— FEH S R RE R E

H A

A FEHARFEREM T OET FEERIETENRA
REXAEAGIE AR REMGFRL GHT 4o REERFTF RNE A
Bz pMER. AXHEENET M RAERNRNEFERL 25 P
PLRCHE SERRE AT R LRI FT A, BIET FREEFAGEEE L LT
I, FMZALFRET #hiF. ACAA FEHS REERHKANIAEEF
ARURBT FEoFWELEBEFNA.

EREBEFASL AE ASZENE HEst

D (Seidman, 1990). ,
(Niklas Luhmann) ,

(Kneer &Nassehi, 1998);

*OALAATRS F LA EH 2008 F AR AL A A oA (FELLHE A, 44
3 SR 956 420 (B Hesk 5 08BSHO63) #9 3o MR, AL Bk # st AWM F T4
A &SRR, U ST L F R R AR S AR K Rk TRk, T %
A5 A RHE B P LR F R R LA AT S 3k 5 A A R 7 A AR E KA
R SR, I mEEA R

O M0 MEAEE 9L BHHRERI AR, M XAXL L ARAZKX KR TEES

# Bk Cife A, 2008).
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O AR RGN DA MR — MR TR Ardhf B@ Edydsfh oA @A RE
P RIFEST — ARG AR GERA ), €I &8 & &8 FTEie) &4,
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) (
, 2003 ), )
O}
° b
o M b
b
° b

b °

) “ ” (openness
through closure), 2
b
®
: b b

(Spencer Brown)

O FL20iRFR G FHRE AN e 9 R E 2469 ¥4 (Kneer & Nassehi,
1998: 52). FFiB L+ MERIE BT A ThE ey B Ao, AR LI — AL FHE D
(guiding difference) 2 F 45 B E 9, T RBLE R R % B0 84, it RULIREMA
PL R % RH TR Mk, @ SThedb X B a9 TR M, R TR £ LUK IRE B L. A
ST R IRIE G B Je ik, 123X RZ2M AR 4t B MR LmarEe) A, R ZA 4T
3N ES ABIRIEZ L MO LR R AT REAIR AP HE T
AKX —F AN TE % LM A R0, KRATR T AN AT 5T A 45 ELHE K

—r B ARk,

@  ATIEHAME KA RLH T RAELR % RA &5 5 (elf referencia) 89 & %, H3iEVEPT ARIE G
HFAL AR £ NEARR GANE R AR, XM RFRTEAER A AR R
S8, MR CE AR FTHARALRE AA KO X IR A4 A ATIENEMAE S
(sructural coupling) X £, & A RFF MR R, €M KL H LR %3 € 09 RHK Fo B
o, ALEFFFRKER TR THANMASMBEEX, BRI AR ZRLYG ZZE R
6 A EARKL, WEE X R A RA 2469, 2R 2H 289 (Kneer &Nassehi, 1998: 67).

@ X SEXEMBRAFITAEISZFNFZ KA PHRA T R, BHFE FEAEEZRZT —L
K2 1984 F il a2 40 —B GEURERT 195 4F), BA P AEER %
WIRAT AL AR AR, HA REAT @A KB FF K04, BT ALH
BRAERERETF(ARLR L) —BHEANALR GILEATFZT, & F 2 FHFEMHE
R R p ARG A AR R S, 5 AL B AR .
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; , @ (autopoietic system)

—_

b

(Humberto R. Maturana) (Franciso J. Varela)

o

o

(Luhmann, 1995. 7),
(difference)

’ ’ (urllty )9

’ o ’

(contingency) .

b / K

D g &P (self-reference) 28 &K F# (autopoiesis ) iX ) M AR D Bihf kA iah £
RA MR LRI, REEMF EA SRR F T ER T4 AR LI PR AT
# & B 7T 5% Kneer & Nassehi, 1998: 61—75.
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o 2

, (de-individualized) .
« 7, (Luhmann, 1983:
993). ,
. (contingently )
R (Luhmann, 1995).
, (Luhmann, 1995: 164).,
@ b b

DO A EEARTFWH BT A L AN & A T8 (Habermas, 1984), 4o4% #4547 3% {4ty
FHEARMITe, KT THRYF 5 TAFRN AW Ef bk Fo5h LERIKFEY
B i3 H AR Bk 2 E AR kI M T T R TR, A iF IR AL A
BAEMG Hik, DN D HMiE FEIHALE AEBRHAERIART 2 YR
(Habermas, 1987, A AR RIFIBHR 9 SR LA E T 24K/ EHRORE 5, TS A
BRI HE GOBAT IS 2HEST TARYF 0 Hh,
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9 9

(Luhmann, 1995. 158),
(media)

2008. 5

(temporalized )

9

3
2

” (Luhmann, 1995; 160),

(disseminating media)

(symbolically generalized media).

2
b

[43

(Lee, 2000: 326).

« ”»

)s “
(Luhmann, 1995; 163).

b
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(ego)

(themes).

(alter)



gy 2 FLETFEH

m|@ it e
gx 2 A Ak

KU : Lee, 2000:325

1
D¢ D.
b b
)
b ° ’
43 ”» (44 2
- - ’
b
b
b
M b b
b
b
(order out of noise) s ,
b ) b

O #HPFROERRIMNS CRAEAMEAEGRE DAF AR LZIAHADRET — 4%
W X AL Z Ik, LR ARG A = Ay X a9 a9, B BABEET L Lee, 2000,
A2 Z A TU D ARt Je B8 T A il Rk R E G MY, AL RT B A=ht 7, it ie
B KEER, W M ETF ABESAE R b4EE 23 8 (wcietal theory) 69 4t 2F %
ik,

@ B REAEF A E 25 L (semantics) R T a5 M. 35 X RA B GG —FH XA A, @ B
TIARH AR AR AL R HIT O BT ZIANL. FEEA S AL A
25 5.
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(Hamilton, 1983),

, [19 2 (
)’ [13 2 y
(Knodt, 1995). s
(Munch, 1994.304).
(Alexanders 1984.401);
(Lyotard, 1994),

(non-nomative ) “ ”

) (ego) (alter)



(Iuhmann, 1995;

b

, 1994), ,

9

(ILuhmann &Fuchs, 1988), “

s 20(1) 153_ 162)0 0
(meta-code)
(code),
. / . /
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, « ” .
(@)
. o b
M
b b
) ’ )
b
b
. D ( , ) s
H 2) 5
3) s
b b
) (
) s (Luhmann,
1992, 1997; Lee, 2000). )
D e —AZE LIPF AT B89, FHAE RA A A (society) T RAEAR S, FE L TIROA LR

66

% (social systems) OIELHE % W R GAe 242 F % (societal systems) , BHNE BT R
25549, AR AR GNARE 2A5E LY, M AL R ZUWRIET LK HFET 6 &R

Z 4 (membership) (Lubmam,  1982). Z % 4. B8 F Gife ot 2F RE H — A= 4%
X RAV AR AL A AR R BT 3699542 (T A% Lubmann  1982). 7 if, AL A&
AR G E BREEN HH A AAE 6t I, W AR E GfeE HE R
ASHE A PFPIHSR RILRGE KIG B HAMNALF R B A TAHF Hemes &
Bakken, 2003, %L R T AL AR RILL AT A BT KAV R 44 50950 K, b LA a8
a9 sE M AL R AR B ) P 69 A B Fvh.



( , performance ),
( , reflection) (Luhmann, 1982, 264).

b

b b

(Luhmann, 1992, 1995). s
(Giddens, 1984).

43 ”»
9

(Giddens, 1984. xxii),

(imitate ) o ,
(Berger & Luckmann, 1967) .
) ( ) ( )

(Luhmann, 1992.76).

) H ’

s (Luhmann,
1992.76). , « 7 ,

“© o7 « ” (Kneer &Nassehi, 1998: 205), “« 7

” (Alexander, 1984, 403).
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o ?
( ) .
M 9 9 ?
o 9
o 9 9
, (Luhmann,
1998¢: 7). ’
.o
9 o
®
(lack-ness) , (identity ).
2 2
2
? o
’ ( interpenetration pattern ),

” (Luhmann, 1998a. 176). ,

b

O AEEZEFR BEFEGFA D> FIRFAD T LA %N AN 5 % £ EE AL
o KW, AE AR s Z AR B LR Z 0 Rt AR AR Ry E A XK
GRS, EX @, XK R FAF FA A Z I RAA A AP RA G K
RALA. BACHEER K6,

Q@ mUHiEEAEER, EXXLEANIES 5@ RN ARHARAEE P LR
. ABHHORLCKRBETH AR A XL HEFTEATHARETALZ 2T
49, XA R F G0 Rk, LRl R R M e R A, K AeH BR G AR RN AT
HNE K.
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” (Luhmann, 1998a; 176).

“ ” (Luhmann, 1982. xxii),
, s (
” (Beck, 1992: 136— 137). , s “
(disembedding and re-embedding ) ,
(Beck et al., 1994), s
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. (security ),
R / (Luhmann,
1993a), L .

9 ° b 2

(Luhmann, 1993a; 21— 22).

([uhmann, 1993&: 21 )o ] ’
, ) (
) . ,
° . (Becky

O pEMESOAT REMEEURA 8. ERAR ELRE S b8 —Frik i €
BT ER2 —RPe —B, Bt R EREARE A KA AR E AR
Beik AR 4 o T 3 AT 40 SR
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1992.31). ¢
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o b
’ b
[13 2
o . b
b A °
b ’
) ’ b
o b
b o
(13
’ b
, ”(Beck et al., 19%. 19),
b M b
o b
b
43 2
b b
M
. , . .
’ b
b b
b ) °
b o
b b
s (totalizing
clam), s

N suiE FB AR Al 5 RIe Z H 6 X A, AT 4 kK Bt #4680 AR E.

N e AR A —5 F R E FIM 88 269 47 T 547 (ambivalence) —id, AL T
X JB 5 FEMEPT T AL A R A B R FAWA RN 28 N R R ML AR 2 A — AN AL,
WA B RIett & F RE] o, W E RAEX E, AT HRIC A TF AU | TP AE G 09 &
RARAR R S SRR B0, RAARH, L R SRR A R AL A A
ki By WAL 209 B 35 R —R 0 A, 12X I R AT B A A N, R A
AT A SR AT A F R o A ST M Ao At 2 A3 M AY 18] AL,

O
®
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-
-

” (Rasch, 2000: 216).

b

, , (differentiated
rationality ),
(code syntheses) ., ,
) ” (Luhmann, 1993a; 231). ,
, 7

(representation of society in the society),

b b b
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b b
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b
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) b b
b
o @ b
b o
’ b b
b o
, b ’
’ b
[13 2 13
M M b
2 [43 2
, b b
o b
b b b
b o
.
b
b
b b
. .
b b
o b
) (de-differentiation ),
b b

O ZLRFEZRHEBIARILGEEGRE, BAHCERT ARAERGH ZEm BT
JEL MR —B, TR A @ A Ry B H R A2 ey RE T MEAZ %
o 8 BUR (4 £ % 3 B IR £ L a9 A% -8, T A% Iuhmann, 193b, 1998c, 2000).
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(Luhmann, 1990a, 2002).
( ) ( )

s ( ,

b

(Staats, 2004).
( ),

b

(executive democracy, Thorohill, 2006) .
(Luhmann, 1990b ), ,

b b
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(Luhm-

ann, 1990b, 1991). )
(higher amorality ) .
(Osterberg, 2000
Thormbhill, 2006).

R AL B9 IR Z 9k, i R A AR KA ﬁl]’hhﬂ"}(ﬁ;kbiﬁ HSRTEBZFOTHE M AG
o, mARAEFHR PO BT AEER AL TR G0 FARET 2
Bl AL (Munch, 1994); k& iz & 2| ﬁfrméﬁﬂu@gz%—%éﬁ, PROFRTE HLET RS

Fo R F 589 Bl (Wolfe 1994 Amoldi, 2001; Rucht 2003).
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(Luhmann, 1998b).

(Schwengel, 1994) 2

(Munch, 1994).
(exclusion)
) (
(Rasch, 2000; 220—221). ,
‘? b
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(rational identity),
” (Habermas, 1987.374),

b

(Luhmann, 1989. 38),

. oo

/ (social valuable kocial un— valuable)

97 « )

? , s
) “ 7 (jouissance ) ?

O BR FIALHGEERT N (T AF Limann, 2002). £ %R TR AT €8 F4, 4o
B R GAS A AT R AT R 5 kB, R R TH EM e 5D, {24 £ LTIk
AT A RZ(programme), X AP IR Bk £ T RS Ak B FADRGIX MAE R AR ML b dedt
FZ G A RE R B, X 2 it ST AL R A R R 89 i BUR .

@ X AE A A B, T AR B At R M e A A WE 49 K 5 (Postpones
1997).
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b b b
) b b
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o b
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° b
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” (Luhmann, 1989; xviii ).
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Al b
) b b
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[13 2
b °
(13 2 (13 2
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[43 2
b
43 2
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Zhang Xue-cheng’ s Ideas of Statecraft (jingshi ) and the Ideology
Construction by the Empewrs of Early Qing Dynasty -+ Yang Nianqun 1

Abstract: Studies on Zhang Xuecheng used to focus on the academic aspect. Inthat point
of view, Zhang was depicted as a “ Tao” keeper. This article gives an intewpretation of
how Zhang Xuecherg' s ideas associating with the ideology consiruction by the emperors of
early Qing dynasty, and shows another sde of this important figure in Chinese history.
The author points out that; (1) Zhang emphasized that bibliotheca should be contwlled by
the government, which inthe long mun result in the decline of private region; (2) Zhang s
idea of “unification of official and intellectual position” and the emperr s quest of “return
to ancient times” cooperated in a subtle way; (3)Zhang’ s efforts in the chorography
compiling accorded with the political system of Qing empire.

Remouncer (yin) in Ideology: A footrote to China’ s Gentry -« -+---- -+
......................................................... Liang Yongjia 43

Abstract In China’ s Gentry, Fei Xiaotong highlichted the passiveness of the Chinese
literati ( st ) by recourse to the Chinese classics. The passiveness is an ideology,
methodologically important to the sociological inquiry. It is ready to be divided into the
gentty s passiveness and the renouncer’ s ()in) passiveness. The fomer avoids the
emperor; while the latter rejects him. Together they entitle the literati to choose between
becoming officialgentry and becoming word-renoucer. Renunciation is a way to express
the ideal of “the scholar’ s vocation of keeping the Way ( dao)” through “ self-
cultivation”. Because the Chinese world of mundane and extramundane is an identicak
while distinct one, unlike their Indian or Eumpean counterparts Chinese renouncers
sustain the “literati-emperor’ structure by joining it complementarily with the gentry.

Observation on Modemity: New vision of luhmann’ s systems theory ------

Abstract This article intends to give a comprehensive discussion of Tuhmann’ s systems

243



theory. It gives a detailed account of the paradigm change bought by systems theory,
highlighting its anti-humanistic and non-nomative oxentation in theoretical building.
Thiough discussons on the new vision offered by Iuhmann to understand society and
individual, and substantive issues such as social movement and democracy, the paper
demonstrates Tuhmann’ s stong insistence on functional differentiation and system
rationdlity, and also offers a tentative critique of his position. It is believed that, although
this theory is still debatable as to its validity, it does offer a new theoretical discouse and
vision to deepen our undemstanding of modernity.

Beyond the Sociology of Christianity: Probing the applicability of the religious
economy model to China  «++++ +eese wvevs seenveeoevoeens Ly Yimfong 81

Abstract: After Wodd War II, to a certain degree the nawow empircal focus on western
religions has made sociology of religion becoming the sociology of Christianity. As the new
paradigm in sociology of religion, the religious economy model pays great attention to
exclusive religions in western societies but ignores non-exclusive religions, especially those
in East Asia The author argues that it is necessary for us to analyze the applicability of
the religious economy model to Chinese religions. In doing so, we can not only broaden

the scope of sociology of religion but also promote the scientific study of Chinese religion.

Marriage Age, Number of Children Ever Born, and the Fthnic Identification
of Children of Inter-ethnic Marriage: Evidence from China population census
T 2000 <erceeeereerere et et e eee veeeeene G Zhigang &Li Rui 98

Abstract: Data from China 2000 census shows that the minority population percentage has
increased faster than han people. In addtition to higher fertility, the choice of ethnic
status by children from inter-ethnic mamiage families may be another possible factor
contributing to the change. This study conducts data-mining to the sample data from China
population census in 2000 and depicts the mean age at first mariage and mean mumber of
children ever born for inter-ethnic maiage couples. In addition, this study finds out that,
children from inter-ethnic marmiage families are more inclined to identify themselves as
minority ethnic. Finally, we evaluate the influence of such preference to minority status by
the children from inter-ethnic marrage families on the growth of minority population.

The Urban New Immigrants’ Social Inclusion: Internal stucture, present
situation and influential factors ------ Zhang Wenhong &Lei Kaichun 117

Abstract: Based on data from a suvey of urban new immigrants in Shanghai in 2007 this
paper utilizes exploratory factor analysis to explore the internal structure and influential
factors of their social inclusion. The results show that: (1) the social inclusion of the
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