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Social Capital of College Students: Connotation
Measurement and Differential Impacts on Employment

70U Yu - chun'

ZHOU Xiao — chun®

( 1. Institute of Socialegy ~Chinese Acarderny of Social Science Beijing 100732  China;
2. School of Social Work China Youth University of Political Stueies Beijing 100089 China)

Abstract: Deducing from the theories of field and social networking

this study proposes that college

students’ social capital ought to include both family — of — origin social capital component and campus social capital
component. Accordingly college students’ social capital can be measured by reviewing family — of — origin social
network and campus social network and corresponding embedded resources in them. Moreover this study distingui—
shes the two social capital components and finds that these two components have different effects on the students’

employment. Employments are categorized into three classes: employed self — employed/entrepreneurship contin—
uous study for advanced degree either at home and abroad. We find that (1) Campus social capital plays a role in

choosing between employed and self — employed while family — of — origin social capital is irrelevant; (2) family —
of —origin social capital increases the propensity of self — employed over continuous study whereas campus social

capital increases the propensity of continuous study over self —employed; (3) family — of —origin social capital in—

creases the propensity of employed over continuous study whereas campus social capital increases the propensity of
continuous study over employed. In addition campus social capital always has greater impact than family — of — ori—

gin in magnitude in choosing employments.

Key words: field; social network; social capital; employment; self — achieved resourcev



