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20 50 60 ( )

2002 1991), —

b 9

(Blau & Duncan, 1967; Treiman, 1970).
1975 , . , (Goodman,
197939 197%7 1984) ’
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“ ” (phenotypical ) « ” (genotypical ) , ,
, , “FJH
” (Featherman et al. , 1975), )
“ ” (common social fluidity ). ,
FIH
“ ” (core model).
s « ” (CASMIN)
11 s FJH
(Erikson &Goldthorpe, 1987a, 1987b, 1992); , (Hauser,
1984a, 1984b) CASMIN , “ 7 )
FJH .
, ( )
s ( )
, (Hout, 2004).
» FJH
( , 2002 191),
’ (Cmsky, 2001>a
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. (Grusky, 2001).

3 d
? ,

, FJH
(Erikson &Goldthorpe, 1987a; Grusky
&Hauser, 1984), » FH )
FJH
y « ”» (
Erkson &Goldthorpe, 1987a.1987b.1992), )
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1996 2003

)R
ISMF (¢ ”) 0
42 16 1970—
1980 ’ . 16
2003 GSS . 1996

O

ISMF (The International Stratification and Mobility File) & /& 5 JK 52 & A AR AL RS & L 4L
AALSE KR B X BT, & HiF A < mailte H. Gameboom @hetnet. n[> . 4 3% & <

mailto; t reiman @dudley. ssenet. ucla. ed™> ZAHF 05 =0 25 BEAL 2R #4801k
KA AMA, LB AR ACEE R T4 2R 69 B IR & S0 2T AR £ 2004
12 Ak, RSAE R ZE AT 42 ABE Aok K6 200 WA E. HIE AR A hup: [/
www. sscret. ucla. edu/issr/da/Mobility /mobindex. html
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o<D ’
) EGP
; , ISCO68
EGP
6 , :®
I. (high, lower controllers, EGP: [ + %),
II. (outine non-manual, EGP; Illa+b);
1L N (small self-employed, EGP: [Vatb+c);
IV. (skilled workers, EGP: V+ VD;
V. (unskilled &semiskilled, EGP: VIh);
V1L (farm, EGP: VIb).
(Ot

1. KIREBRE

42

003 4 ARLZAHRAEGS) A FEAARKXFALFZ o FERABRKRFHLERIAE
P AMEE M AR AR BRAE AR, AERN AL 227 E RARK G5 ER
YR F IR FRAF P AL AL AR & AR RN fe i R EER DL A E KA AR
F, MFRRFAFRF.THRF 2 MRF . AXKF, LA 2% 2 (D 4
HALET 4R E T/, A% KHFECSS WA 49 AN LT &AM 5 htp: heww.
chinagss. org << hitp: [heww. chimgss org>. 196 FHERA FEAARKRFHRIFE 5 £
FH LR AT QIR T A LA A NG 28 AR LA, A ERR PPS WA, A
2H 60001, ERARD R MUEFS LD REN L MANE 28 ¥% Ay
.

M ECP 2 KR IFR ARG RIFI &5+ Bt & H A MREME KM ZZRA
EGPER. ¥ — BRI E & = deal Bk, “ MAAER” IRk FRIER” 3T X
TRAE K Y 9 AT A AR R vk,

P EGP &5 £ 4EF 491 + 11 &, I Erickson & Goldthorpe 1992 38— 39. T Fl.



« »D (Xier 1992),

( ) .
( 1 D.
1 1
( , )
, 6. 7% (=1—0. 1739 0. 1864) .
, . 54%[=1—0.1739¢( )/
0.3777C ). N

@

W F Xie, 1992) 89 H RARBRBEA T KR Log (Fy) = A+ A+ AF+ A+ ME+ag
TR, Fu NS ERANERERKIE, iR ETE PRI S, kAT
REEER RHE, M A 95 & RAT 0 5 BoR6 238 A AL 2 A &FF. 55
Bk Z A X EHE, & b, AT R AT B0 EAXHEECY) A5 T RABEE
FOWE Z G £ (b, Fb, b AT Aad 1894 R &bk, D) 93— L S RFT R A
REFR RN AR IR B EA fo £ 2 A &9 AR ERA. FHEA 0438, F @A 2
LT .
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2174 . 1968
.217 . 2089
1893 L2153
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2812 L2615
L2111 . 2642
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.2934 . 2905
.38 . 3441
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.20
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2. RIFxF #EX

, (Erkson &

Goldthorpe, 1992) . , “
(hierarchy)” ¢ (inheritance )” . ¢ (sector)” .« (affinity )”

. , TOPO
Core Model, CASMIN ,
(13 2 [4% (Cmsf ),7
( ). 6
2—3 2
’ 3—4
(Goldthorpe, 1992. 124—131) )

(  3:PEND;
( 4:PEN2); ( 5:PEN3).

(uniform association) —

¢ ):
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Log (F;) = A N+ A + Bif
G=1,2 - LJ=12 J;1=J=6) ( D

[ nm m v v VI I Il m N v VI
I 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
I 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
m 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
v 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1

<
&}
—_

)
—_

VI 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 (D INHI[ aGi )] 3 (2) INHZ[ b(i )]
I II v v vi I I mimv v vi I I mimv v vi
I 1 21 2 21 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
Im2112 21 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
mi1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
v2 21111 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
Vv2211:1:1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
Vit 1 1 1 11 1 1.1 1 1 1 2 21 2 2 1
4 D) 5 2 6 3
PENI[ ¢(i j)] PENZ di ] PENJ e, j)]
b
b
o b
( 2),
R C .. INH1 INH2 PEN1
Log (Fy) = A X A -+ BU+ >\a(i.,j> + Ab(i.j) + >\c<i.j>
PEN2 PEN3
+ >\d(i.j) + Ae([,j) ( 2)
N N2 PENI  _PEN2 PEN3
>\a([.j)‘ >\b<[.j) . >\c([.j) . Ad([.,j) >\e(i.j>7
. , 1(
) . 2.
2
) G (
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G .
GZ
) 2( P<0.0001
s ,
2 . .
dfi= 24 2, df= 19
G2 A G2 p A 1G?

1 318. % 15.1 65.82 0.000 6.5 0. 87

2 1546. 53 16.4 299, 45 0.000 5.9 0.91

3 475. 8 4.6 57.31 0.000 1.7 0.97
4 01.79 8.4 107. 52 0.000 6.7 0. 94

5 %81.29 7.8 82 68 0.000 2.5 0.97

6 781. 81 22.1 92. 49 0.000 5.3 0.91

7 1005. 31 18.7 85.7 0.000 4.5 0.93

8 508. 11 6.1 123.79 0.000 4.3 0.97

9 528. 02 4.8 58.17 0.000 3.9 0. 96
10 499.9 10.5 105. 24 0.000 4.2 0.93
1 185. 45 12.1 30. 58 0.045 3.9 0. 89
2 116. 8 14.3 35.39 0.013 3.5 0.82
3 2. 72 4.7 47.73 0.003 2.2 0. 98
14 4400. 32 8.8 274. 74 0.000 2.9 0. 94
15 554. 64 8.9 76.03 0.000 4 0.94
16 277. 43 1.3 3257 0.027 3.4 0.92
17 133. 52 9.9 23.38 0.221 3.9 0.89
18 8. 01 8.5 74,07 0.000 1.8 0. 98
19 2003 289. 51 11 37.59 0.007 3.1 0.94
0 196 503. 64 3.6 56.57 0.000 2.4 0.98

O AREZEZELAK TSI L LN HIE N £ F6) — M o447 & —NE 2879

PHAL AKX A A= 2%22‘ Ly fy 1) 5B 4 B 8 8 A 9
i

;4 F AN AL, N A H ALK,
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2
2;
B
INH 1 INH2 PENI PEN2 PEN3
1 L0627 [ 1,088 .0868 . 645 —.3% —. 241
2 12 L3517 .181 —.12 —.6777" 1. 163"
3 L1227 10620 | .908 ™ | L7866 | L4 | —. 93
4 L1087 916 L7447 .838" . 445 . 104
5 1077 L3 L659™ | 357 L0260 | —. 813"
6 67 | .m0 | 629 | Lam | —. 114 | —.qa
7 Sl42 | 1,383 | 8T [ 605 | L0685 | —. 561
8 L1087 | 0396|225 118 —.163 —.288"
9 L0737 eS| 669" | —.67 | —.616™" | —. 715"
10 L3517 L7187 L4227 [—.012 —. 011 —.33"
11 L0667 | LB .357 L1160 | —.05 [ —.31"
12 LO7T1TT L TI9TT | L4467 388" .28 —.258
13 L0687 8T L4027 206 [ —.3417 [ =316
14 L0737 951 836" | s | 2 [ 354
15 L0997 | 950 | 908" | . 593" . 161 —. 7
16 .13 1.213" L6317 178 . 500" . 168
17 L1067 | L4797 414" .22 —. 112 —.55"
18 .02 S21 582" 5047 S8 T3t
19 2003 . 008 L7 | .809™ | .597*| .3%* [—.11
20 196 Lo 101 825 [ 70" | Lo | —.06
IN-Pl |IN-P2 | IN-P
1 1.56 | 4.36 | 3.78 | Broom &Jones 1976 1852
2 1.6 2.8 4.54 | Haller, 1982  minicensus imputed 971
3 .32 | 1.9 3.17 | IBGE 1973  10% sample 964
4 .08 | 1.6 2.25 | Jungman, 1972 3942
5 1.55 | 2.15 | 4.9 | Hauser 1984 A8
6 1.5 2.57 | 4.37 | Hauser 1984 4760
7 2.18 | 3.7 | 6.9 |Kleining, 199 4047
8 .32 | 1.75 1.9 | Kulszar & Harcsa 1983 10710
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IN_PI | IN_P2 | IN_P3
9 3.72 3.53 3.9 Veba Nie & Kim, 1966— 1971 1944
10 2.08 2.07 2.83 | Heath, 198 3513
11 1. 85 2.19 2.83 | Tominaga, 1975 2053
12 1.48 1.64 2.82 Jones & Davis, 1986 1453
13 2.1 3.63 3.54 Populationlnstitute. 1973 5300
14 1.5 3.4 3.69 | Zagorskis 1972 31561
15 1.43 2.2 5.26 | Moore & Payne, 1974—1975 3887
16 2.82 2.02 2.84 FOESSA, 1970 2127
17 1.3 1. 81 2.73 | Hausers 1984 2094
18 1.24 1.71 3.14 Featherman & Hauser, 1962—1973 20310
19 2003 1. 65 2.02 3.34 (GSS), 2003 4816
20 1996 1.49 2.9 3.19 , 196 4514
* PZ0.05 **P<.0L **¥P0.00
. . Nes
.

. 2
(M A BN S R

2 )

.
. ( )
. .
(INHID) .
. .
5« ,
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IN- P1= exp(INH1— PEN1)
IN- P2= exp(INH1— PEN2)
IN- P3= exp(INH1— PEN3)
s INPl=exp(1.062—0. 786) =1. 32,

2 A 9

32%. )
1, ,
. 1996 2003 (GSS) ,
( )
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(Hout, 2004).

2003

(0.1571—0.377D).
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GSS
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Sociology and Cultural Awareness — -+« «oeeeevereeecoeeeeennen Su Guoxun 1

Abstract This article, taking professor Fei Xiaotong s academic thought change “ from
morphological studies to the studies of mentality” as the example and using transform of
sociolagical object from the substance of matters into the rality of relationships for
reference, aigues that sociological research is undergoing tmansformation from a
concentration of utility alone to combination of utility and humanity, and the cultural
awareness on our own civilization and its social constitution will play the important role in

the future.

The Social Transfomation and Reformation of Chinese Working Class ------
coveeeeneee Shen Yuan 13

Abstract If we adopt the view of K. Polanyi’ s so-called “ great transformation”,
especidly M. Burawoy s so called “the second great transformation” to look at the market
transformation in contemporary communist societies there fomed two different academic

({
routes —

“ neoclassic sociology” and “ sociological maxism”. The fist wute focuses on
elites while the second wute concerns about the historical destiny of working class and
underclass in the social tmansition. In China due to the inequalities of institutional
arrangement on the starting point of transformation Chinese working class might be
reshaped in two different ways in temms of market society. There are two theoretical models
of “labor study” in sociological theoretical tradition. namely “Marx model” and “Polanyi
model’, which provide effective theoretical perspective on how “migrant workers” and
“state-owned enterprise workers” form the working class in maiket society. Assisted by
these theoretical lenses, we can reconsiruct the research problem of “ migrant workers’
and bring them into the framework of class formation. Finally, Burawoy’ s concept of
“factory regime” might offer a theoretical and methodological stance to make specific,
manufacture process centered ethnographic research on working class formation in the
transformation era.

Social Reproduction and Dominance: Further study on social mobility regimes
..................................................................... LiLuli 37

243



Abstract. Class advantage inheritance has been detected as a main and universal mobility
regime in the intergenerational mobility analyss over past decades. Data collected from a
transition society of China has also proved the same mobility pattem. The author argued
that industrialist and institutionalist logic which has ever dominated Westem mobility
researches did not give any soundable explanation for this. In this paper theoretical
analysis for this universal mobility features has been launched from two aspects:
reproduction and dominancy mechanism.

Social Capital and Villagers’ Local Autonomous Participation in Rural China
— An amlysis of factors influencing villagers’ participation in village
ElECHIONS  +vvve +reeer wereee eneen ceneen canees ceneen cenenn canean ee Hu Rong 61

Abstract: Based on the 2001 survey data of Shouning and Xiamen in Fujian Province
this paper explores the influence of social capital and other factors on the
villagers participation in village elections. Regression analysis shows that sex, age, party
membership and cadre status influence villagers’ participation significantly; only
association factor and community identification factor in social capital contribute to
villagers participation pesitively, while social trust factor shows no significant effect on
patticipation and the implementation and competitiveness of village elections influence
participation significantly. The paper shows that, village elections in rural China has been
an important channel for villagers to voice their interests in local community affairs now,
so villagers’ patticipation in village election can be labeled as “ local autonomous

participation” .

Selfidentity of the Passive-urbanized Group in the Process of Obtaining
Uiban Adaptability and Modernity: An empirical study on 561 land-displaced
peasants in Nanjing — -«eceoeeeeeveeeeenne Zhang Haibo &Tong Xing 86

Abstract: Based on the survey data of 561 land-displaced peasants in Nanjing in 2004,
from pempective of self-identity, the paper shows that the land-displaced peasants are
experiencing self-identity malad justment. Most of them haven’ t attained their self-identity
in the new system, because their self-identity transitions lag overly behind their physical
migration and strong relative deprivation in consequence of passive wbanization that they
have encountered. The longer the peasant’ s land is displaced the easier their self-
identity is transited. Tt means “ Time Ffect”. The stionger they feel relative deprivation,
the harder they achieved self-identity transition. It means “ Place Effect”. Based on the
above analysis the paper puts forward a propodtion yet to be further proof-tested — the
social reference ftame/system of selfidentity of the passive-urbanized goup is taking on
some special characteristic of practices.
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