Alfred A. Knopf.

White, Katherine J. Curtis &Avery M. Guest 2003, “ Canmunity Lost or Trandormed ? Urbanization and
Social Ties.” Gty and Community 2.

Stern Michael J. & Don A. Dillman 2006, “ Community Paticipation, Social Ties, and Use of the
Intemet. ” City and Community 5.

Zimmer, Troy A. 1983, “ Canmunity and Communality in Voting Patticipation.” Socilogiaal Pea-spectives
26.

B B B RAFH2F &
FHERE: KA

183



relationship between the Chind s hukow’ system and the issues of peasant workers. By
reviewing literatures about © hukow’ system and the citizenship the paper quotes the
recently sociological studies on citizenship  comprehends the citizenship with the
relationship between recognition and exclusion and on this basis, rethinks the “group” of

“peasant workers” and the process of their acquinng citizenship.

On Migrant Workers” Conflict Behaviors against Benefit Damages: A survey
of enterprises at Pear]l River delta  c--ceccerreeeer ciimen it i i e
sweeeeeee o Cai He, Li Chaohai &Feng Jianhua 139

Abstract. In recent years, migrant workers conflict behaviors for benefit defending have
increased Some migrant woikers took measures of imrsystem complaints or out system
collective behaviors whereas some of them keep silence. This article pobes into factors
in migrant wotkers’ choosing measures of conflict behavios against benefit damages.
Generally speaking, sense of rlative deprivation cognitive level of the Labor Law, scale
of social network, and collective dormitory affect conflict behaviors. But in choosing
complaints or collective behaviors education and network had clearer effects over the
choice of complaing collective domitory brought more collective behaviors. Ownership of
enterprise did not have an evident effect either on reducing outside enterprise conflict
actions or inducing imrsystem tesolves. To improve labor omganization, to reduce
complaint costs to augment the level of ration in benefit conflick and to institutionalize
employer-employee melation are preconditions of developing migrant workers’ ability of
striving for their benefits rationalizing benefit conflict behavior and including it into

systemic expressions.

The Dualistic Separation and Evolvement of Community Autonony’ s Subjects
............................................................... Min Xuegin 162

Abstract: Based on data collected from a sampling survey of ten streets of BX District in
Nanjing in 2008, this paper utilizes crosstab and factor analysis by SPSS to study the
dualistic separation of community autonomy’ s subjects. The results show that on urban
community autonomy’ s subjects there are two groups apart with each other and
respectively centered on the resdents committee and the ego. The two groups show the
dualistic separation of community life, community idea and future action plan, which is
caused by the many-folded differences in heterogeneous identity, cultural target and
benefit apprach. This paper indicates that the differential ablation depends on the mutual
cooperation. Meanwhile, the delivery of goverrmental power, the breeding for
intermediary organization and the introduction of semi-enterprise system will help the wo

groups to achieve conmunity autonomy .
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