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Social Capital and the Environmental Awareness of Chinese Residents
GUO Jun —jun' YU Hai - long’

(1. Institute of Political Science China West Normal University Nanchong 637009;
2. School of Law Xiamen University Xiamen 361005 China)

Abstract: This empirical study explores into the correlation between social capital and Chinese residents
“environmental awareness. Based on the data from Chinese General Social Survey ( CGSS) in 2010 it
firstly measures Chinese residents” environmental awareness from three aspects: environmental concerns
environmental evaluation and environmental knowledge dividing residents” environmental awareness into
two categories ( high environmental awareness and low environmental awareness) by adopting latent class
model ( LCA) ; then it uses ordered logit model to research into the effects of social capital on environmen—
tal awareness with variables such as individual characteristics being fixed; furthermore the effects of social
capital on the environmental awareness of residents with different characteristics are analyzed. The results
show that the category of residents”environmental awareness has the highest positive correlation with envi—
ronmental evaluation and different dimensions of social capital may exert influence on different aspects of
environmental awareness affecting residents” category of environmental awareness in turn; whereas social
norms” effect on environmental awareness has little to do with individual characteristics however as the
change of individual characteristics the impact of social trust and social contact on environmental aware—
ness will be different.

Key words: social capital; environmental awareness; Chinese residents
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