#OF BRI
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(Coleman, 1983).
(Putnam, 1993).
(Putnam, 1995a, 1995b, 2000; Onyx & Bullen,

9

(Halpern, 2005) .

2000; Paxton, 199),

s (catch-alD) ;

’ ’ (POI'teSa 1998;
Woolcock, 1998; Macinko &Starfield, 2001).
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(De Silva, 2006). , (De Silva,
2006)
(De Silva et al., 2006);
s (1988). (1996)
’ - (
)
s (Putnam, 1993, 1995a, 1995b )

(Fukuyama, 1995)

b b

9

(Coleman, 1988, 1990)

2

(Pottes, 1998).
s (Portes, 1995; Lin,

2001)

( Lin &Dumin, 1986; ,
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» 2004 N , 2001 ),

) ( Coleman,
1988; Putnam, 1993).

(Onyx &Bullen, 2000; 0’ Brien et al., 2004), ,
— ) (2007)
( . , 2002),
( , 2004).
(2006
(Woolcock, 2001).
, , ( )
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: (D)

(Deth, 2003 )9 °
(2) ’ (Det}b 2003 )o

b

(3)

90 ,
(Onyx & Bullen, 2000; Narayan &Cassidy, 2001; Grootaert &Bastelaer, 2002;
O’ Brien et al., 2004; De Silva et al., 2006), )
(Harpham et al., 2002; Kawachi et al.,

2004; De Silva, 2006; Harpham, 2007).

b

(Lochrer et al., 1999).
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(volunteering) « (social support)- ,
N (social agency and pro-activity ) .
. . . (value of life) .
(Onyx & Bullen, 2000). ,
(O’ Brien et al., 2004), ) )
(connection ) —
’ (soaablhty )9
(generalized norms ) - (togetherness ) + (sociability ) +
. . (Narayan & Cassidy, 2001).
, (cohesion)
» SCAT (Social
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Capital Assessment Tools) (Gwotaert &

Bastelaer, 2002). , SCAT , A—
SCAT. A—SCAT 7 , 11
( Harpham et al., 2002). 18
( )\ Al N A)
SC—1Q) 6 ,
. (Grootaert, 2003).
(SASCAT)
(cohesion ) (De Silva et al., 2006). , ,
(Harpham, 2007).
?
s 28 , 1
, 3 (De Silva,
2006). 28 ’ 8 )
(Kawachi et al, 2004)
33 . (Kawachi et al, 2004)
33 )
CH . O . /

(volunteering and volunteerism) «

O RIDAREXEZW AR RRANLE, FRFTHLEER ARG X H.
@ & AEF,ARTFRMEG LR RERKE., FIFRLE R QIERRER ) fe
FEE R HF MR, P EXIEH RE B IZAEA AT A 6N E4 4R A 173
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Lochner et al., 199; Onyx & Bulkn
200¢ Hawpham, 2007; De Silva 2006
Grootaert, 200%  Gmootaert & Van
Bastelaer, 2002; De Silva et al., 2006
Kawachi et al., 2004; Namyan &
Cassidy, 2001

Lochner et al., 1999; Harpham 2007; De
Silva 2006; Grootaert, 2003

Lochner et al., 1999; Kawachi et al.,
2004 Narayan & Cassidy, 2001; Onyx &
Bullen, 2000

Harpham  2007; De Silva, 2006
Grootaert, 2003;  Grootaet & Van
Basgelaer, 2002; De Silva et al., 2006
Kawachi et al., 2004; Namyan &
Cassidy, 2001; Onyx & Bullen, 2000

Harpham  2007;  Guootaet & Van
Bastelaer, 2002; Kawachi et al., 2004

Lochner et al., 1999; Kawachi et al.,
2004 Narayan &Cassidy, 2001

Lochner et al., 1999; Harpham 2007; De
Silva 2006 Grootaert & Van Bastelaes
2002 De Silva et al., 2006; Kawachi et
al., 2004; Namyan & Cassidy 2001
Onyx & Bullen, 2000
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Lochner et al., 1999; De Siha 2006
Grootaert & Van Bastelaer, 2002 De Silva

et al., 2006 Narayan & Cassidy, 200]; ,
Onyx & Bullen, 2000

Lochner et al., 1999; De Silka 2006
Grootaert & Van Bastelaer, 2002 Kawachi
et al., 2004

(sentiment)

De Silva 2006 ( )

Onyx & Bullen, 2000

Lochner et al., 1999; De Siva 2006

Grootaert & Van Bastelaer, 2002 De Silva (Narayan &
et al., 2006; Kavachi et al., 2004 Cassidy, 2001)
(G oot aert,

Grootaert & Van Basgelaer, 2002 2003)

Lochner et al., 1999; Hampham, 200%  ( )
Kawachi et al., 2004

s ’
2),
/
(A sociation)
Al 0( ), 1C )
(Netwotk)
N1
N2
N3 s
N4 s
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2
/
(Sociability)
S0Cl
soC2
S0C3
soc4
S0Cs
(Trust)
T1 1( —4C )
™ 1( —4C )
T3 ’ ’ 1( ), 4( )
T4 ’ ’ 1( ), 4( )
TS 1 —4C )
(Volunte erism)
Vi1 ’ 0( ), 1C )
V2 , 0C ), 1C )
V3 ’ 0( ), 1C )
V4 ’ oC ), 1C )
(Solidanty)
SOLL 1 )— 4 D
SO12 1 3»4C )
SOL3 ’ 1C )4 )
S04 , 1C ), 4 )
(Cohesion)
cl 1« )—5¢( )
2 1« )—5¢( )
c3 1« )—5¢( )
c4 , 1« )—5¢( )
cs 1« )—5¢( )
(Sentiment )
SE1 1« )—5¢( )
SE2 1« )—5¢( )
SE3 1« )—5¢( )
SE4 1« )—5¢( )
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b

(Onyx & Bullen, 2000 ). (

i (Kawachi et
al., 2004; Harpham et al., 2002),

(H arphamy 2007 ) ’ ’
(gated community )., ,
(neighborhood ) . ,
3 ”»” y 3
( ) ,
2006— 2007
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18 (
6 )s “« — — — —
. 1587 , 50
. . 47. 4%, 52. 6% 72.0%,
28.0%; 18— 40 39.9%, 40— 60
41.0%, 60 19.1%C  3).
, 3 (N=1587)
. . %)
47. 4
’ 52.6
72.0
28.0
’ 18—40 39.9
’ 40—60 41.0
60 19. 1
. 1 .
(Varimax) ,
()T 58
(32 ) , 1
. 7 .7 60. 7%
, @ T4 (¢ , .

D ZBF 7 AR LR B T a4 % IR
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, —0.379  0.365;
R (cwss-loading ) ,
. T5(¢ )
SE4(“ ”) )
0.519 —0 350,
, T4. TS SE4
, 1 ,
7 , 62.6% 4,
03—03 10%
(overlapping variance) (O’ Brien, et al., 2004), ,
, 7 “ ” (Factorl ),
“ 7 (Factor2); “ ” (Factor3 ); “ 7
(Factord); ” (Factor5 );“ ” (Factor6) “
” (Factor7). s : (1)
“ ()¢ 7 )
“ 7o« 7, (3) ¢ 7
5.
, T2 (¢ 7y« 7
, T2 “ 7 “
7 (T2 ), T2
“ 7 , VIE
”)
( )
; , VI « 7

”)
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Factorl Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 FactorS Factor6 Factor7
Al . 681 . 165 . 068 —. 094 .158 —. 091 175
N1 .78 —. 005 . 001 —. 142 . 037 .039 —. 140
N2 . 805 —. 047 . 346 —.014 .016 .070 . 147
N3 . 568 . 176 411 —. 164 .03 .09 . 157
N4 1483 . 063 . 179 —. 153 . 100 .o —. 005
SOC1 —. 187 . 134 .21 . 954 —. 133 . 001 — 114
S0C2 —. 193 . 254 —. 101 . 589 .197 .02 —. 032
S0C3 505 —. 0 . 24 —.093 —. 097 —. 007 . 250
S04 .245 — 11 . 885 —. 128 . 025 .031 . 139
SCO5 —. 141 . 215 —. 125 . 568 .09 —.272 —. 107
Tl 128 . 017 —. 094 —. 086 18 —. 081 . 498
T2 —. 159 . 476 . 147 —. 081 —. 045 —.216 . 3%
T3 —.2% —. 00 —. 102 —. 149 —.200 . 506 .22
V1 —. 050 —. 034 .27 —.019 . 057 178 . 625
V2 .09 . 062 . 016 . 042 738 330 . 210
V3 .o —. 032 . 136 —. 183 . 761 —.019 —. 001
\Z . 100 . 002 . 149 .271 .15 —.25% . 249
SOL1 .23 —. 22 . 388 —. 194 .038 . 241 .57
SOL2 .15 —. 0 177 .013 . 053 . 816 . 042
SOL3 . 068 . 104 .48 —.076 14 .59 . 032
SOL4 .24 . 130 411 .099 117 115 .41
C1 . 080 . 201 . 563 —. 096 175 203 —. 083
C2 .208 . 421 . 391 . 008 193 176 —. 100
C3 214 . 584 . 100 —. 100 173 —. 074 . 114
C4 .on . 318 . 560 . 162 247 200 —. 28
C5 —. 143 . 563 S 111 . 183 —. 051 150 —. 071
SEl .193 . 827 . 006 .274 —.08 .033 —. 005
SE2 170 . 904 —. 079 .318 .04 —. 08 —. 18
SE3 —. 092 . 636 —. 067 .541 —. 051 —. 155 . 052
3. 464 3.42%4 3.028 2.432 2123 1. 893 1. 801
. 119 . 118 . 104 . 084 .073 . 065 . 062
. 119 . 238 .32 .426 .49 564 . 626

: Factorl = (local nework); Factol2 =
(sentiment); Factor3= (cohesion ); Factord= (non— local

134

sociability );

(reciprocity and general trust); Factor7=

Factor5 =

( volunteerism ); Factor6 =

(community tust).



(Local Network) . 746
(Sentiment) . 852
(Cohesion) .78

(Non-local Sociability) . 840
(Volinteerism) . 806
( Reciprocity and General Trust) . 667
(Community Trust) .614
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e 2T/ 2008. 3
) ( )
, SOL1 ¢ 7) S04
, ) “ 7
(COfEEE 7T
.29 (item ),
0.614
0. 852 ( 5. ,
, . 6
,» 21 6 0.1
, @ 28.6%. ,
’
y 7 “ 7 ’
. « g (bridging
social capital ), (bonding social capital ),
6 (N=50)
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7
Factor 1 . 0% . 326 —. 201 157 . 007 124
Factor 2 .54 . 019 . 393 . 065 —. 028 . 086
Factor 3 .021 . 89 —. 204 . 143 .27 . 4%
Factor 4 . 161 . 006 . 155 —. 005 —.211 —. 167
Factor 5 .275 . 658 .31 . 970 —.031 .24
Factor 6 .94 . 849 . 055 . 142 . 831 . 236
Factor 7 .38 . 562 <. 001 .48 .092 . 100
. o 2 01
. 3 4.

@O dFHATRECD, HOER 0. 1EH4RE, TR
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(=D RUEZ b

(political engagement ) ,
(Narayan & Cassidy, 2001).
, (Putnam, 1993).

(Sampson et al., 197).

. 7 ,
(N=150), ,
(principal components analysis) 7
, 1 , (
5094
. O]
) , 018
7 [ (¢
), N N 01
I

O R KR AT E A& 69 B F £ 47 (principal — component factor analysis) 34 4% #47 & 1,
HF B LR ER.
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= y « ,
, I R® 0151, 1 R 0 388; ,
I I .
7
1 I
—. 72 1. 121 . 524 —1.027 1.173 . 387
. 050 . 050 . 321 . 070 .51 174
—. 001 . 001 . 174 —. 001 .01 . 078
—.227 . 194 . 249 —. 1R . 170 .250
L7183 . 261 . 005 .75 . 230 . 002
. 006 . 003 . 076 .001 . 003 . 692
224 . 115 . 058 . 007 . 128 . 955
1 . 045 . 018 .04
I .033 . 017 . 056
50 48
R? . 255 . 492
R? . 151 . 388
. 1.
2. (two-tail tests).
. 8
. 8 . .
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Abstract: In this paper, the author takes the laige state-owned enteprise with restricted
incotporation (LSOERD) as the research object to discuss two issues. One is about some
new work-unit system characteristics of LSOER], which is developing rapidly after the old
work-unit system as a whole has been disintegrated, and the other is how to understand the
factors of social goup that promote the social division and impact on socia stucture. The
authors hold that the differentiation of the system should not be explained by the logic
analysis of maiket mechanisms but by the scial logic of traditional mechanisms. It is
impossible for the class integration under the condition of large-scale coexistence of two
social differentiation mechanisms.

Tocqueville’ s Unique Interpretation of Democracy: democracy as “€tat

P T U Ni Yichen 79

Abstract This paper examines the unique pewspective of Tocqueville with which he
interpreted democracy: the €fat social. Firstly this paper explains why Tocqueville
interpreted democracy from this perspective, then it tries to agwe that the richness of the
interpretation of democracy by Tocqueville dues mainly to this unique perspective:
Tocqueville desciibed and analyzed a democracy not only as political regime, but as idea,
emotion and mores. By analyzing democracy as idea and emotion Tocqueville argued that
democracy accorded with the nature of human being, that is why democracy is justical. But
since democracy shaped a new human type — the modern indivival and modern
individual showed some characteristics against liberty, in order to hamonize democracy

and liberty, modern individual should be educated and should leam how to keep free.

The Informal Constraint of Local Governments: A case study of conflict
between law and folk conventions ------ Cao Zhenghan &Shi Jinchuan 92

Abstract In China, there are invisible wles restraining the behaviors of local
govemments which are folk conventions. Although the folk conventions are possibly
inconsistent with the contemporary law, they contribute to property right demarcation and
social stability, and establish a commonly perceivable baseline of governments' behaviors,
therefore restrain the local governrments power in a limited way. To some extens folk

conventions in China are de facto constitutions which sustain economic growth.

Measuring Community Social Capital: An empirical study
ceweeeeeees Gui Yong &Huang Ronggui 122

Abstract Measurement is a crucial topic in social capital research. Specifically,

244



measurement of collective soical capital is the very wot of academic debates. Based on
literature reviews this paper proposes a multi-dimensional instrument to measure community
social capital and develops a scale accordingly. With the scale, data were collected from
50 communities during year 2006 to 2007. Statistical analysis shows that the proposed scale
has 7 dimensions with satisfactory relability and validity. In the last pan, the paper briefly
discusses unique characteristics of community social capital in uban China, and directions

of future research.

Consumer Society and Remaking the Subjectivities of “New Generation of
Dagongmmei” «+-«es eeene weeees e e Yu Xiaomin &PanYi 143

Abstract: The past decade market transition has witnessed the coming of consumer society
in contemporaty China. Inwhat forms and to what extent has the new social transformation
remade Dagongmei s subjectivities ? Extending the analytic lens from site of production to
space of consumption, this article looks at how Dagongmei’ s identity has been constructed
by the collusion of state, capital and sciety as an subaltem pwducing subject and
simultaneoulsy how Dagongmei has stuggled for a self-tranfomation in space of
consumption, trying to acquire a new consuming subject enjoying more freedom equality,
value and social respect. This consuming desire only results in reconfiming and

reproducing the women workers as class subjects.

DISCUSSION

Nornrroutine Action and Social Change: A new wncept and topic -« -+
...................................................... Zhang Zhaoshu 172

Abstract: Non wutine action refers to the phenomenon that some people do not behave
according to certain wutes in the couse of social action. Although it is pervasive in social
life, it has not received the due concem by sociology. The puipose of this paper is to
bring back non-routine action to the theoretical field of sociology. It mainly discusses non
routine action’ s formation, types modes, the process of being pewvasive and wutine as
well as its significance to social change. In the author s opinion, when rutine procedures
and wutes cannot meet the agents’ own needs the agents will resort to new action
procedures and wutes which lead to non-wutine action to realize their needs. Non
routine action could be divided into two categories: nommative nomroutine action and
anomic norr wutine action, each of which receives different social response and involves
different action strategies. The case nature entailed in the primary mode of nonroutine
action decides that nonrroutine action is not adequate to cause social change at a macro-
scale level; however, its process of being pewasive and wutine may lead to stereotyped
action procedures and wutes which may further lead to the formation of new mles
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