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Introduction
[bookmark: OLE_LINK7][bookmark: OLE_LINK8]Since the 1980s, as the Chinese urban economy has continued to boom and the modernization process accelerated, a large number of rural migrants have gone into cities to seek employment. The 2014 National Survey Report of Migrant Workers released in May 2014 by the National Bureau of Statistics showed that the total number of migrant workers in China reached 273.95 million.[footnoteRef:1] The tide of migrant workers is one of the most remarkable and important changes in modern China, and is a research focus of social scientists at home and abroad. [1:  Data was cited from http://www.stats.gov.cn/tjsj/zxfb/201504/t20150429_797821.html. ] 

	Many scholars have studied relations between migrant workers and their new cities, with particular emphasis on social integration (Zhang and Lei 2008, 137; Yang 2009, 25; Liu 2010, 70; Cui 2012, 156). The social integration of migrant workers is a two-way interactive process, which includes two subjects: migrant workers and urban residents (defined as local residents with household registration in the city). On one hand, migrant workers recognize, adapt and integrate into their new city. On the other hand, longtime residents may change their initial bias towards migrant workers, eliminating estrangement, and ultimately tolerating and accepting migrant workers. Most of the existing studies are based on the migrant workers’ standpoint, studying their status (Wang and Luo 2007, 100; Li and Tian 2012, 24), underlying factors of their social integration (Liu and Zhou 2004, 16; Li, Ren and Jin 2008, 6; Ren and Qiao 2010, 18) and measures to promote integration (Hu 2007, 88; Jin 2010, 115). However, literature that analyzes the standpoint of longtime urban residents, and explores their attitude, evaluation and relationship with the migrant workers, are relatively scarce (Lu 2006, 101; Liu 2008, 188; Wang 2010, 171).
	The arrival of a large number of migrant workers undoubtedly has a great effect on urban residents’ work and life, and conversely the attitude of urban residents will influence directly migrant workers’ social experiences. Moreover, the receptivity of existing residents to an ever-increasing number of migrants will undoubtedly influence the relations between the two groups. By researching some cases of migrant workers, Li (1995) found that migrant workers were discontented with urban residents. They consistently felt discriminated against, and thought that this discrimination was the reason why conflict arose between themselves and local residents. Similarly, Zhu (2001) determined that urban residents had indeed developed bias and discrimination in their interactions with migrant workers.
	These negative attitudes and behaviors, unsurprisingly, may trigger migrant workers’ dislike of urban residents, and such attitudes may also influence the formulation and execution of related policies and institutions that affect migrants. Although the needs, wishes, attitudes and ideas of ordinary people are generally not brought into the Chinese political process, these factors will nonetheless appear in policies and institutions, often in support of existing institutions and to the detriment of institutional reform (Liu 2008, 184). Therefore, studying the attitudes held by urban residents toward migrant workers, reducing their biases and discriminatory behavior, and promoting productive interaction between the two groups is helpful for migrant workers to integrate into the city. With this in mind, the aim of this research is to discover the attitudes and opinions urban residents have regarding migrant workers, and to explore the causes behind those attitudes and opinions. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK11][bookmark: OLE_LINK12]
Attitude, Social Distance, and Social Participation  
In terms of urban residents’ overall attitude towards migrant workers, previous studies mainly pointed out that it is contradictory and passive, and their evaluation of migrant workers is generally negative. Lu (2006) divided the attitudes into bias and sympathy. According to his study of 211 Beijing residents, he found nearly 70% of residents agreed that migrant workers disrupted public security and damaged the environment of the city. Zhang and Lei (2008) suggested that there were obvious psychological estrangement and emotional distance between urban residents and migrant workers. Urban residents basically recognized migrant workers’ institutional identity, and supported the idea that migrant workers’ rights should be restricted. 
	In recent years, the concept of social distance is used to analyze the relationship between urban residents and migrant workers. Wang and Wang (2008) formulated two scales to measure the social distance between Nanjing residents and migrant workers. They found that the social distance between these two groups is asymmetric, that is, the social distance from urban residents to migrant workers is larger than social distance that migrant workers perceived. Tang and Fu (2012) regarded the social distance between urban residents and migrant workers as relatively large as well. They found that most urban residents would prefer to keep relatively distant social relations with migrant workers instead of closer relations. 
	Regarding the influencing factors of urban residents’ attitudes toward migrant workers, existing studies focus on urban residents’ individual characteristics (gender, education level, occupational identity, income, the characteristic of their workplace, social class and so on), social capital, and interaction with migrant workers. 
	Zhang (2008) showed that income, occupational identity and social class all had a significant effect on urban residents’ attitudes. Those with a higher income, higher occupational identity and higher social class are more likely to sympathize with and tolerate migrant workers. Liu (2008) suggested that specific interactions with individual migrant workers had a decisive influence on attitudes toward migrants. The opinions expressed by those residents who interacted with migrant workers in their daily life were more positive than those who did not have this experience. Based on data from the China General Social Survey of 2005, Wang (2010) pointed to three factors to predict that residents would be less likely to agree with migrant workers settling down: those who lived in cities with a large resident population (with local household registration), those who lived in cities with difficulty in providing sufficient public services, and those who lived in cities with higher quality of public services. Wang and Wu (2011) analyzed survey data in Shanghai and found that social capital was a key factor in urban residents’ interaction with migrant workers. If there were no migrant workers in one resident’s social network, the probability they would be keen on befriending a migrant worker was 30% less than those with migrant workers in their network. Hu and Wang (2012) thought that the variability of urban residents’ social networks had a negative influence on their social distance from migrant workers; that is, the more social resources a resident had the shorter the social distance was.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  When visiting the Nanjing Community Development Center for Facilitators in November 2011, we found the center achieved good results in promoting migrant workers integration into the community. When they held various activities, they always advocated for full participation by both community residents and the migrant population. ] 

	The feeling of social distance may be influenced by social participation. Xu and Xu (2008) measured 576 recent migrant workers’ social participation in Chengdu with two indicators: one being community organization participation, and the other frequency of community activity participation. They found that the level of migrant workers’ community participation had an inverse relationship with their social distance in regard to urban residents. Compared to those who did not take part in community organizations, those who participated had better overall interactions with urban residents. As the frequency of their participation in community activities increased, their feelings of social distance from urban residents lessened. On the contrary, Hu and Wang (2012) indicated that participation in social events, such as attendance at religious gatherings and neighborhood resident meetings organized by property management personnel, did not have a statistically significant effect on social distance between urban residents and migrant workers. 
	Although social participation has been a longstanding focus in the research fields of politics, education and sociology, the definition of this concept has been controversial. As Teele (1965) pointed out, one of the limitations of studies on social participation has been a failure to find an agreed-upon definition. 
	Queen (1941) thought that this concept should include membership and activity in social groups, sharing in a culture through various media of communication engaging in "expressional" activities, and "acceptance" by other individuals. Teele (1965) put forward three standards to measure social participation on the basis of previous studies: voluntariness (willfulness or free choice behind the actor's involvement in a given interaction situation), formalism (types of social participation as exemplified in either primary or secondary group), and planned-unplanned (a continuum helping to order those informal relations that are incidental or accidental). Van (2008) divided social participation into four kinds: formal involvement in associations, maintenance of informal contacts within the home and outside the home, and distant social contacts.
	In studies by Chinese scholars, the definition of social participation also is not very clear, although it is used widely. It seems to have been regarded as a conventional concept and refers to “a process in which members of a society act in particular social roles, and participate and intervene in the country’s political, economic and cultural life, and the public affairs of the community, so that they can communicate with others and influence social development” (Wang 2012, 22).

Methods
Research hypotheses
Based on previous studies, we grouped the social participation of Chinese urban residents into four levels as outlined below. We hypothesized that the four levels of urban residents’ social participation influenced their attitude and evaluation towards migrant workers. We will explore their relations with a regression model in the next section.
a.	Individual level: mainly refers to the individual’s interpersonal communication, such as the number of friends.
b.	Employment level: mainly refers to whether individuals have a permanent job or not.
c.	Social group/organization level: whether individuals are involved in various social organizations or not.
d.	Community level: community election participation and number of years lived in the community.

Research Design
A questionnaire survey was conducted in Nanjing (2012) and Zhangjiagang (2013) to measure urban residents’ attitudes and opinions toward migrant workers. There are more than a million migrant workers living and working in Nanjing, which accounts for a seventh of the total population in that city. The total number of migrant workers living in Zhangjiagang is more than 66,000, accounting for about 40% of its total population. 
	Multistage sampling was adopted in both surveys. The sampling design was based on data from the 2010 census and statistical yearbooks of Nanjing and Zhangjiagang. Firstly, the number of questionnaires that should be sent in each county and district was determined by the ratio of the county and district’s population and total population. Then we extracted 37 communities in Nanjing and 30 communities in Zhangjiagang based on the ratio of communities and neighborhood committees randomly. Finally, we selected our survey objects from the residents list of each community/village by quota sampling according to the population ratio. As we used a household survey, when we selected one person from a particular home we would select another four people who lived around him or her in different homes as potential alternatives, in case the selected person would not be at home. In addition, we balanced gender and employment status, which we used in our selections. For example, if we selected a male respondent in one household, we would select a female respondent in the next household. 
	Moreover, we tried our best to balance the respondents between those who had a job and those who did not. After the Nanjing survey, we found the population that was unemployed in three communities was a little larger than we expected. We conducted a second survey shortly thereafter in these communities, and selected several employed residents as replacements. Furthermore, these two surveys were coordinated with local governments, leading to relatively low refusal rates and replacement ratios of respondents.
	The surveys were conducted in person, in order to reduce the number of missing responses and ensure a high completion rate. Investigators asked questions with a standard questionnaire, and while interviewees answered, the questionnaires were filled in by investigators. The investigators were students recruited from Nanjing University, Hehai University and Nanjing Normal University, and they took part in training before the surveys. From these two surveys, we obtained 479 responses from Nanjing residents, and 302 from Zhangjiagang. 

Urban Residents’ Attitudes toward Migrant Workers
There were 11 statements in our questionnaire to investigate attitudes and opinions of urban residents in regard to migrant peasant workers:
1. Migrant workers provided convenience for residents’ lives;
2. Migrant workers provided cheap services, and reduced the cost of residents’ lives;
3. Migrant workers increased the consumption of the city, and stimulated the economy;
4. The economic development of cities cannot be separated from migrant workers’ labor;
5. Migrant workers’ tasks were dirty, heavy and dangerous, which residents would prefer not to do;
6. Migrant workers led to an increase in crime;
7. Migrant workers affected the environment and appearance of the city;
8. Migrant workers competed with residents for jobs;
9. Migrant workers exacerbated traffic congestion;
10. Migrant workers sold counterfeit goods, and disrupted market operation; and
11. [bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Migrant workers corrupted the social atmosphere of the city.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK34][bookmark: OLE_LINK35]	We assigned values to each question in the following manners. Statements 1-5 related to positive evaluations of migrant workers, we assigned 1-5 points to each of the five options (5=strongly agree, 4=agree, 3=neutral. 2=disagree, 1=strongly disagree). Statements 6-11 were related to negative evaluations, thus we assigned the reverse (5=strongly disagree, 4=disagree, 3=neutral. 2=agree, 1=strongly agree). From these ratings we obtained mean scores of each of the 11 statements as shown in Table 1. 
	We also had 9 statements about rights and interests of migrant workers to gauge the level of support of urban residents for migrants. Value assigned were: 5=strongly agree, 4=agree, 3=neutral. 2=disagree, 1=strongly disagree).
12. Migrant workers should have equal employment opportunity as local residents;
13. Migrant workers should have equal unemployment benefits as local residents;
14. Migrant workers should have equal pension insurance as local residents;
15. Migrant workers should have equal medical insurance as local residents;
16. Migrant workers should have equal subsistence allowances as local residents;
17. Children of migrant workers should have rights to receive equal compulsory education as children of local residents;
18. Migrant workers should have equal rights to lease low-cost housing provided by the government;
19. Migrant workers should have rights to take part in the election of neighborhood committees in their current residence; and
20. Migrant workers have rights to participate in the election of the National People’s Congress in cities.

[Table 1 here]

	As shown in the Table 1, for the positive statements, we find that urban residents of Nanjing and Zhangjiagang supported the following statements: “migrant workers’ tasks were dirty, heavy and dangerous, which residents would prefer not to do”, “the economic development of cities cannot be separated from migrant workers’ labor” and “migrant workers provided convenience for residents’ lives.” Ratings for these statements were at least 4 points, and nearly (or more than) 80% of residents chose either “agree” or “strongly agree.” The scores of statements “migrant workers provided cheap services and reduced the cost of residents’ lives” and “migrant workers increased the consumption of the city and stimulated the economy” averaged close to 4. More than 60% of the respondents agreed with these two statements. 
	For the negative statements, more than 60% of respondents chose “strongly disagree” or “disagree” for the 11th statement. Urban residents didn’t agree with these two statements: “migrant workers competed with residents for jobs” and “migrant workers exacerbated traffic congestion.” It is worth noting that more than 30% of respondents agreed with the statement that “migrant workers led to an increase in crime” and nearly 25% of respondents agreed that “migrant workers sold counterfeit goods and disrupted the market order.” Overall, scores of Nanjing and Zhangjiagang residents’ negative statements about migrant workers are relatively low, and the overall average score of the 11 statements is 3.675, indicating that the evaluation of residents towards migrant workers is above the mid-point, between neutral and positive.
	Should migrant workers have equal rights in jobs, pensions, health care, education, election and other aspects of city life as urban residents? We found that urban residents of Nanjing and Zhangjiagang had a positive attitude towards this (see Table 1). The overall average score of the 9 statements above is 4.01, which is between “agree” and “strongly agree.”
	Respondents mostly agreed with the statement that “children of migrant workers should have rights to receive equal compulsory education as children of local residents.” There were only 2.57% of respondents who “disagree” or “strongly disagree” with this statement. More than 80% of residents “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that “migrant workers should have equal employment opportunity as local residents” and “migrant workers should have equal pension insurance and medical insurance as local residents.” Nearly 80% of residents “agreed” and “strongly agreed” that “migrant workers should have equal pension insurance as local residents.” Scores for the other statements (“migrant workers should have rights to participate in the election of the National People’s Congress in cities,” “migrant workers should have equal subsistence allowances with local residents,” and “migrant workers should have rights to take part in the election of neighborhood committees in their current residence”) were lower than 4 points, falling between “neutral” and “agree.” With regard to the statement “migrant workers should have rights to participate in the election of the National People’s Congress in cities,” more than 15% of residents disagreed. 
	In addition, do migrant workers have rights to settle down in the city? We set up such a question in the questionnaire: “Are you in favor of migrant workers settling in city?” Three options were provided: unconditional support, conditional support and disapproval. More than half (54%) of respondents supported the idea that migrant workers should be free to settle in cities unconditionally. The proportion of urban residents of Nanjing and Zhangjiagang who supported this opinion conditionally is 35%. Conditions they put forward generally included: (migrant workers) should first have worked in cities for several years, have economically-viable skills, make contributions to local development, have homeownership, respect rules and obey laws, etc. There were only 10% of respondents who disagreed that migrant workers should be able to settle down in the city. 
	Based on the analysis above, we found that urban residents’ attitudes toward migrant workers were relatively positive and tolerant. Their evaluation of migrant workers was in the middle to upper levels of the scoring range. They generally supported the idea that migrant workers should enjoy equal rights and interests as urban residents, and most of them endorsed migrant workers having the right to settle down in cities. This result is quite different from the research of Liu (2008), and of Ye, Jiang and Qian (2011). Liu studied the residents with city hukou of the old town in Guangzhou in 2006, and found that their evaluation for migrant workers was lower than we found here. The total average score was 2.86, lower than 3.675 in this study, using the same scoring method. Ye and his colleagues surveyed urban residents in Hangzhou in 2010, discovering that their general impression for migrant workers was negative. These studies show there is still a degree of separation and conflict between urban residents and migrant workers, and it may take more time for those two groups to integrate. So, what influences urban residents’ attitudes toward migrant workers? In the next section, we will explore factors influencing residents’ attitudes and opinions.

Determinants of Resident Attitudes and the Role of Social Participation 
Construction of Dependent Variables
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]As described in the previous section, there were two groups of statements in the questionnaire aimed at evaluating urban residents’ attitudes toward migrant workers. The first group aimed to gauge urban residents’ agreement level of eleven statements about migrant workers. The second group was to discover urban residents’ opinions about whether migrant workers should have equal rights as them. Therefore, we adopted a principle component factors analysis to transform this series of related variables into a few composite variables. 
	For the first group of statements, we found that there were only two factors of which the eigenvalue was larger than 1 (3.41 and 2.77) based on the principle component factors analysis. Meanwhile, these two factors explained 56.14% of the intraclass variance of 11 variables, which indicated that the third to the eleventh factors could be omitted in the next step of analysis. 
	After setting up the factor loading, we finally obtained two common factors. As factor one had a higher score on variables 6-11, it was named “negative evaluation.” And the load value of factor two on variables 1-5 was high, so it was named “positive evaluation.” The second group of statements (12 to 20) was disposed in the same way, and we got only one factor named “equal rights.” 

Independent Variables
The main independent variables model included respondents’ demographic and social participation variables. As control variables, demographic variables were gender, age, educational level, marital status, and health status. Social participation variables mainly included the number of friends, employment status, social group participation, social organization participation, years lived in specific community, and community election participation. The selection of social participation variables was matched with social participation’s four levels in the research hypothesis. The basic information of the independent variables included in the model is shown in Table 2.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK16][bookmark: OLE_LINK18]
[Table 2 here]

Results and Discussion 
As the principle component factor analysis was adopted, the composite dependent variables were continuous variables. Thus we chose multiple linear regression, putting independent variables into the model simultaneously. We regressed on three variables: negative evaluation, positive evaluation, and equal rights (see Table 3).
All three models have produced respectable R squares. The combined effect of the multiple predictors appears to be stronger in explaining variations in urban residents’ perception of migrants’ equal rights as well as their negative attitudes towards migrants, but less explanatory for their positive attitudes (see Table 3). 

[Table 3 here]

	Educational level and social participation are clearly the two single most influential predictors across the models. Specifically, compared to urban residents who only have completed high school education or less, those with bachelor’s degrees are far more likely to agree that migrant workers should have equal rights in the city. They also are far less likely to hold negative evaluation towards migrants. Residents with an educational level of technical high school or junior college also favor equal rights and hold less negative attitude, although to a lesser degree. One possible explanation is that migrant workers may have competitive relations in the urban labor market with those residents whose education background is similar. The existence of a large number of migrant workers may expand the labor pool, and negatively affect employment prospects of less educated urban residents.  	
	Among the social participation variables, two stand out in their effects: social group participation in the form of voluntary groups, and social organization participation in the form of Community Party membership. Compared to those who do not take part in any social groups, residents participating in voluntary groups are less likely to evaluate migrant workers negatively, and more likely to support them having equal rights and hold positive attitudes. In fact, this is the only predictor with significant effect in all three models. On the other hand, it seems that participation in identity groups has no significant influence in any of the three models. This may stem from the fact that identity groups, like natives associations, alumni associations and chambers of commerce, only provide a common identity for their members, who may not have opportunities to interact with migrant workers in their group activities.
	The effect of Communist Party membership is the strongest among all predictors in explaining how likely residents agree that migrants should have equal rights. Its effect, while statistically significant, is far less strong in influencing residents’ positive attitudes. In addition, those participating in democratic parties or other social organizations support migrant workers’ equal rights compared to those who do not take part in any social organizations. Two other social participation variables, years lived in the community and community election participation, have some isolated effects. More encouraging is that residents who have participated in community elections are more supportive of migrant workers’ equal rights compared to those without this experience. On the other hand, residents who have lived in the community longer are more likely to give negative evaluations. Two variables constructed based on our social participation hypothesis, number of friends and employment status, do not have significant effects.
	In addition, among the other control variables, gender has a positive effect in the third model. Compared to women, male residents are more likely to support the idea that migrant workers should have equal rights. The influence of age on urban residents’ positive evaluation is negative, with diminishing opinions of migrant workers held by older residents. Marital status and health status do not have any effect on the urban residents’ attitudes toward migrant workers. Given data limitations, it is not possible to fully explain variations in the effects of different predictors on attitudes of urban residents.  

Conclusion 
It is encouraging to find that the attitudes of urban residents in Zhangjiagang and Nanjing toward migrant workers were relatively tolerant and open compared to existing studies. Most residents agreed that migrant workers should have equal rights on children’s compulsory education, employment, medical insurance, endowment insurance and other rights as urban residents, and a substantial number of residents supported that migrant workers should have the right to settle down in the city. However, it is still worthy of noting that the attitudes toward migrant workers of urban residents were not always consistent, and at times contradictory. On the one hand, they observed that migrant workers made great contributions to economic and social development. They also recognized that migrant workers’ tasks were dirty, heavy and dangerous, which residents would not like to do. On the other hand, they judged that migrant workers affected the environment and appearance of the city, and caused an increase in crime. The majority of residents supported that migrant workers should have equal rights on children’s compulsory education, medical insurance, employment and so on, but they did not agree that migrant workers should have equal access to low-rent housing provided by the government, have the same basic cost of living allowances, and take part in the community election and the election of the People’s Congress in the city.
	These differences and contradictions are to be expected. The longtime urban-rural divide in China has led to two different beneficiaries: urban residents and country folk. This basic relationship has been internalized in a kind of common social psychology. But this has been shaken by the booming market economy and social reformation. We found in this research that over time urban residents gradually changed their negative attitudes toward migrant workers, and began to accept and respect them.
	Migrant workers who work and live in a city can expect to integrate into the city. This process is not entirely migrant workers’ own effort, as it also depends on urban residents’ acceptance. This research shows that social group and social organization participation influence urban residents’ attitudes, and may provide an opportunity to reduce biases against migrant workers. 
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Appendix
Table 1. Attitudes toward Migrant Workers of Urban Residents in Nanjing and Zhangjiagang
	Evaluation Statement
	Mean Score
	Equal Right Statement
	Mean Score

	1
	4.045
	12
	4.17

	2
	3.670
	13
	3.995

	3
	3.785
	14
	4.125

	4
	4.300
	15
	4.200

	5
	4.190
	16
	3.755

	6
	3.135
	17
	4.475

	7
	3.235
	18
	4.010

	8
	3.625
	19
	3.690

	9
	3.485
	20
	3.665

	10
	3.295
	
	

	11
	3.680
	
	

	Total Average
	3.675
	Total Average
	4.010



Table 2 Independent Variables

	Independent Variables
	Values
	Mean Value
(Standard Deviation)
	Frequency

	Gender
	0：Female
1：Male
	
	0：49.42%
1：50.58%

	Age
	Unit：year 
	43.825
(13.46)
	

	Educational Level
	0：High school or below 
1：Technical high school or junior college
2：Bachelor degree or above
	
	0：61.13%
1：25.54%
2：13.33%

	Marital status
	0：Single
1：Married
2：Divorced or widowed
	
	0：8.94%
1：86.73%
2：4.33%

	Health status[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Interviewees were asked to evaluate their physical health status. The response options included: very good, good, neither good nor bad, bad, and very bad. The first two items were defined as “healthy” and latter three were defined as “unhealthy.”] 

	0：Unhealthy
1：Healthy
	
	0：31.09%
1：68.91%

	Number of friends
	
	15.71
(40.09)
	

	Employment status
	0：No
1：Yes
	
	0：29.26%
1：70.74%

	Social group
participation[footnoteRef:4] [4:  There was a question in the questionnaire asking interviewees’ social group participation. We divided these groups into two types. The first type is “voluntary groups,” including sports group, art group, volunteer organization, and social work organizations. Members of these groups participate in relational activities actively and frequently. The second type is “identity groups,” including natives association, alumni association, and chamber of commerce, as members in these groups have a common identity. ] 

	0：None
1：Voluntary group
2：Identity group
	
	0：70.20%
1：11.54%
2：18.26%

	Social organization
participation
	0：None
[bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK6]1：Communist Party
2：Others (Democratic Parties, Labor 
Union, Women’s Federation)
	
	0：55.05%
1：17.07%
2：27.88%

	Years lived in community
	Unit：year
	20.95
(17.64)
	

	Community election[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Community election is the process for residents of a specific urban community to vote on members of their neighborhood committee. ] 

	0：No
1：Yes
	
	0：23.79%
1：76.21%



Table 3 Multiple Liner Regression Models

	Independent
Variables
	Negative Evaluation
	Positive Evaluation
	Equal Rights

	
	Standardized
Coefficient
	Standard
Error
	Standardized
Coefficient
	Standard
Error
	Standardized
Coefficient
	Standard
Error

	[bookmark: _Hlk386396995]Gender (Female=0)
	.2567
	.2339
	.1872
	.1953
	.2276*
	.0879

	Age
	-.1035
	.0862
	-.2283**
	.0954
	-.0002
	.0739

	Educational Level (High school or below=0)

	Technical high school 
and junior college
	-.1971**
	.2829
	.0478
	.2649
	.5572*
	.3964

	Bachelor degree or above
	-.4875*
	.6892
	.6271
	.4389
	.7736**
	.0821

	Marital status (Single=0)

	Married
	.2635
	.3872
	-.4179
	.0988
	.0071
	.4839

	Divorced or widowed
	-.2819
	.6473
	-.6521
	.7391
	.4076
	.6662

	Health status (Unhealthy=0)
	-.2189
	.3376
	.0992
	.4730
	.1098
	.2135

	Number of friends
	.0021
	.0018
	.0033
	.0052
	.0009
	.0041

	Employment (No=0)
	.3387
	.2553
	-.0992
	.2673
	-.3781
	.2973

	Years lived in community
	.1892*
	.0939
	-.0102
	.0063
	-.0283
	.0198

	Community Election (No=0)
	.2887
	.1934
	.0982
	.0761
	.3992**
	.0182

	Social group participation (None=0)

	Voluntary group
	-.0908***
	.0762
	.0473*
	.0981
	.2777**
	.3102

	Identity group
	.4109
	.2761
	-.2992
	.3890
	-.0872
	.5338

	Social organization participation (None=0)

	Communist Party
	.1924
	.1803
	.1154**
	.0723
	.8871*
	.0866

	Others
	.4562
	.1908
	.1987
	.2457
	.2692*
	.0915

	Constant
	-.5887
	.3197
	.6843
	.6271
	.3992
	.6733

	Adjusted- R²
	0.2118
	0.1789
	0.2352


***p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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