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Taking Environmental Sociology to Action: From the Perspective of

Reflexive Sociology —+++sssssssssssssesseearenessnsanneanns Chen Zhanjiang 1

Abstract:From the perspective of reflexive sociology this paper explores the values

disciplinary characteristics  research ethics and methodological orientation of
environmental sociology. The discussion is organized by the questions of “what
environmental sociology is” and “environmental sociology for what”. As a branch of
sociology  environmental sociology takes environmental justice as its value and
practicality as its fundamental character. However the manifestation of environmental
Jjustice and practicality is hampered by the premise of subject-object dichotomy in
ontology and epistemology. The internal and external legitimacy crisis of environmental
sociology ensues. Therefore the way to reconstruct the internal and external legitimacy
of environmental sociology is to seek for research methods that can achieve the goals

express the concern and manifest the characteristics of environmental sociology at the
level of practice. Action research founded on principles of justice and progress and

premised on inter-subjectivity makes it possible to overcome the legitimacy crisis.

The Outline of Agricultural Sociology: Theories Framework and Prospects
tereeree e Xiong Chunwen 23

Abstract : During the 1970s the rise of agricultural sociology in the West originated from
the crisis of rural sociology. During the process of agricultural and rural modernization

the groundbreaking agricultural sociology has specific significance to China. This paper
traces the theoretical traditions in agricultural sociology and constructs the basic

framework of this discipline including its main content and core issues. Agricultural
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