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( Arcury et al., 1987; Dalton, 1988; Inglehart, 1990). 20
60 , )

, ( )
(Tindall, 1994),
(Merchant, 1992; Peterson & Merchant, 1986). s
. (Davidson & Freudenburg,
1996; Levine, 1982), )
(the Sierra Club), (Greenpeace ) (Tindall et al.,2003).

« ” o«

% KRR B HF HE FK (R 5200108 Fr LEFH KA AF E— ARIE(LERF)H
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” (Bell, 1998 166 ).

K

. 20 60
« » (Carson, 1962), 20 80
{ » (Brundiland, 1987).
. 20 60.70 .
2003 .
? ?

(OFECABFT R, T A B K R s B #hAT (50 TR 5 30 8
K R 28 GEor i AR ATIR

. , 2 80
, 90 s ,
(The International Social Survey Program, ISSP)
(  Jelen et al., 1994; Somma & Tolleson-
Rinehart, 1997; Blocker & FEckberg, 1997; Hayes, 2001; Hunter et al., 2004).
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( » 1997, 1998; » 2003 ), » 20 90

( » 1998; . ,
1999). 2000 , 6

) s (Russell Stone
, 2001) : , « 7

(CEOECATITT A, A2 BRI AR, B A B0 O B AFAE M 22
5, W UKD T — BT A

20 70 .

(Tindall et al.,2003).
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(MCEVOY9 1972) H s
; (Passino & Lounsbury, 1976) ,
( Van Liere &Dunlap, 1980).
80 ’ “ 7 (meta-
analysis P, 70—80 ,

b ° b

(Hines et al. , 1986— 1987).
20 80 ; ,
(Davidson &
Freudenburg, 1996 ). , 90 ;

(Mohai, 1992).

, 1996 ,
( ) )
(Hamilton) , .
, (
Davidson & Freudenburg, 1996).
2000 ) 1988— 1998

O HFEATH. LF SRR E 1982 FRE kY, § AT RAEMHXFZOR S 2B
A R HATH A 5 45 (AN Hunter et al., 1982),
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) (Zelemy et al., 2000).
(Tindall et al. , 2003 ).

(EDECATWTT R, AR 2 AT FC 0 17T Y Ak o f B AT 2 S5 A 2
R MR PTG Lo 1 ) 22 5

( )
( MStay &Dunlap, 1983; Blocker &FEckberg, 1989, 1997; Zelezny et
al., 2000; Hayes, 2001; Hunter et al., 2004),
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(Salleh,

2

1984; M erchant, 1990, 1992).

(Merchant, 1992; Stemn et al., 1993; Stern &Dietz, 1994; Dietz etal., 2002).

b b
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, (Davidson & Freudenburg, 1996)
, 5
(Knowledgeable Support Hypothesis).

b

(Institutional Trust Hypothesis).

(Economic Salience Hypothesis).

H ’

(Safety Concerns Hypothesis).

(Parental Roles Hypothesis ).

M
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18— ® . . 5980
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B .
B
. 902
(15 %9, . .
B , 5078
5073 . . 48.2%, 51.8%;
25 .25—35 .35—55 55 9.6%-

21.2%.48 5% 20. 8%; . . .
17.3%.32.1%.30.6%.12.5% 7.4%.
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, (Dunlap &Jones, 2002).

(Scheurs &Nelissen ), (1981) .
( Dunlap & Jones, 2002).
(Ester & Van der Meer, 1982)

(Dunlap & Jones, 2002).

K

; (' Maloney &Ward, 1973; Weigel

&Weigel, 1978; Dunlap &Van Liew, 1978 ). , 1978
NEP (New Envimonmental Paradigm)

(Stern et al., 195; La Trobe &A wtt, 2000; Jackson, 2002; Dunlap &

Jones, 2002; Cordano et al., 2003). , 1988—1998 6
NEP , 4
, 2 )
) NEP )

(Zelezny et al., 2000).

) 2000 (Dunlap et al.,

2000) NEP (Dunlap &Van Lieve, 1978) o,

NEP(New Ecological Paradigm)®

O  EFRE BiTO NEP £ 1992 F# 2 £ T, ¥ oh b AR E B RANAELSE 21902 55
A E BESNBALESF A —HIE P, 2000 FizL 2R FBIT A EAE £
(AL 2R AEED L K 51T Ji2X iz,

Q  BIEATIAEEA Bk, TH AR T 8 5mHHFEEX F L (Cordano et al., 2003).
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1 NEP (2000) ¢ ,2003
NEP /
% % % % % %
L 2. 4 35.6 257 76 18 .0 .35
2. B
19. 1 29.0 130 253 135 .0 .18
3.
51. 4 31.9 92 417 28 1 .65
4. s
33.9 40.3 16 3 75 19 .2 .17
5.
41.3 34.6 112 91 37 .2 . 50
6. .
23.9 29.0 17 9 213 79 1 11
7.
521 32.7 99 40 L2 o1 .43
8.
, 80 15.1 30 4 285 17 7 .2 .28
9. s
35.7 40. 4 17 6 52 11 .0 .45
10. «“
» 6.6 14.1 202 364 | 225 3 >
11. B
33.0 33.8 24 7 66 17 .2 .53
12. B
15. 4 24.2 21 6 26 3 12 3 1 .13
13.
30.3 37.7 233 67 17 .2 . 61
14.
s 4.7 36.7 221 12 2 40 .3 .13
15.
s 39.9 335 17 2 72 22 .0 . 61




b

& Eckberg, 1997; Hayes, 2001 ).

(Arcury et al., 1987; Blocker

b

10
: L. ;2
;3. ;4
;5.
;6- ’ ;7.
3 8
;9. » V(5 I
@ ; 10,
. s 1.3.5.7.9 , 2.4,
6.8.10 1,
* 7 ) 0. )
(alpha 0. 785) (Ri-t 0.295
)s , ,
@
s 2,
2
=0 =1
18, [¢Y
=0; =6 =9 (
)=12 =15 =16 =19
( )=1 =0
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2
=1 6 0
—_ —_ l; —
=3 =2 =1 =0
=0 =1
, 2003
SPSS .
(—) XA & ANOVA J3Ht
3.
3 ANOVA
F
1 18 181 2 740 235 9.49 2630 87 85 [ . 000
18 892 2 665 235 873 2443
5 18 069 2 875 235 10 327 27 00 | . 000
18 892 2 665 235 873 2443
3 17 885 2. 721 235 9. R 1459 111 172 | . 000
18 929 2 M3 235 10. 22 1531
18282 | 2703 | 235 | 1026 871 | 63 567 | .00
4
19516 | 2468 | 235 | 1027 430
S 18197 | 2721 | 235 | 949 | 203 .67 | .42
1809 | 2875 | 235 |10 327
. 17885 | 2721 | 235 | 998 | 1450 | 38944 | .om
18 551 2 720 235 9.49 1171
18282 | 2703 | 235 | 1026 871 | 34277 | .om
7
19 333 2 622 235 9.49 300
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State Intervention in the Creation of Neighborhood Social Capital -+ ------
voeieeneens Lin (}mnrong 60

Abstract This paper explores the pattem of neighbothood social capital formation in the
Chinese urban context. Contrary to conventional wisdoms that view social capital as a
function of historical interactions of individua’ s social network, the author considers
social capital accumulation as a result of state’ s strategic intewventions. State’ s local
netwoiking intervention, which provides political space and incentives that are equally
distributed to the local residents increases the stock of social trust, while administrative
mobilization tends to absotb residents’ initiatives and results a weakened pattem of
community interaction and trust formation. This theoretical relationship is examined with

empirical observations on Shanghal s uiban community re-building since the mid-1990s.

The Construction of Opportunity Space: A case study on collective lawsuit in
B Cily ereeeerereersseeen e e s e e oo Shi Yunging 80

Abstract As a typical and influential urban movement during China’s social
transformation, this case brings us two questions: why this movement occumred in the heart
of the state, and how it re-produced itself from the party state background 7 The author
argues that the special power structure of B city provides the movement with potential
resources, while the rapid nation-wide wbanization provides it with initial motivation. But
these conditions cant transform into real opportunity space without agency’s active
constuction, which incudes citizenship enouncement wcial intelligence utilization and

legal mobilization strategy .

Sociological Analysis on Gender Difference of Environmental Concern -----

ceeeeeeee oo Hong Dayong &Xiao Chenyang 111

Abstract Usng the 2003 China GSS survey data, this paper analyzes the gender
difference of envirommental concern among Chinese public, focusing on two hypotheses,
namely the socialization and the social structural hypotheses. Results show that both are
not supported in our sample. After explorng the mediating effect of envirormental
knowledge, the authors argue that there is a need to rethink the theorizing of the gender
difference of environmental concem. We need to note the ambiguity of the influences of
individual§ socialization process and social-structural positions, and explore the specific
mechanism of the formation of the gender difference of envirommental concem.
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