x| AR

s AT BRNMANEH- ST ALK FHNERERN. £ FEK
e, FEAH2EERANRAMFETURLHHENTERK AR
BAMEIEE BRNMIRENAATREREFEMNT X FERE R
WU X EMARBEXRRAFET TRAHPHE. EQR TR RAAL
SR P, BRI R E K R R A SRR A T E R R AR &
IR BT 4o % A By = B Foif sl A SCHE it 1996 ULk L AL
HHRETAFFTRT LA ARLIL FEVAWERNANTI AL LT
AFULRMERALES; ERE thaf AFEW 257, LA MERN
NHRA 5 B R Rk .

cHeFE AR BRAAN #HEKAYR

2

. (James Coleman) + (Pierre
Bourdieu) (Robert Putnam) ,
?
? s
? ?

60



( Newton, 1997; Portes, 1998; Jackman &Miller, 198), Y ,

2

. (Coleman, 1988)
(Bourdieu, 1986) . 7
(Putnam, 1993. 167).
(structural ) (cognitive )
. . . (Paxton,

O FERETHHIGER(RER. FEIE 2000, EE5H = MR LAT A5
89 B K, LB N B KA (the embedded ego perspective); 42 &% A4 A7y & M &k, &
PP £5 AL (the stuctural perspective); A: & 3 A& 2 A7 89 KA E K, L BP # N 254 W (the
embedded structural perspective) . i AL & B HdF F 48 (Elinor Ostrom) AT 49 3R 5k L8 4L 2%
A, (the minimalist view) « if 7% 89 AL 27 AW (the transitional view) A B4 49 ££ & % A,
(the expansionigt view) (Ostrom, 1999).
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K

(policy initiative) ,

() 3 5 — 45 H) fhe

) (Putnam, 19933 1995; ’ 1998)a
(civic community ) . .
(Putnam, 1993) )
(Francis Fukuyama) )
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(Fukuyama, 2000: 13— 14).

&kinship ties)
2000; Winters 2000).,

(familism)
(Putnam, 2000)

families)

(civicmindedness )

entertainment )

(AR P21 R

1998) ,

(Burt, 1992)

(Winter, 2000)

b

(atomisation)

60

(Granovette, 1973)“
(structural holes)

(Putmam,

b

(extended
(nuclear families )

K

20

(passive

(Buskens,

9 b

”»
b

(network closure)
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(weak connections).

(POI’[eS ) 1998) ) )
~ ’ ° @ ’
L (
, 2004; ., 2001; ,2003). % .
(2004) , .

64

X J5 @, 45 @ (Putnam, 1993) K57 “ #3%” M 2 (bridging networks) Ao JX £ 7 1 %
(bonding networks): A7 # &t &8, KA R A4, B FRABFAZHR BEIHKE, @
6% FHEF SR A

WA QO LA, AT ARXRTARREEXAR %, X0 IL A7 & —RF SR
K FEAANFRRELE S, EHART ARY. —RW BTG, F AMFHR &+
R AHH L =R A e An, Mg B R, BAATARE HE ) AL R AR, — A8 AL 4% 2 4
M TR B, AR IR K HALE . WE 5. F PR AKX R A AR TR R 2,
ABENTAER. ZAR % 27K PR RARF LR GRL, &F KR B4 TR
I, BT RIAN LA £ FNEIR %, W ZK, BB AT A EHRK. OAR %
MR BERRFEGARNERAKXFE A, X AG @y & A LB 2T K64
MEREL, X NELRIAT ART AR AR L TRONE (AR £), La5THA
%k F (R BHLAE) Al 25 25 ) (R 25 4y o) 89 WL 5.



(D AR2 TEAA: B I E 7347

. (Whiteley, 1999)

b b

( Hooghe &Stolle, 2003; Rothstein & Stolle, 2003; Uslaner, 2002).

o

, (gated community ) )
® 3

o b

O HHAKXNEBERE DA A LR T ALE M AL BN &, ¥ RE AR T 3 X B LR
)P AL, & RSB B R E R BRR R, AP ERMEEARRLELR A,
AKX ERREEFNT A AB L (private governance) 9 3542, X TiX 7 @ 69 34 T XA £
% SLH 3% (McKenzie 194). B7% & (Nelson, 2003). FA & & =9 Aoy he 5 BO A F44
#E, A1 ER TS T, HNXERR ok LR,
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. ” (Tomba, 2005). )
. (William Maloney )
. 20 60 ,
) ” (Maloney &
Stoker, 2000; 817). )
, (Ding, 1994; Unger & Chan, 1995).
° @ b

O BER XA RE WG FHLLAT X =K, EeiF & LA A 269, PR 89 25 R EA
EEE A RIGGHEK, LA KRBT AT BT B EE AT, A A%
A, AR E K 69 B AR5 BACH R AR = R, B e feigia ey E R
(Shue, 19%: 112).
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(concentrated )
5
’
b
b
b
’
[13
,

9

(

b

(diffused ).
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(1996—1999 ), «

7 ( N »2000).

(Liu, 2006).

b

( , 2002a).
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1999 “
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(ZOXF L IX i
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( D,
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»2003).
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70

—

|
AN N A

2000 ¥8 H.B XA AT HB AT HLERER 2 TR #
%3t BHE B ERIN BT 2L MNAESERET X
[ AR, B4EHE B RE VR i@ iR KV R ESIAD X5,
5, Mk N3 KA FprE K & st AR E g, & ERER 2T
— R RIX SR AR TR, NS0 R AL S BIRMT XA
TIAE AL KA F I R 209 BAF VL 08 Fo JER B9 S8 K 3%
fik”. FAAINA, kB R AR EE, BANELERAT A
% m I AR B, PTA BER —% AR INEE S, PP 2R
2. HEY L NG pddk R A FEE, BB T RN B4,
22l Tk £ £ R 2R R R AR, PIA RREARN ER 20 T
AR L ERXZ. BERZT AERATE, ERAMN
BE KBRS 5 NG it B REEEA, (B KTk



WA R afeid RO R AT R XTI, AW EELE L
ER Ak S L@ey FH, RO KN F L6 EE LA BT
— A, R, DREEHFSFAED EE AL ARG
126, HoA] S8 TTAR G DL, BB LIRS B A K BRI, AR AR
ARIR oA S 18 R AVAY F B, RE RN I0id 8y L AZ 8, b dody R
BOR AT AATZ 8, BMNXEZH RV T R DAL @ EE K E
T IH. (BORFR)

2003 . L
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W, R
JaRAE IEE TS

£
YR /
R / ECR)

“ VIR L7 AL R E R — AT A, X AW & SR A T A
N2, AR RN FE TR KE, Ain R EE R AL S0 £ SR
TAAX BT 7 69 5. MK TR A, #HE FEZAAR
Ao, AR KR A BB TR 0 —, £ KELER
Foy AP, AR AR BRBITEIE CDUTHI A — DA
#HE . LEFR)

. 2003 , B
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BN SRR T RV A AARTR G ER. A TR &
¥E, O BREARMME, AT AR NEE S THEL., EEAEA
B AR INENX, WAL ERMN 2555 fitl, @l EE
AW S B E A, ER Z ) AR AR ALK, (B EiTik)
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. 2004 » R 107
, 500 ,

KERAE — MR, RiZT2EH KEWEHFREI. &5
Rt EHTIA LN E Py B ER, »F 2%
91E 8 FoR B, R KREARAEETZREREH, £ AR 44E
R AU R G LB RAZ T, f B 509 oK Fo 2 AR A
TA, A ERREXETEHGHTT AU K, FRZNAFHT
B%,XFZEFTHRS, (RODEFH)

, 500 . “ 7

, . ( » 2004 1

90
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(43 2 .
’
(13 2
’ o
b
o b
’ b
5
’
N ) b
b
(13 2
H
(13 2
b
o b
b b
o ’ b
(43
M
“ (Fox, 1996: 120). , ”
R «“ ” (pro—social capital
@
actor) .

2

(Schneider et al., 1997).

O HAETH BEMEET —ABEEMN it LEABERREREILHTARALR T
R, BRERAERGTE RESETR IIAA ST AR E XA T = A2E: B
ARG AL R A F AL A VA Bk R R AR K HIAE ) 89¢ £4%” (scaling up) i A2, AR
ARAERERXE A ZAR B ZH) A R 3T A 2T AR (social
capitalist) A4 AR5 R BH F R 709 BA Gk A3k, L R T BR 5 i aehk FiK
B,
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b

, , (Edwards &Foley, 1998;
Letki, 2003). (Levi, 1998) ,

9

(empONeIment )\
(Levi 1998; Tarrow, 1996).
(Evans, 1997) ¢ ” (synergy ) ,

( Heller, 1996).

K

o

(Fukuyama, 2000; Coleman, 1990:32).
@ <«

b b

O (4 P 2F A R AT P TR AL $EY —B F, 94 F 3+ # (Hooghe &
Stolle 2003) #3277 & AMLA 1A LI A 5069 315 &, AR T8 89 BT 542 (sociey-
centered approach) A= %] & ¥ & &9 #F % 7 12 (institution- centered approach). 7A~id, iX 2 AF 5T AX
TRTF % B Fr B 9 35 5%, SR TP EX —HBARPART A EKRFH ok X E,

@ LR REFHELEED, FRIEAREFT PG ERE T AN 5 EHRARIH KW
LREAE LE . BPAR RN — ANRE 8 BUT T B H A 2T A (Levie 1998 Rothstein,
200D), & AE INH R EH A RA HBF T 4542 R” (husting public) —% 844 X F
TR R ARG AAERT AL 209 2R AL, MED L2 5F iz 2 —fE
20y FME E.

® HFFRLE AREARLKNL LKBERGELT AEZ 0dm T R 4 (Tope, 2003), X
R A Z AR A F 5 XA BRI ER ST #AT # —F 693, F PR 9
% A (Rothstein &Stol ke, 2003; Kumlin & Rothstein, 2005) 34367 ALEk B K 89 48 4] BUE foit &
TR A RK R, IR ERE . L A AGA R 3 T 38 AL & 3 Ade AR AR A
Ik, BUR 0 IEKAZE B AL R A B AR EE MBI X R . BUT AL I AATAR TR
ABAS Mo A e BUTE, AR AT A ALEE K,
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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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