BB AT B MRS AR

ST

: MEEHSWARBRATHLABE RN ETE M 5T 4
FATHEOTIWHFR AL RIAT X —FMANE K. PR TRET
THES THEEgGE CEET R LW ERE. AUAARETHR
HATZEHM PNEXWERABAX L FERET Tat e, TERAER
AFE. 5 BRATREHFAAMS RFEEY L. PARR, UK RSN
BREI AbERMRE. Lo AN TUEMN FEE PAE U
P oEE AN MEHLW X RB R REBRATHE A E B
ARETEFRMAARL 2R EH TS EE TEFRARTH AR EH
A AERATERD, WARTHREEAR S T M EE EAR L

HEGT TL-HF HoHZE #IHs MNAEX

AR R LR AP AL R A A, B ILRP R LR 49
A&, fo bl Bid AP AL R A . (Aquinas, 1981:488—489)

19 ,
, (differentiated society )
) (social organism)
7 “ 7 ( » 1998, 2003).

* R R TR IR AR IR B, ML A AS R 9 MR E L, A R AFA KT B R,
HRRHRED R, XL ALY F SR, —F A,
O EARIELER, BT A BHAE 0 BUSHS  BUL B HF A%, L@ I65 #1456
AW KET B PEMILE, ERALSFEMAN? @ B, =&k —F] 4 4 g
#, WAL B HAYS BRI F & Milbank, 1991 9— 143).
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« ”» « ”» ( , 2005: 47

(4% 2
b b b b
(43 2 (43 2
’
[4% 2 ?
. 43
(self-interest and self-love) .
2 “ 2
’ ’ ? ’
(human nature ) ,
. ?
b o
[13 2 ? R
’ ~ ~
43 ”
b b
© b
b ? b
b
b o
.
. :
(13 2
b
® [13
b b ‘?

7 ( » 2005:

O HAEALZLRTFART WS PEA. EEAER “HEFHEY —AEIK G EATH
ARG KM (3518 Lukes 1973; 139).
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Rit, QAR Te) b, RR T 2R Y B 0 A IR, R 5 AE R B4 Pk
e MEEMNR AR, JGH %AKT A £ LA % 0 M4F 5 9k (Manchester School ) 89 45
A, BT A E LN AL A TN B — ABtiR B AR4E 3T SUS A A B R FA, 2
SRR AL R 8 O R HAE RS AR R F R (F A 2007; 84).
RARBRRFAEZEZL AR A T X EHRE T E AL A A Chd A& I,
2003: 350). 185 i%iE By R, A AR N #FE A R R T AL BIE” K s 69 F A st
AR MRS BT 2 AR R E)L ROE 46 & ISR AR R T i ¢ RHASR T A 69t
Hl, B AR ARSI RS A3 AR R IZ PG R AR, MR, ARA AT
M, B Y MRS AR R AT HAC A B P EE A R FAT RESRE @ AT 4F
HT kP, @ AA G RS E %CGAKR T, 2006d: 213). £ TF L&yt &M 4A 2, A
R AL QA AT A R KR, EMILRAA R TR BRILE X T & CE
HAERAET MK,
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200,

K

TR fo X EIA G AL R, T RAE AL R RN THE, L R, XA
X ThEE, AR TAE B4 - WEFHS TR KT 25K B, X
YR ATR 69, 2R, AEMHFLT, CAARET B 2F A 56
FCE, MR T AR F B ERF AY . AT 41, PAT 2RI
R, MR AL MG R AT I, AM1T 2R A &5, - R
—EINAT. B, RAS Ik ANE B s ot Rk i —H
BRA , XA hRE Tiz&ﬁ%ﬂ'féﬁiﬂ:}iﬂﬁ R IEER, 8y #rh e
B ARS8, GRER T, 2005:24)

b

«

” (propensity of exchange ) ) , ,
( »2007b: 13).,

2005: 25),

“ 7 ( » 1999).
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“ ” (presence ) . )
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K
o b b
®
. “ ” (Beruf,
calling) ( » 1987;2003); ,
2
. y « ”»
s 43 ” . ,
7. ) ?
§ » « » ,
13 ”» . «
7 ( , 2005: 184). , ,
( »2007a: 105). ,
. 13 2 y 13 ”» .
R 43 » .
; , 13
” (sympathy ) ,
(general rules). ,
. . 13 2 .
43 ” . y
9
. y y 13 2 y [13

O ALHEZHHE TR A,

@ mizE & RR T AHAERW LM AR R A I A R R R kI, AT A E A
HRAET M Eay i b, N TR AL A REREREARE A
WEIRE 2RISR PO LR, B AAFD, XA AAHE B MG S e, TREE

BT ARAL R A AR, LA ARAERTHT F7 69 ThE K.
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2006). , , ’
H (deduce) R
“ 2
. ’ H
, . @ (collective
consciousness ) « 7,
( ),
[43
. o b
, 7 ( , 2005:42—
43), , , ¢
2 (44
H b b
...... ,
b o
b o
, 7 ( , 2005:236—237).
, y (43 2
<« 2 [43 ”» “« ”
M b
« 7, @ (antisocial ),
(asocial) .
’ o
b
(13 2
) b b
O M —SEBEEN LS —H MF W, alsMmEEL. = AL 4

B X ERA R A = o GUR RS BB ANILR, W R & AR (T £, 2005:
262).

@ B AR e B ALE 09 Bk R AR, e WAZ HAE & B AX AL
b, R R R AU A A R, R AZFAARAG RN, DALY M E 2
G2k A Al 12 R LAY, LA T R AUR A SR AL RAR T 8 18 SRl At R AL A,
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SFEb 7 AR SRR Y it ), ST VA F5 B R A AR R 4L A (abstract society ) 9 M. BER
MR, APAZZAA RBFER (K iEffm %) 2 L6 2B 4K (Gemeinschaft) 7 £“ A U
&, o BL & B R 89“ 4227 (Gesellschaf) 1E 9 AR 4 R RS M 69 2 %, A TAE LA A LA
%, BARRRE MAT E —LRB & A R IARE & —Fr ey Ah 4 G &,
BARAYC AL A7 K ALE HAFE T 69« A4 327) ORI, 1999). 12k R FikA, “ A7 A
R 0, AL A L5y ek N R A KR A, d AR @, B4 AT A9 AR EAR H
XAZ. R AR TR AR ALT MARE 2N B F R A LR BRI &L L
0 ZRR, S HE AL Z T )it a — CHREal LR L AXK R RE
MHEEZAEREZ RGN (reemblance) Z £, BH# E 5 E4L 4 ik 69° 1F &
(dissimilarity) Z £, A3, A 8 K6 T AR FEL LG HEL T 22 4
2. CHAAER MR B RXIL TR TAENRN, ARAAHREHE LA Lig, 4
LR, T T, BERRIMRE, ERR TR BHE AT A £ 0918 15,
B IR ILE B R K EREY AR,



“ ” (the discourse of liberty) “ ” (the discourse of
disciplinization ) s =
“ ” (providence ) 7 ( )
2007a: 230), ,
. , (
)s N ,
[ ”» (deduced ) s [ ”»
, (Milbank, 1991: 51),
N s ” (given )
43 ’7’ N « » ( )
, “ 7 ( , 1999),
7 ( , 2005: 360) ? ,
7« , 2005: 130), “ 7
> ? ,
( » . .
(organic solidarity). )
(mechanical solidarity) (segmental society) ,
) ) (organised
society) . s ¢
y ”, ( y
2005: 240). , ,

D E Z B A AL A, 3t R B X 2 9] A,

83



«

2008. 4
“ ” (exteriority ) ” (constraint ) (
,2007,23—34), ©
7 ( , 2005; 142).

7 , « ” (anomie )
. “ ’,’ (13 2 (

. lg%b )7 b b

” (abandoned) ( Do
) ( . 19993: 35 )u
, . ( , 1999)
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BRFE(EAP FRe AN —BPLHETHLFRH R WTHFTX, RitT £
[ & 09 3 & B 28, JLRRE IR L T DA AR89, &0, LA £ T iaitk
2ERFBHLBH F LN, RELAE MF L8 RN AfT, H AL 2 F R GRE T,
2007: 34) (FE 54 RAEH P Ao,
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“« ”” <« »

o R B R RT B A A5 Tit) 69 1R K L P AE R 2 3 AR E 6935, (4 T
BT AR A FBH(A NP, R ERRE 21 — Al R, 4 Bl A KA
89 32t K B 2 AR CRAR, 199 3D, KTetE A B, & fe B £ ih« &
(FER BB R, BPA T 209 K BT H T AR, REAFGHEA T RAENE
R, CVAR 20 X B 4L & Z 2 (the death of Society) . ERAEPTTCARAL LT
A M A RTRE M & —JF B R 49” CRHLAR, 2006; 165), 4 B %K £X Med LM, HT
A MR T R B A Z A0 48 AR A ) 48, R TTAE MR T X bbb F a9 R B Ao ] 23
FAEE Z ACA R A K B B B A A K18 #2487 (danoralization) F= & B89 AN E
X8y B, BTRE FHARE MhRZEAL P IRAEY. WRARBAARAFTHT £
JHEA R CGERAE, 199%), AR, E A HERRKELHAAE Y T EL 69A &,
LSS B RARTEAPBTT X =5, EREAER RAMFHI T LIRFL
1k A GRAF FLIEAY fR A
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« “ (incarnate ) .
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(,2005:255). , @
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:22).

O hEFIPLLEFINTHNELLELNE BHA, o, Z(AL LD TN(F —£F 2
F) b, oA AR L0 R E A B AT RO RE mla XAV (FE ZH % O NA
BRI AN AT XA FE LR HNKE £ S, ARR TRF FP R #4
Eoy A AH KNZN (R & R AR AR B2 EN(H5E HEF)H L ATLLF X

ARFHE B,
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(symbols ) ‘ ’
7 ( , 2007; 122). ,

9

2

“ (divine society) ,

M

B4 BT 2K T o4 A 3F BB H @ X T —F
B4 AedE AMRI AR 3 LT AT X 2 E 4, M RS 1
PAAT — AR B, AL T R AWA C, AXTASFE, €5
AT TG AR, AT ZFhdm G4 X TAEZH
T, MRAR, #RIH XA FAE R AR E A K —
8, CRAGNIKTA RN K, KRCERLEGHRTT
R, AR e h R Rz EL B, RATRBE
RAEAE B BT S AP 89 AR AP, 42€ RIEAARG A, XA LF R
S, BRAEATE MR L B ALK TERKGFHZ P, Gk
& F, 2006d: 182)

« s ¢ , 2006d: 303).
, (nameless ) « (hidden ),
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(

, 2006d: 217). ;

, 2006d: 217). . ,

~ ~ 1)

”( . 2006d: 329). @ ,
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X —E AL RIFAR T il ek, AAER 2 X RXGABFRRAEFHeA
KB RBEBKARER K TFHAAAGHT, A L2 KT X6 A, BTif
SR A TEH R N R EM A RKXAR, O MRl ReG RN, m KR 2469
TR AER, kA AR L F AR RGAR T, 2006d: 7 16.410— 23), X —& KT
WA ALK, TAINA R EH RAEAC A iR BX AR 3 242 FHRE UK RG & £,
RR T REAEH BI K Fadh 69 42 A 3 AKX B ALAE AL A 69 S % PR R 69 B 3.

TR, AR FEL LA L A A5 — MR AXBARSLIRA RKRE P o]
H,ZAAEGA b, (A2 TV PH B FEF F R oAb A RN L
F. BN EREALER KAEFR, R RAAASER P 24 H key, CH 1T 2 A
KA EA G MR, CRERIEIRA REGLEE - ANRAZBL ARG KR bY, b PR R A
T Al 5 —ATA L By # R, i A RE AR (AR T, 2005: 345).
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, 7 ( , 2006d: 298).
(43 2
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[4% ”
b °
b o
s (socialization )

(formed) ,
(Lehmann, 1993:92—96). , )

N 7 ( , 2006d:; 212). ,
( » 2004).

O FAVA 8 BA 47— RARAR T RIRAR FHAL 2L ieFo BT 0N EE K, £
RAT ML ALY EiHE L FLANER, X —E R RUAR A Zh 16 A
B 49, BRI AL 26 B AT IR A
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« N ? ( b
2006d: 211).
) ( , 2006d: 328 ).
, (self-representation ),
(Milbank, 1991. 65).

, , 7 ( , 2006d:
329), , ,

[43
2 b 2

7 ( » 2006d: 329). ;

K
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, “ 7o ” (historical reality )
, (genetic) ( . 2006; 163).”
(social fact), . . .
( )s
( ). .
@ b
( , 2007:35—49),
T » ;
. 7 ( , 2006d:; 1).

IE e By R o) BT A B GG AR B RR T ARG S S R IR L iFiE A R NE R K, £
RIAAL R B i, 25R0A L AR (S R B A, 2007 2— 47,

ERR AR, XHLFEL BT FiEHS (postive science) F2 AL A5 (liberal science)

B TR b, BA MREAL A PRA —F R, WA RS R, BAn B4 E, Rl
ABRAT ik ARE AR A R AR AR Rk RIFAT AR 0. MR AR ARl

“AFE” (mamation) 1 At F 2 A KRB, AAHFHRTREESEFEH LHEL

(historiography) #9 54 #& #£ (Milbank, 1991: 70—71).

AN RAEFIELS LB LD, 12X 22 RETigeddh, a1 H FRHA EARR

T MRC I, @ RAERA F a1 R,
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2006¢). (homo duplex): “ 7o
. ( » 2006¢) .,
« » , « 2
« » K« » ,

y 43 ”»” 43 ”» ( y

2007:33), (abnormal) + (pathological )

D BRI FRBGRRR F AR XD a9 &, &R ILAAPTH FE 0 —edn R,
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, 7 ( » 2005: 133),
“ , 7 ( » 2006a) .

H s (Lehmann, 1993.
81786)0 : ’

? ( D 20063.)0 D «“ ?
(Homo Sacer) (  Agamben, 1998).

b b

b o
7 ( » 2006a) . ,
<« ”»
b b
13 2 13 ”»
K b
b
« ”» s ; (
) “ ” (person) )
<« ”»”
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. ; 7 ( , 2006a) .

<«

” (civil religion ).

(individuality ) , (humanity ) ,
, ( ,
2006a) . ( » “ 7
’ ’ « 7 . @
— (theological-ideological ) s
(incarnate ) s — (society-
individual) . s
. 7 (Lehmann, 1993 116).
§ »

43

« » 3 ”»”

O #RFAE(ESS Tith PR ST 845 24 F A (affinity) K % (fiendship) 495 # 7 X,
B AR 0A PE A0 B HE CGR R T, 2005, 18—20). HeikA, 5 ik A S £« MM & & b
89 HARE 22 R, 5 TAARG A WA LR LA R RW BN Z b Bp i F At Mk Z
o) 2 FATFEMGALARM, X5 Y - FRC R A Akt Fhhh KR, BH TR
AR AP EC AR Z Le BT X, B A RH EREA ALRINTE M ST
o M BB, R, AR T RB L EE AR T W AR £ IR AL 20 SR
AT W, R4 R IFE MR LR LA QG EAE B IE R IR ARG T AL M. A
AEL b BRBR T Y i E 69 B H AUk 34T T A GRER T, 2005: 25), 124k AT i

My PN EXE ME A AL Z A,

95



P22 2008. 4

H
2 2
b
: ( . 2003;
356). .« ” : :
: :
K ° @

) . ) ¢

”» (43 2
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(13 2 (13 2
b ,
’ o
( , 2006a), s
“ 2 (13 2 “ 2
o b b
b o
b °
’ o b
b b

( » 1999b). ,

O  EhRF AT ELH FOARHENGIH, 8§ bR RL AR, m & —HF 20
AT R K 4289 L 4.

@ AR FIRRCHL, PP iR R AR TR e H R BT Y CRER FL 2006d: 39— 42),
EAVT A BA B RR FALRF R A LB FE #.
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. ,
( , 1999b). , “
s N . .
« » . ’
’ : « »
. , « ” (inner man)
« ” (outer man ), “ 7 . « ” o
) s
. (making )
©)
. , ) N )
9 9 ’ « ”9
(Lehmann, 1993;92—93).
. ) )
7 (
» 2006¢). @ , “ i
O XAEHELGFFREIALERG, M ACEURAEN — A S K LA, it &4

TR A MRAEF TR H A, R AT £X MNP FL2 B, A2 TE
. X AT L BEABRECERRE, ) RFAREAN, 2L, Rt K&
Tols AAt & S ILY K Fa 2 ],

B R TR K ARAMN 69 &P ERREAZT KA KRAKOGE — 3 LR
HIAA LA A ERARX R bEFARRY, RE50FRR Tk &A%
KAW &P LB BN, BAHRAFD, & TALK P RAEGERY) 3 KiL” 85
A, ARAMA A B TR K LF RE R SR 28 S E R TF BERC T
W ORR TAAERX —8), B ZMENR &7 F AR FRFEALAGRE Oh&F
#,2000). RZ HEFER G RAL g CRAM AR P MR AR G REF R
21 8 877 GEA I, 1998, 2003).
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, 198, DIGIDN s
, 2003, » . ,
, 2005, € », ,
, 2007, € » . :
, 197, “ X . )
, 2007, », . ,
, 1999, » » 1 .
, 2007, ;20 », .
, 2003, », s :
, 1994 : . :
, 199b, : M« » 1
, 2006, § : »,
, 2005, P , :
. 2006a, § » o« PR .

, 2006, € » o« . ,

O SR HAR KL R ELE L (nihilism)y £ I, AL KR Foyi 232 2K E@E $#H

AP E AL AR UIRK TEW KA A, AERAAGE F TR LA, BR FOAERFEAFL
B AERT B A, KB LR EC BB AR AR L fetb g, TR R ERA SR
Y RIEBL T d L3 fedbd 6y AT . ARBASTART A RAGRKE H, 1 LEIL
b A Ao A8 (dealism) 5 4 A8 (materalism) 89 i . K& LG 4p 2440 2 R BA
?ﬁ*‘?%%@ﬁ&’ﬁﬁﬁ(sumr— sensory world), AT HL &K BRI AT MRz Lay A5 12
Wy Aty Ap X AL AP BAY 4&@'T¢1ﬁ‘ﬁ(senmry wold), MEXHEH 2R 6y AL, BE
RELEX ARG T LA d L5328y 8 G AR, 197), AR Fait 253 A%
AARBREXL, Tt —F 4T BAE LA, © AREG TR L5 s o #46
R mE., BX AL LR, PARNTIEY, RLRARE KERT ZEL
ENOHRR, LR AELILARG, M ARCW AN, KCHREAAET, AN KA
Tt & AP B AR R, REE R B R A (idea) A7 47 (material), F B £ A
(essence) #2 L% (phenomena). FL 3t 5. AAVIKA KRR T AX B #F 2 KA B 45 9] 284
AL, A ARF A T R IRENDFET XA 4B,
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secularization approaches in the sociology of religion ------ -+ Ji Zhe 55

Abstract: This article explores three attempts by the sociology of religion to go beyond the
classical secularization theory: the rligious economies model based on mational choice
theorys the new seculanzation theory centered on multidimensional analyss and
deinstitutionalization, and the study of multiple religions modernities conducted by
comparing the interactions between religion culture and politics taking place in varous
societies engaged in a modernization process. The author argues that tuly going beyond
the classical secularization theory demands more than simply negating the thesis of
religious decline. Indeed, the challenge is rather to better answer the cmucial question
raised by such a dassical theory, namely how to inteipret the dynamic relations between
modernity and religious change, so as to shift the focus from the validation of modernity to

a critical examination of modemity.

Modem Individuals in Divine Society: On the relation between individual and
society in Durkheim’ s thoughts -+ -« «oeere oereeeeevenns Sun Shuai 76

Abstract; In Duikheim’ s social theory the relation between individual and society is the
central problem, the complexity of which has been fully exhibited by his argument with
Adam Smith. Their argument not only brings to light the moral functions of division of
labour; but also reveals the inherent predicaments of abstmct society. This atticle thinks
that Durkheim’ s later thoughts about religion and individualism provide some possibility
for solving the predicaments. This lies in two aspects: on one hand Durkheim insisted that
society only exists and preserves through its matenalization, individual consciousness and
its symbolic self represention; on the other hand he claimed that social integration can be
achieved by constucting a kind of moral individualisn in modern society. This article
explains Durkheim” s whole thoughts in regard to the relation between individual and
society, not only to darify the possibility he provides for modern society, but aso to
clanfy his modernity problem. Thus Duikheim’ s problem is more of sense than his
answer for us.

How Did France Say Farewell to Revolution ? Pierre Rosanvallon’ s

interprefation of the history of democracy in France  --- Yue Qiliang 101

Abstract. Constitutional democracy or elite democracy is always regarded as a panacea of
taming democracy and a safeguard of liberty in western political tradition. But according to
Pierre Rosanvallon’ s analysis of the pathology of French democracy, it is just an illusion.
In fact what succeeded in keeping France away from revolution is not political rationalism
or universal suffrage. The more decisive factor is that civil society’ s capacity of autonomy
and self government has been growing since 1890s. Moreover, the further development of

popular sovereignty in civil society is the most mportant way of protecting civil nights and
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