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Social Transformation:The new issue on sociology of development
Sun Liping 1

Abstract: There are two academic traditions in sociology of development, one is theories of
modernization which focuses on modernization of Western developed countries ; another is
theories of development which focuses on development process of developing countries in
Latin America, Africa and East Asia. These traditions formed themes in sociology of
development, but meanwhile they limited its scape. This paper insists that transformation of
China, pre-Soviet Union and the states of East Europe provide new themes for sociolgy of
development, including varied roads of different countries and areas, relationship between
state and society, inequality in development,etc. These themes will expand theoretical
horizon of sociology of development and provide probability of building new theories. The
author suggests that sociology of development should face practical transformation of
transitional states and theories of development should include theories of modernization,
development and transformation.

On the Symbolic Boundary of Groups: Social psychological processes and
mechanism ................................................................................... Fang Wen 25

Abstract: Based on the field study of a Protestant Group in Beijing, the paper tries to discern
the mechanism and dynamic process in the formation of symbolic boundary of groups. The
paper finds that the symbolic boundary between the Protestant group and other groups is
formed by social categorization;the formed symbolic boundary is then strengthened by
social comparison;and the group style and the social representations loaded on the group
memory is produced and reproduced by the ingroup routinized and exemplar social actions,
which means that the symbolic boundary between groups is produced and reproduced at the
same time. The paper hopes render insights and stimulations for the future study on the
religion study, group study and even the construction of general theory of symbolic boundary
between groups.

Conceptualization of the Social within Sociological Knowledge:Doxa
and Bourdieu’s sociological knowledge theory
Tian Geng 60

Abstract: Criticizing scholastic point of view as the main epistemic obstacle for adequate
social science,Bourdieu’s knowledge theory stands out as “a sociology of sociology”of
which the dialectic between substantive social analysis and proposals of sociological
knowledge is the bedrock. So the paper tries to comprehend this point through his concept



