Social Capital: Measurement and Consequences
Robert Putnam*

This paper starts with adiscussion of definitions of social capital, then turnsto
issues in measurement, and finally, presents some evidence on the consequences of social
capital. Inthelast five years, | have been working exclusively on some specific and
perhaps unique problems about social capital in the United States, so all of my examples
are going to be drawn from the United States experience. | don’t want to be interpreted as
saying these trends are common to all OECD countries. It isjust that the United States
has been the main focus of my research for the past five years.

There are, among those of us who work in the area, some marginal differencesin
terms of exactly how we would define social capital, but Michael Woolcock correctly
says in his paper that among the people who are working in thisfield, there has been a
visible convergence, definitionally, toward something like the definition he offers. The
central idea of social capital, in my view, isthat networks and the associated norms of
reciprocity have value. They have value for the people who are in them, and they have, at
least in some instances, demonstrable externalities, so that there are both public and
private faces of social capital. | am focussing largely on the external returns, the public
returnsto social capital, but | think that is not at all inconsistent with the idea that there
are also private returns. The sameis no doubt true in the area of human capital, i.e. there
are simultaneously public and private returns.

In the great debate of the two Cambridges about "capital”, the focus of much of
the discussion was on whether physical capital was homogeneous enough to be
susceptible to aggregate measurement. There isroom for similar debates about human
and social capital. Obviously there are many different forms of physical capital. For
instance, both an egg-beater and an aircraft carrier enter into the American national
accounts as little bits of physical capital, and yet they are not interchangeable. Try fixing
your morning omelette with an aircraft carrier, or try attacking the Serbs with an egg-
beater. The same thing istrue about social capital. Social capital is certainly far from

homogeneous.
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There are some forms of socia capital that are good for some things and not for
others. Now, it isnot so easy to see yet exactly how we should add up all those formsin
the same way that, | gather, it was initially not easy to see how we were going to add up
all those different forms of physical capital. Accepting that there is no single form of
social capital, we need to think about the multiple dimensions of social capital. High on
the research priority list in the area of social capital, asfar as| am concerned, is
developing the theoretically coherent and empirically valid typologies or dimensions
along which social capital should vary. | will give some examples of how social capital
varies, but | don’t think we are anywhere near yet akind of canonical account of the
dimensions of social capital.

Some forms of social capital are highly formal, like a PTA (Parent-Teacher
Association) organisation or a national organisation of any sort, or alabour union,
formally organised with a chairman and a president, and membership dues and so on.
Some forms of social capital, like the group of people who gather at the bar every
Thursday evening, are highly informal. And yet, both of those constitute networksin
which there can easily develop reciprocity, and in which there can be gains. Some forms
of social capital are densely interlaced, like a group of steelworkers who work together
every day at the factory, go to Catholic Church every Sunday, and go out bowling on
Saturday. That isavery dense, interconnected, multiplex form of social capital. There
are also very thin, aimost invisible forms of socia capital, meaning networks and the
associated norms of reciprocity, like the nodding acquaintance you have with the person
you occasionally see at the supermarket, while waiting in line.

Don’'t be too dismissive of very casual forms of social connection, because there
has been good experimental evidence that if you nod to people in the hal, they are more
likely to come to your aid if you should have afit or have a heart attack, than if you don’t
nod to them, even if you don't otherwise know them. Merely nodding to someonein the
hall generates visible, measurable forms of reciprocity. So there are, as| say, these very
evanescent forms and also quite regular forms of social capital, both formal and informal.
| agree with Michael Woolcock that one of the most important distinctions is between
bridging and bonding. And | certainly agree with him that not all social capital has good

consequences for every one.



Thiswas called most vividly to my attention in a book review that appeared on the
front page of the New Y ork Times severa years ago, written by aformer student of mine.
He wasn’'t reviewing a book of mine, but somebody else’s. In hisreview, he called
attention to the fact that Tim McVeigh cooked up the Oklahoma City bombingin a
bowling alley in Oklahoma City. The reviewer then juxtaposed this with my article
written several years ago, called “Bowling Alone” (Putnam 1995), in which | called
attention to the fact that Americans were no longer bowling in leagues. The last line of
the New York Timesreview is"we all would have been better off if Tim McVeigh had
gone bowling alone." The network of people who formed this conspiracy was indeed
socia capital —it enabled Tim McVeigh to do things he could not otherwise have done.
However, thiswas clearly an example of social capita (involving asit did, both
reciprocity and trust) that was put to genuinely destructive ends. In short, it had negative
externalities. Of course, this possibility is not unique to socia capital. Inthat same
bombing, there were bits of physical capital that were put to destructive ends, the truck
that was blown up, and there were bits of human capital that were put to destructive ends,
the bomb-making expertise. What | wish to emphasizeis that all forms of social capital,
indeed any form of capital, can be used to ends that are in some instances destructive.

I now turn to address issues of measurement, especially measurement of long-run
trends, over the course of the twentieth century, in social capital in the United States. For
many Americans that is an interesting question. In Putnam (1995) | conjectured that the
long-run trends, at least the recent trends, in social capital in the United States were
down. Inthat article| provided preliminary evidence that showed, at least by some
measures, that membership in organisations was down. My recent book (Putnam 2000)
looks in much more detail at the question of trendsin social capital in the United States.
In the course of doing research for that book, | faced the same problem that students of
global warming face. That is, you know exactly what evidence you would have liked
people to have collected 200 years ago so that you could now tell whether there have been
subsequent trends in warming, but you are stuck with what data happened to have been
gathered then. The solution that the global warming people use isto triangulate among
different sources of evidence, any one of which isimperfect. However, if you get the
same basic story from ice coresin Greenland, from tree rings in the Southwest of the

United States, and from the temperature records of the British Admiralty, even though



any of those measures is subject to some error and none of them is exactly the measure
you would want, concordance among different sources of evidence makes more plausible
the claim that there has been an upturn in average global temperature.

| want to show you very briefly the kinds of evidence that | have brought to bear
on the question of long-run trends in the United States in social capital, and | want to
begin with the ssimplest kind of evidence that | used in my earlier article. | now show this
evidence by means of market share measures for many major civic organisationsin
American life. What fraction of all Jewish women in America belongs to Hadassah?
What fraction of catholic men belongs to the Knights of Columbus? What fraction of all
adult men belongs to one of the “animal clubs’, that is, men’s organisations? (Animal
clubsisatechnical term. | only realised when | began doing this research that all men’s
clubsin America are named for animals: the Lions club, the Moose club, the Elks club,
the Eagles club, and so on.)

So for al these organisations we gathered market share data, as well as for many
other organisations. What fraction of rural kids belongsto the 4-H? What fraction of
girls belongs to the girl-scouts? What fraction of parents belongsto aPTA? And so on.
We have done it for more than 30 large organisations. Virtualy all of the individual
graphs look like Figure 1, which in fact shows the average membership rates for 32
national chapter-based voluntary associations for almost the entire 20™ century. By the
way, an almost identical graph appliesto professional organisations. If you ask what
fraction of all doctors belongs to the AMA (American Medical Association), what
fraction of al electronic engineers belongsto the IEEE (Institute of Electrical and
Electronic Engineers) — market sharesis what | am talking about here — those graphs also
look like Figure 1, that is, rising for the first two thirds of the century with a sharp dip
during the Great Depression — many organisations lost half their membership between
1930 and 1935 —followed by along period of very rapid growth, doubling on averagein
market share — the growth in membership numbers was even greater, because the total
popul ation was growing.

Probably that period between 1940 and 1965 was the most rapid period of civic
revival in American history. Figure 1 doesn’t prove that, but | believe it was the case.
And then suddenly, silently, mysteriously, inexplicably, all of those organisations began
to experience levelling market shares and then decline in market shares, and gradually the
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decline in market shares became so great that they began to experience absolute decline in
the number of members. By 1997, in terms of market shares, the average organisation
was back to Depression levels. Not all organisations membership fell at the same time.
The AMA actually was the first to peak in terms of its market share. Appropriately, the
last of my organisations to peak and begin to fall was the Optimists. The Optimists didn’t
begin falling until 1980, but then they really plummeted and so they are now back down
in terms of their market share below what they were in the 1930s.

But there are two reasons to doubt the adequacy of the membership dataas a
sufficient measure of social connectedness. First of al, it is based on membership in
fixed organisations. | wanted to know membership across the whole of the century, so |
needed some measures that would last across the whole century. But there might have
been another shadow universe of organisations that was growing while these were
declining, so perhaps this graph represents just changes in the pecking order of
organizations, and not a universal pattern.

Secondly — and | want to underline this because there has been some
misunderstanding of my own position on this, among other placesin Steve Knack’s paper
—1 do not believe, nor have | ever believed, that associations were some privileged form
of social capital, except in the sense that associations tend to gather data on themselves
and, therefore, it is easier to gather data on associations. Beyond this greater ease of
measurement, there is nothing canonically superior about formal associations as forms of
social networks.

Of courseit could be true that associations were becoming less common in
America but that we were hanging out in bars more, that we were having more picnics,
that we were seeing folks at our home at night more often, and those forms of informal
social capital can be quite important. But | couldn’t figure out where the picnic register
in American society was located. Where would | go to find out about trends in picnics
over time?

Both of these possible shortcomings of the membership data were solved when |
discovered two massive new archives of datain the United States. These are infinitely
Interesting datasets.

One of them, the Roper survey, has asked national samples of Americans, every
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form: in the course of the last year, did you do any of the following things; did you sign a
petition, did you write aletter to your congressman, attend alocal meeting, serve asan
officia of alocal club, serve on a committee of any local organisation, work for a
political party, and so on. By political science standards, the Roper database is a huge
one, with more than 400,000 surveys, and it shows unequivocally a declinein all these
forms of civic participation. Figure 2, which happensto be the graph of the Roper data
for the percentage of Americans who had, in the course of the last year, served either as
officer of alocal organisation, or as a committee member of alocal organisation — any
organisation, not just one of my 32 national organizations, shows a quite dramatic drop,
basically acut in half, over these years. Every one of the twelve different kinds of
connectedness covered in the survey shows the same decline.

The most novel data, however, comes as a by-product from systematic surveys by
acommercial marketing firm in Chicago called DDB Needham. Every month over more
than twenty-five years the firm has surveyed very large samples of Americans, mainly on
their consumer behaviour — do you prefer Nike or Adidas? Do you prefer Y oplait or
Danone yoghurt? And so on — but they began to have the idea twenty-five years ago that
it would be helpful to gather information about their respondents beyond their yoghurt-
eating habits. If you are trying to write an ad for yoghurt, it would be useful to havein
your mind something else about these people besides the fact they eat yoghurt.

Thus DDB began asking a broader range of questions. The questions included:
How many times in the course of the last year did you go to church? Did you go to aclub
meeting? Did you volunteer? Did you work on acommittee project? Did you have
friends over to the house? Did you go on apicnic? At last | had found the picnic
register! The answer, by the way, turns out to be that in 1975 the average American went
out to apicnic 5 times per year. In 1999, the average American went on two picnics per
year. Reductions of that order characterize almost every single measure of social activity
in this survey: playing cards; having friends over to the house; dinner parties; having
dinner with your family; going to club meetings; card games, and so on.

It gets boring after awhile because all the graphs look the same. Figure 3
provides atypical example of the DDB data. In 1975, the average American went to 12
club meetings ayear. Conveniently, that’s once amonth. By 1999, the average
American went to five club meetings ayear. There are many other questions...how many
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timesin the course of the last year did you give the ‘finger’ to other drivers, that is made
rude gestures to another driver? That actually turns out to be an interesting datum.
People were also asked about their tax evasion. And among the thousands of variablesin
this dataset, by far the best predictor of tax evasion is the number of timesin the course of
the last year that you gave the ‘finger’ to another driver. (I have agreat ideafor the IRS
auditors, and if rational expectation isright, one of two things ought to happen: either the
IRS (Internal Revenue Service) will get better at finding tax evaders, or el se the apparent
level of comity on American highways will improve.)

| have thus far described one set of indicators. forma membership and
participation in many different forms of informal networks. | am trying to build up the
evidence, both for you and for my larger American audience, for the claim that basically
the same stories are being told by the ice coresin Greenland and the tree rings in Arizona.

Another form of evidence that fits perfectly with this picture comes from data on
social trust. | amin agreement with Michael Woolcock that social trust is not part of the
definition of social capital but it is certainly a close consequence, and therefore could be
easily thought of asaproxy. Figure 4 showswhat the trend is, based on many surveys
asking the same question: basically, do you trust other people. The graph shows that
there has been aforty-year steady decline, and a decline that is actually greater among
American youth than among adults. Other analysis has shown very clearly that the
declinein social trust in Americais entirely generational, that isif you look at any birth
cohort, average trust has not changed overtime, but each successive birth cohort over the
last thirty-forty years has become adult with alower level of social trust.

Now there are other indirect measures that one can use. A dlightly less direct
measure comes from data on organised atruism. Altruism (doing good for other people)
is not part of the definition of social capital in my view, but it turns out empirically, at
least in the United States and probably elsewhere, that a very strong predictor of altruism
issocia connectedness. That is, the people who give blood, give money, and have
volunteered their time are people who are more connected. By far the best predictor of
philanthropy, for example, is not how much money you have, but how many clubs you go
to or how often you go to church. Thereisavery strong affinity between social
connectedness and altruism. Therefore, it would be very interesting to ask about trends in
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The best data comes from data on philanthropy over time. The metric used hereis
not absolute number of dollars given, because of course that rises every year, but what
fraction of income of Americansis given to all forms of charity. Figure 5 showsthe
results. Not accidentaly, it has exactly the same profile over time as does the
membership datathat | quoted before. It rises steadily until 1964 — the 1930s jump by the
way is a change in the denominator, not the numerator. Even though people had less
income during the Great Depression, they continued to give, which drags the fraction up.
But basically, through both Great Depression and then through the post war boom,
Americans gave an increasing fraction of their income, while since 1964 there has been a
steady decline. Thereisalittle bump in the late 1980s and that is driven entirely by the
Reagan tax cut, a one-year change in deductibility which pushed donations into that one
year and out of the two adjacent years. Essentially the same graph appliesto giving to the
Catholic Church, protestant churches, the United Way. If you were to look at all these
graphs, you would see that it does not have anything to do with any particular recipient
organisation because the same general pattern applies across all.

Someone said earlier in the conference that it is reasonable to think that social
capital and institutional enforcement might be in some sense aternative ways of
providing social order. Social capital does facilitate informal contract enforcement — the
logic of that derives from the basic theory of social capital, that is game theory: if | have
dense ties and networks of reciprocity with other people then | don’t actually have to have
a contract with my neighbour; both he and | are going to rake the leaves. Wejust do it
without a contract and | don’t sue him if he doesn’t rake hisleaves. Thus, if social capital
is declining in the United States, that might have implications for other forms of contract
enforcement. So | thought | would look at the relative share of lawyering in the American
economy as a whole and how this fraction has changed through time. 1n 1900, there were
41 lawyers per every 10,000 employeesin the United States. 1n 1970, there were 39.
Thiswas alittle known Putnam’ s constant: historically there were about 40 lawyers, plus
or minus one, for every 10,000 employeesin America. This number was rock-steady
over thefirst seventy years of this century. And then this number started to increase, just
astrust and social capital started to decline, so that by now lawyers share in the
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A corollary to Putnam'’ s law was that there should be one doctor for every lawyer,
or one lawyer for every doctor, in America. But that too has changed, because the post-
1970 jump in lawyering has not been matched by one for doctoring. Thusthe jumpin
lawyers per capitais not simply areflection of ageneral increase in professionalsin
America; it isuniqueto lawyers. Infact, over most of the century, the ratio of engineers
to lawyers shifted sharply in the direction of more engineers per lawyer, but since 1970
that trend has reversed. Y ou would think that as a country becomes more technologically
intensive, more and more of its workforce would be trained engineers, but in fact since
1970 that trend has completely reversed.

What | claim to have shown so far isthat by a variety of different measures there
has been a massive transformation of social bondsin Americaover our lifetime. Anditis
very important for my countrymen and me to figure out why that happened and how we
can reverseit.

My responsibility in the OECD context is to talk about the concept of social
capital, about the measurement of social capital, and about its consequences. What | have
done so far isillustrate how aworkaday researcher in the field of social capital looks
desperately for different measures of social capital and tries to triangulate among those
measures to see if there is any convergence among stories told by different indicators.

My book (Putnam 2000) deals with the extent, causes and consegquences of these
changes in much more detail. Specifically, it deals with four questions:

Thefirstis, “What has been happening to American socia capital?’ It has not
always been in decline. Within living memory, Americans were spending more and more
time playing cards with each other, giving more money, connecting more and more.
Suddenly, for some mysterious reason, in the middlie 1960s those trends began to reverse
and they have been reversing quite sharply over the last thirty-five years.

The second question in the book is, “Why?” But | am not going to address that
guestion here.

Thethird question is, “What can we do about it in the United States?’ | have
some ideas about that, but again | am not going to address those here.

The fourth question is, “So what? Does it matter?’ That iswhat | am going to
deal with here. What evidence isthere for plausibly believing that it is not just a matter



of warm cuddly feelings that we are lacking? There are measurable consequences to
social capital.

Think of me now as explicating and giving a particular example of many of the
generalisations that Michael Woolcock has offered, for example on the effects of social
capital on crime, health and so on. | am going to talk about those in the particular context
of my research project, taking advantage of the fact that in the United States we have fifty
states, which hold some things constant but not others. Across all the American states, |
have developed 13 different measures of social capital. Many of these | have already
described: the fraction of people in the state who had in the previous year served on a
committee of some local organisation, or as an officer of alocal organisation, the number
of club meetings attended, the number of club memberships, the turnout at the
presidential election, the number of public meetings attended, and so on.

| have, for the sake of simplicity, combined all of those measures, via factor
analysis, into asingle measure. Y ou can think of that as the latent variable that is
measured by the overlap among all these individual indicators. Operationally what | will
mean by social capital in what follows is the degree to which a given state is either high
or low in the number of meetings citizens go to, the level of social trust its citizens have,
the degree to which they spend time visiting one another at home, the frequency with
which they vote, the frequency with which they do volunteering, and so on.

Figure 6 provides a socia capital map of the United States. It is appropriate, |
think, given the venue of our meeting, that the best single predictor of the level of social
capital in American states is distance to the Canadian border. Being closer to the
Canadian border means more socia capital. Actualy, if you looked at that graph in more
detail you would see that it can be described in terms of a barometric map with one high,
centred over Minneapolis-St. Paul, and one low, centred over Baton Rouge, Louisiana.
There are probably deep historical roots of that pattern. It isnot an accident that the low
social capital isvery clearly associated with the depth of slavery in the nineteenth century,
and that is because slavery as a system and the post-slavery reconstruction period were
institutionally designed to destroy social capital. Thisiswhat slavery was about; it was
about destroying social capital, because social capital, among Blacks at least, and later in

post-slavery, socia connection between Blacks and poor Whites, would have threatened
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the structure of power. | am sureit is not an accident that there is a strong correlation
between past slavery and current levels of social capital.

There are afew outliers to the general pattern. Nevadaislower than whereiit
should be; perhapsif you know something about Nevada you have guesses as to why this
might be true. Utah is higher than where it should be, and thisis quite explicable because
of the Mormon Church.

The other variable that strongly predicts social capital, across the American states,
Is the pattern of immigration. The best single migration-based positive determinant of
social capital isthe fraction of the population that is of Scandinavian descent. Another
fact isthat if you rank Americans today by their level of social capital or social trust or
socia connectedness, and you rank the countries from which their ancestors come, even
aslong ago as two or three generations, those two rankings are perfectly correlated, even
though the connection between those two streams is on average two or three generations
old. If you think of the causal mechanism that must underline that, the concordance is
stunning.

Now, that is the laboratory in which | want to offer illustrative evidence of the
claim that social capital has powerful effects on lots of other things. The various panels
of Figure 7 display a number of pair-wise relations between the index of social capital
and a number of important social and economic outcomes. These are all partial relations
based on multivariate regressions in which everything possible has been held constant
because states differ in so many ways.

The general patternisthat social capital drives out other possible competing
variablesin regression analysis. Thereisno way to be entirely sure in which direction
causality runs. | can’t be sure there is no other causal variable, but | have gone through
many potential variables that could make this spurious. That is relevant because the
horizontal axisin Figure 7.1 isthe socia capital index, and the vertical axis acomposite
measure of educational performance (SAT scores, test scores, high school drop out rate).
Thisis an extremely robust finding; it does not depend at al on which particular measure
you use. The relationship shown is strong enough to pass what is known in political
science as the inter-ocular traumatest — it strikes one between the eyes.

The relationship between educational performance and socia capital is much
stronger, two orders of magnitude stronger than, for example — again controlling for
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everything else — spending on schools or teacher/pupil ratios or any of the obvious things
that are more usually thought to increase educational performance. Figure 7.2 shows a
composite measure of child welfare (it includes teen pregnancy, infant mortality and a
variety of other measures of how well kids do) and again thereis avery strong
relationship showing that, in general, the welfare of children is higher where social capital
Ishigher. Figure 7.3 shows that states where children watch less TV have higher levels
of social capital, arelationship | study in much more detail in my book.

Crime is strongly negatively predicted by social capitdl; thisistrue at the state
level, but it is also true at the community and neighbourhood levels. Once again the
strongest predictor of the murder rate isalow level of social capital. It isstronger than
poverty; it is stronger than other plausible measures. Figure 7.4 shows that murder rates
are lower in states where socia capital is higher, and Figure 7.5 shows that people are
generally less pugnacious where social capital is high.

As Michael Woolcock and other authors have pointed out, there is very strong
evidence of powerful health effects of social connectedness. The evidence is strong not
only in American states, but also in Finland, Japan, and other countries. Controlling for
your blood chemistry, age, gender, whether or not you jog, and for all other risk factors,
your chance of dying over the course of the next year are cut in half by joining one group,
and cut to a quarter by joining two groups. Thisis not cheating; these are prospective
studies. It isnot that people who are healthy become joiners, it is clear from the studies
that the arrow runs in the other direction, from joining to health. These are big effects, as
can been seen in Figure 7.6. Once again, these same results are confirmed by a multitude
of individual-level, over-time studies.

Figure 7.7 shows that interstate variance in the percentage of tax evasion, as
measured by the IRS, is strongly related to differences in social capital at the state level.
No other variable does as well at explaining why states differ in tax evasion. In other
words, where people are connected by dense networks of engagement and reciprocity,
they are more likely to comply with the law, very probably because they are more
confident that others will, too, so they will not be "suckers' in this dilemma of collective
action. Figure 7.8 shows that states where people are more connected with each other are

also marked by greater tolerance.
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Figures 7.9 and 7.10 show that economic inequality and civic inequality are lessin
states with higher values of the social capital index. Here the causal arrows are likely to
run in both directions, with citizensin high social capital stateslikely to do more to
reduce inequalities, and inequalities themselves likely to be socialy divisive.

Finally, | can add some preliminary new evidence to connect social capital to self-
assessments of individual welfare. One of the important contributions of this conference
has been to highlight the importance of considering evidence at the individual aswell as
the community level. Hereis another example. Using a combination of the DDB replies
to four questions asking individuals for a self-assessment of their own happiness, | have
discovered that happiness increases with both their own and their state’' s measure of
social capital. By contrast, an individual’s measure of happinessrisesif his or her income
is higher but falls if the average state income is higher. Thus, although people value their
own income more when their neighbours earn less money, people feel better off when
either they or their neighbours have higher levels of social capital. At the state level,
one’' s own level of education has a strong positive effect on happiness, but there is no
effect from average state levels of education. At the county level, both individual and
average education levels have a significant positive effect on happiness. At the county
level, the social capital index keepsits strong individual effect, but the general level
becomes insignificant, probably because of the increasing measurement error at the
county level. The fact that community levels of human and social capital appear to
increase happiness, while the reverse is true for income, suggests to me that returns from
human and social capital are far broader than whatever positive effects they may have on
material standards of living,

But it isimportant to end with a note of caution. Despite this very wide range of
promising results, suggesting that social capital has a multitude of measurable
consequences, | am not yet in a position to rule out all other explanations for these
patterns. All the relationshipsin American states that | have shown are quite robust, in
the normal statistical sense, that is they do not depend on which particular measure or
which particular year you use. These are robust relationships, and they are controlling for
all the other obvious suspects that might be interfering. Moreover, virtualy all these
state-level studies are consistent with individual- and community-level studies by other
researchers. However, we arein the early days of this research. We have got to pummel
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alot of different datasets. We must look at lots of micro level data, not just at the very
aggregated level of states. We must also compare data across countries, and we have to
do experimental work.

In many of my examples, one could reverse the arrow of the effects of social
capital, and tell a story where the arrow runs to social capital instead of from social
capital. Intheend, itisonly going to be through detailed empirical research that the
relative importance of the two possible directions of causation can be established. What |
have hope to have established so far isthat thisis a plausible enough field that it is worth
paying more attention to.

But it will be along time, in my view, before we get to alevel of cross-national,
reliable measurement of social capital that will allow usto do for social capital what
Robert Barro and others have done for human capital. We are nowhere near having the
same clear metric as years of education is for human capital and we are certainly not near
having that kind of data over time. | don't think the caseis closed that socia capital isa
strong predictor of everything. But | think it is probably a powerful predictor of many

things, enough so to make it well worth our attention.
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Figure 1
Average membership rate in 32 national
chapter-based voluntary associations, 1900-1997
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Percent who have served as officer or on committee
(or both) for local club or organization in the past year

Figure 2

Active organizational involvement, 1973-1994
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Mean number of club meetings per year
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Figure 3
Club meeting attendance dwindles, 1975-1999
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Percent who say "most people can be trusted"”
instead of "you can’t be too careful in dealing with people.”

Figure 4
Four decades of dwindling trust
Adults and teenagers, 1960-1999
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Total giving by living individuals

as a fraction of national income

Figure 5
The rise and fall of philanthropic generosity, 1929-1998
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Figure 6

Social Capital in the American States
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Index of Educational Perfor mance

Figure7.1
Schoolswor k better in high social capital states
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Figure7.2
Kidsare better off in high social capital states
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TV Watching by 4th and 8th Graders 1990-1994

Figure 7.3

Kids watch less TV in high social capital states
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Murder Rate 1980-1995

Figure7.4

Violent crimeisrarer in high social capital states
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Agree

"1'd do better than averagein figt fight"

Disagree

Figure7.5

States high in social capital are less pugnacious

LA WV
S NM
AL .
. NC OK
GA .
X
VA
. Y ID co MT
Ny MS ©CcT uT vT
. KY ARNY o AZ :
. ) NY ) WA
FL . PA VOMA - "
MD IRl .
LY R |
' NE
. MN
NH .
A
ME .
D
Low High

Social Capital Index




Health State Index 1993-1998

Figure 7.6

Health is better in high social capital states
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IRS Criminal Referrals and Convictions 1992-1996

Figure7.7

Tax evasion islow where social capital is high
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High

Tolerancefor Gender, Racial Equality and Civil Liberties
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Figure7.8

Social capital and tolerance go together
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Economic Equality

Figure7.9

Social capital and economic equality go together
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Index of Civic Equality

Figure 7.10
Social capital and civic equality go together
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