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Utility Analysis of Social Capital.:

Its Effects on Generalized Trust of Urban People

Z0U Yu-chun
( Institute of Sociology Chinese Academy of Social Science Beijing 100732 China)

Abstract: Social capital affects individuals’ activities and whether achievement of goals. But the curva—

ture of this affecting manner is unknown. This paper finds that social capital has a decreasing marginal effect

on urban people’ s generalized trust. As social capital increases the generalized trust level goes up at low so—

cial capital zone; but is leveled at high social capital zone. This finding betters off individuals’ activities and

sheds light on how to construct social network and measure social capital by those policy makers.

Key words: social capital; generalized trust; curve effect



