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Introduction 

• The role of environmental policies and 
technologies are important but not 
sufficient for sustainable development

• Their role will be undermined without 
facilitating individual sustainable behavior  

• This individual environmentally significant 
(sustainable) behavior (ESB) involves 
committed voluntary and proactive 
environmental behavior.



ESB and collective action 
problems (CAPs)

• Fostering ESB can be challenging ; it 
confronts CAPs 

• Rational individuals are less likely to bear 
the cost of ESB whose benefits are non-
exclusive 

• They are more likely to have strong 
incentives to free-rides on the others’ 
collective environmental endeavor (Olson, 
1971; Ostrom, 1990). 



Research questions

• Why do some individuals undertake ESB 
in the face of CAPs?

• What promotes ESB? 
• Our primary focus is on the role of social 

capital.



Types of ESB



Social capital and ESB
• Social capital is generally understood as social 

goodwill and resources such as trust and reciprocity, 
positive byproducts of the accumulation of both 
vertical and horizontal social relations and 
interactions (Adler and Kwon 2002; Lin 1999; Putnam 
1995, 2000). 

• Higher levels of social capital appear to play a 
positive and significant role in the areas where 
coordinated actions are needed to produce 
collective outcomes, including economic 
development, democratic governance (Fukuyama, 
1995; Putnam 1995), and environmental 
sustainability (Pretty, 2003)



Social capital in South Korea
• It is reported that social capital in South Korea is low; 

according to Samsung Economic Research Institute 
(2009), South Korea ranked in 25th out of 72countries 
and 22th out of 29 OECD countries. 

• Also, World Value research survey (2005-2006) 
indicated that 3 out of 10 Koreans responded positively 
to the question asking their trust toward general 
people. 

• This response is lower than other Asian countries, 
including China (5.2) and Vietnam (5.2). 

• Similarly, this survey result indicated the low level of 
trust toward government institutions (congress, 
government, political parties, and the police) and social 
institutions (religious organizations, business, NGOs).   



Data

• We employed data from National Public 
Environmental Behavior Survey 
conducted in South Korea in spring of 
2012. 

• The survey data was gathered from a 
random sample of 5,000 residents drawn 
from a National Survey Panel developed 
by a national survey company.

• We received 1085 responses (21.7%)



Dependent measures 

• Private-sphere ESB is measured by two 
separate measures:
– Personal constraint on consumption (PCC) 

(less meat, less water, less driving) 
– Personal green consumerism (PGC) (energy 

saving bulb use, energy saving electronic 
device use, and recycling). 



Principal Component Analysis of ESBs



Independent variable measures

• Social capital measures (using five Likert
scale)
– Generalized trust” (or “thin trust”), trust 

embedded in social relations beyond their own 
groups

– Trust in government institutions
– Trust in government programs 
– Trust in civic society organizations 
– > “specific instance of trust in mankind” (Lane, 

1959) and generalized interpersonal trust 
(Moore et al., 1985). 



Principal component analysis of 
social capital survey items



Control variables

• New environmental values (emphasizing 
harmonious interaction between humans and 
nature), environmental perception toward 
environment-economy trade-off, environmental 
knowledge

• Demographic characteristics, including age, sex, 
household income, homeownership, marital 
status, education, religion, and occupation

• Dummy for residents in Seoul metropolitan area, 
including Seoul, Incheon, and Kyungki province. 



Variable Obs Mean Std. 
Dev. Min Max 

Less meat 1085 2.3825  0.9983  1 5 
 Less water 1085 3.3641  0.9026  1 5 
Less driving 1085 3.5300  1.0301  1 5 

Personal constraint on 
consumption (combined)  1085 3.0922  0.6939  1 5 

Energy saving bulb 1085 3.6359  0.8746  1 5 
Energy saving device 1085 3.7926  0.8140  1 5 

Recycling 1085 3.9843  0.7819  1 5 
Green consumerism 

(combined)  1085 3.8043  0.6554  1 5 

Social capital 1085 2.7136  0.6235  1 4.75 
New environmental paradigm 1085 4.2310  0.5520  2 5 
Environment-economy trade-

off 1085 2.6230  0.7670  1 5 

Environmental knowledge 1085 4.2468  0.5108  1 5 
Prosocial activity 1085 2.8464  0.7746  1 5 

Age 1085 2.9871  1.3127  1 5 
Sex 1085 0.4700  0.4993  0 1 

Household income (before tax) 1085 3.2553  1.2627  1 5 
Home owned 1085 0.5576  0.4969  0 1 

Married 1085 0.6369  0.4811  0 1 
Education 1085 2.7180  0.6340  1 4 
Religiosity 1085 2.1124  1.4459  1 5 

Seoul Metropolitan area 
residents 1085 0.4866  0.5001  0 1 

 







Analysis result summary

• Social capital plays a positive and significa
nt role in promoting both PCC and PGC 

• Social capital is more effective to fostering 
PCC than PGC.

• Pro-social (altruistic) behavior is the strong 
predictor of both PCC and PGC

• Also, environmental knowledge and age 
are positively and significantly related to 
both areas of ESB



Continued….

• Household income is negatively related to 
PCC, particularly driving

• New environmental value, female, and 
education is positively related to PGC

• Perception toward environmental-economy 
trade-off is negatively related to PGC.



Conclusion 

• Social capital plays a significant and positive role 
in fostering ESB, including PCC and PGC. 

• Low trust societies such as Korea, China, and 
Italy are more likely to face obstacles of 
coordinating collective behavior such as ESBs 
than high trust societies such as Germany and 
Japan (Fukuyama, 1995). 

• The important questions are: 
– How best can we garner social capital?
– What would be the role that government can play 

in promoting it? 



Continued….
• In the short run, it is important to develop vertical social 

relationships underlying trust in public institutions and legal 
frameworks by creating policies that provide formal and 
equitable arrangements for facilitating cooperation between 
government institutions and members of the society. 

– This active role of government is important for countries like 
South Korea to foster vertical social relationships as it was to 
develop the enabling environment for macro-economic 
performance (Serageldin and Grootaert, 1996). 

• In the long run, it is important to promote horizontal social 
relationships by promoting civic engagement and social 
norms that encourage face-to-face interaction and 
communication and mutual interdependence (Stern, 2005). 


