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Influencing Factors in Urban Residents’ Donation: From the Perspective of Social Capital

NAN Fang', LUO Wei'*
(1. School of Social Development and Public Policy, BNU, Beijing 1008753
2. School of Public Management, Shandong University of Finance, Jinan 250014, China)

Abstract; Donation from the mass residents have become an important force in promoting public charity cause; there-
fore, analysis of the influencing factors in urban residents’ donation under macro social background may provide valuable ref-
erence for advancing public charity cause. The present author makes an attempt of that against the Social Capital Theory by
taking the relevant data out of the representative method of sampling from the Chinese residents’ public welfare behavior. It
is found that the donation behavior may be affected by individuals’ social capital stock under the control of such variables as
sex, age, education level, marriage state, community residential time, sense of living happiness, healthy state, family econ-
omy, and communal service. To be specific, the social capital concerning social relation network and social trust have a for-
ward function upon the donation behavior: for those who have a wide participation in social activity and more social relations
tend to donate more; and the increase of social trust will also add to the increase.

Key words: social capital; donation; social network; social trust



