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Neighborhood Environment, Social Capital, and Social Sustainability of
Community: Explanatory Study on Causal Relationships
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Abstract

Social sustainability is one of the most important policy goals in urban regeneration
movement in Korea. In pursuing for the social sustainability of community, neighborhood
environment may play a key role because it can improve the quality of life by itself. In
addition, it can make more sustainable society by enhancing social capital formed by social
interaction among people in communities. This study explores a causal relationship among
neighborhood environment, social interaction, social capital and social sustainability of
community using the 2014 Incheon Survey, data which included 9,406 respondents. We
utilized structural equation modeling(SEM) to analyze the causal relationship. The analysis
showed that there is a significant positive causal relationship among the quality of
neighborhood environment, social interaction, social capital and social sustainability. In
particular, this study found that social interaction influenced by the quality of neighborhood
environment has significant influence on social capital and social sustainability. This study
suggests that neighborhood physical and social environments are crucial factors to improve
social capital and social sustainability in communities.
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Structural Equation Modeling
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Table 1. Descriptive analysis of variables
TE e i | EHa HEETHA | E|AgL | ZCHEL
Division Variables Obs. Mean Std. Dev Min Max.
A
a2 (e 9406| 0.53 0.50 0 1
(Male=0, Female=1)
oSy 3
Demographic | 9] {ge) 9,406| 393 160 0 6
. {minor=0, 10's=1, 20's=2, 30's=3, 40's=4, 50's=5, 60's & above=6)
and Socio- H=717F ()
Economic Status . S e 9,406 23.96 15.33 1 90
(SES) Residence period (number of years)
ArE|E AZ (social class) 9406 S04 112 1 6
(Very low=1, Low=2, Mddle=3, Mdde-Hgh=4, High=5, Very high=6) | ) )
HIE (%
azlo| = K 9406| 241 161 0.03 8.95
Poverty rate (%)
AR —yy— —
Neighborhood SES G o KLORgiy 9,406 | 244.69 5238 | 5443 | 34282
Apartment price (10,000won/m’)
AFS|E 0|21t W& (Acquaintance with neighbors) 9.406 575 102 1 5
MSER (1=Not at all ~ 5=Very much) ! ' ’
Social 0|21t CYSt (Talk with neighbors) 9.406 254 103 1 5
Interaction (1=Not at all ~ 5=Very much) ! ' '
H0oj 3 H|EQIA (Participation and network) 9.406 736 101 1 5
A R AI(;l l\lljc:t att:II (; 5 t\/erydmuch) ;
Social w2 % 78 (Trust and norm 9406| 348 099 1 5
Gagital (1=Not at all ~ 5=Very much)
45 58| (Reciprocity) 9.406 262 101 1 5
(1=Not at all ~ 5=Very much) ! ' '
PN=1psS] HF X|Z2| AL (Intention to live in the city) 9.406 342 101 1 5
N Y| (1=Not at all ~ 5=Very much) ! ’ ’
Social 222t (Sense of community)
s 9,406 2.54 0.65 1 4
Sustainability (1=Not at all ~ 4=Very mudh)
9J5ll OIROIELL FAIIALS QIHBOK] BA| 1T 3, B A 1A
S EEVH 4500719 T 154 ol TS
ARl 2 BTsto] ZABIEE B 10351 g o) MRS HIPOR FRiHset ke
o) SEAP} SHE Siglon, B avoide Ul 7io) 3E AuEgion, dnees s
B A0) Zskzath 2P0 NEot BERE  mwese im0 MEETE HIHel NRd B
LSt 94068 TIMCR BAS ZSsHI S BEfE 510 BAo] ARRE AR}
BEe J1E tiA 107), 7 Ui 40709 mEmes JE)n mes dsher] AReE ARK)
2gloR Holon, 712 98 Al A2, mae eol § 29 2
QeI g, VIETA, 49 TER, ABE A
E 3 &8 8C% ERE ¢ At tREY & 1) AFSE K& 7HsA
=2 58 TAE k= OF0F Aen, &4 = QoA HR(ES JfEh'e] tiet REe
o AlEE RISl VIssA= & 13 Atk HIRISIL, Rl&7isAo] 2o onj2 niEloz AR
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Table 2. Latent variables and related questions

A A T A
I:IIHtﬂT |_I'—|t|ﬂ—l_ :I;I'Ed _E_aoc-l_ Hl—Tl—
Latent Observed g
. : Related questions Note
variables variables
» HE A &AL i e i
AtelH g " THBkE g2 10 OO0l = AIHIYAOIM AL AFSL HELTIRT |5 HE
_ . |Intention to live in|, 5 .
N the cit Do you want to live in Incheon for next 10 years? 5-point
Social AA;E/
Sustain- e o "HEPHME HX Ats sS40l o= B A%ZE LU 48 Hg
ability ; "How much do you feel you are attached to the neighborhood?” 4-point
community
2O W UEHNI "SUHl ARES SUH2 AT BA R0 RIHeE BOBHIERY |y 4
Participation & |"Do people in your neighborhood actively participate in community 5':' c;lnt
A Network activity?” P
”E_' "SHl ARIS2 U oo S OIS0 niERE FOlH EokE A
s | dE A zuer 5F A&
ocia ; . 5 o ; ;
s Trust & Norm |"Do you think your neighbors will help the kid in trouble in the 5-point
Capital . A
neighborhood ?
Y23 ‘SU AFEES oE2 20| UALBE M2 F LY 5 A=
Reciprocity "Do people in your neighborhood help each others?” 5-point
Oz &z |"SUAES2 820 MRAMZ 2 €3 AU= Hte 5 A=
INREIES Acquaintance  |"Are people in your neighborhood intimate with each others?” 5-point
Y2HE "SUHAEE2 a0 SUoM ojLt= 2ol TS Ats= 0|0F7|
Social 0|22} CHsH SR SR ME
Interaction Talk "Do people in your neighborhood often talk about your 5-point
neighborhood?”
=X 28 oM 20 9t 90| SAEde oL 58 Ak
olx|=l Green space  |"What do you think about green spaces in your neighborhood?” 5-point
e = "SH Fel= olgX 20O/ RO BELIIR” 5 A=
P;rlc_e:/eczil Safety "Are there many unsafe places in your neighborhood?” 5-point
- ZET 8N 23 e A%e zegLR 55 A&
Enyi " Quietness "What do you think about quietness of your neighborhood?” 5-point
MIONMER T B e AT Qe X|9j9] 271 ofEE LR 58 Mz
Air guality "What do you think about air guality in your neighborhood?” 5-point

*dAo 2 ALS (*Reversely coded)
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Table 4. Coefficient value of observed variables consisting of latent variables

SR FIETRS S
Latent variables Observed variables Std. coef. o P
=X 24
0.747 117.46 0.000
Green space
R,
—elgtdol A 0.780 129.85 0.000
ity of Safety
Quality o Tasr
Neighborhood Environment 0.779 129.86 0.000
Quietness
07| 24
3 ; 0.380 3815 0.000
Air quality
O3 RE
ANBE MBI P W 0.883 296.37 0.000
: ; N
Social Interaction O| 21} CHz} 0916 35206 0,000
Talk
Xl Ol |ES
E'Oq‘ = ‘-”_—'—43 0.802 186.67 0.000
Participation and Network
AB|E K= B O A
elR xh= Te 3 42 0.384 4143 0,000
Social Capital Trust and Norm
AMS S
. 0.912 304.94 0.000
Reciprocity
ZESSEL
AB|A R|27HsM Intention to live in the city 0 s Qa0
i il | A7
Social Sustainability S| &% ‘ 0574 4334 0.000
Sense of community
2 AlRE AR Fde) JvletE BR 570 59 TREEQ sk HOFEA] Eott wEt
L AFOAL 59 ARIE KE7hsdel E71o & ZEEAle] 239l el gl W] A
gkg mxle ZoItk 2ME wels] Qe A2 gdkE AmEe
Eoh Al AREE Jeletdel AWt g o, ik thee & 63 &tk
O] e, AlRlE A Jeletdo] d B &
BHFQ AFTIZH0.232), LIO10174), ARl A 1) ¢l Z22lztAdo| A
S0.109H 2 ges 2= ZAC0E LEKTH QIRE eletde]l A mpEeel AlRlE ds
FE WS 2E UIS(-00803 OIE 7h A8 Bl AGA AHEd B Fu, NS
A0 B GIFRION, ok NSE AL deAed 8o JEEAE A0 £ A
589 F0] o] FRIY Al] AE SEE 8§ ASEES ARE AR F1he) geke F0,
gkg Tlthe Zlg HoErtn ANEoR Jelekdel A2 ARlE RREo] &)
o) gBkS TRl ZI0R LETh
3. A mat 24 ABIE AHE9] 4ot mRVIKE, QXlE 28
o e AlEE RhsddE AEE F
N A BES 7 ARs ek A (09 &E UiR 28 B 4 Atk w2
BEE 709 HEHel WA ROFAT, Ealee & SRkel ge Asld 4sAes Sush

r2EA %, H50H 73 (2015)
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Table 5. Estimate of path coefficient

o B e s ==n
Latent variables Division Variables Std. coef. ’
KN A g5t &
B =detedel 2 ‘ 0.029 261 | 0009
Latent variables | Quality of n‘hood environment
g4
0.136 1332 0.000
Sex
Lol
0.259 23.69 0.000
Age
A& AFSELR H=717F
el a2 EESTUES i ) 0.069 622 | 0000
Social Interaction Residence period
Moderator — =
. A2l ® A
variables . 0.135 12.87 0.000
Social class
2Elo] WiZg
2 0.009 0.83 0404
Neighborhood poverty rate
aglo| HA OMIfE JFZA
=82 #a Ofnt= JhA -0.038 365 | 0000
Average price of housing
KN A AS|E AFSELR
B EEE =il 0954 24013 | 0000
Latent variables Social interaction
g4
-0.036 -5.82 0.000
Sex
Lol
-0.000 -0.02 0.980
Age
INE=IES NS HZ=7|7¢
=] & TEu i ) -0.021 -324 | 0001
Social Capital Residence period
Moderator = =
! AR E A
variables ; 0.030 4.74 0.000
Social class
ZEo HEZE
- -0.011 -1.83 0.068
Neighborhood poverty rate
ag|o| WA OMIfE JFA
0] B OtE 744 0013 213 | 0033
Average housing price
o Eed 0.360 22.46 0.000
AR = Neighborhood environment ’ ' )
; MBS A KL=
B0 VERElen | Sl b 0417 2689 | 0000
Social capital
g4
0.024 171 0.087
Sex
A2l A Lol
0174 11.00 0.000
l&7HsA Age
i HZ=Z|7t
Agelal TE#S TR 0.232 1463 | 0000
Sustainability Residence period
Moderator — =
" AR ® A
variables ; 0.109 7.45 0.000
Social class
ZEo HEZE
: -0.086 -6.03 0.000
Neighborhood poverty rate
ol ER =EH JIZA
=Elel 8 s b 0.058 417 | 0.000
Average housing price
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Table 6. Direct and indirect effect of latent variables

5 20 A =21 FdgSk=m

Syl a2 Total effect Direct effect | Indirect effect

Latent variables Path
coef. z coef. z coef. z

ZRHHY T ALY HBHS
Quality of n'hood environment 0.029*+* 2.61( 0.029*** 2.61 - -
—Social interaction

ZalstAol &

TS S [ SustEel @ Al At
o Quality of n'hood environment 0.028*** 2.61 - - 0.028*** 2.61
Neighborhood ' ' . .

A —Social capital
Environment

Z2ISHA0| & SAR|E X|2TsA
Quality of n'hood environment 0.372***%19.13 | 0.360***/19.10 | 0.012*** 2.61
—Social sustainability

ArelH ARIH STHE -MIIH K= 0.954++(87.27 | 0.954*+(87.27 | - :
AISEER Social interaction —Social capital ’ ' ' ‘

< = =

Sodal | ApelE HwAS —ARIA X&7HSH

i g e g 0.398***87.27 = = 0.398***87.27
Interaction | ocial interaction —Social sustainability

AlRlH AR | AR AR —ARRlA XSS
Social Capital |Social capital —Social sustainability
% 20,01

0417**124.63 | 0.417***24.63 = =

AlRlE AEs SUci, EFCRE AFKE0  Thesdole AlRE AHEs Sdll 03989 TEsat
A e 528 Pl tigt a5t AF 0] ARl ARt AlRlE Al7Rsd RO
REQAE =050 ARLEIS ARE X&7ks Al 49 838 Fe Z1I0% LERITE 53] A
e SARIUN & & Utk 56l & 604 @ A dsrige Al AR gdo o) 7

RlE SEsEe] A AE Advhstl Qo] 2 gEie s, ol Al Ao S

fu o X ﬂllﬂl

Al2lE RHZ0417), AlRE He2kg0.39)0] ojo]  fEiie AlRE dsakgo] EaEs HoEL
7hE 2 G031 7E A2 B o Atk ARE 4FAEE ARE AEg M ARE
Ol Zelgtde] 2ol 7ieA Q4 & ARIERIE  Rvhsdole AWl T siks F=t, Al
S8 Aog o 2919 ARIERE eEED A A RRR04170] olo] TRE 2 gee 2= A
FUEIS] AR A7ksdol O 2 S8 TRl & LEKTE TEis ARE d3882 ARE
E 598 9atle Qugitt AR AlRE RE7ksdel 7o 7he 89t

QISR & 4= Utk

) A2 Y
ARIE AEEE
54 EROA gEes ke 5%
ERACE ARSIE ASAES ARRIE Ao 09549 SRIBA0) At ABE ARE AlSIE ASvks
AEENE 7K AR UEHCH, ARRIE X& 4 Alol9] 0|27 HAE HIgOR AS BAg 7

18 [ T=REAE, HM503 7% (2015)
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