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Measuring Social Capital in America
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Graduate School of Integrated Arts and Sciences, Hiroshima University

Abstract

Social capital in the United States of America was quantified in the present study using
official statistics in latent factor analysis. Social Capital is defined in this investigation as the
degree of stable governance for the following: (1 safety and security, (2) wealth in both spiritual
and material terms, and (3)social participation and networks. Social capital was thus measured
as a single common latent factor that affected the degree of performance through such data as
(Dthe number of murders, and suicides and unemployment level, (2)personal income and state
expenditures on education and welfare, and (3)the number of Nonprofit organizations [501(c)(3)]
and charity donations.

From the above analysis, social capital was confirmed as a single common latent factor that
exerted a direct effect on social statistics for the years, 1995 (Fig. 1(b)), 2005 (Fig. 1(a)) and
2010 (Fig. 1(c)). The multiple regression coefficient for the number of nonprofit organization
was nearly 1.0 in most cases. This means that variation in the number of nonprofit organizations
was almost completely determined by population size and social capital. Thus, the regression-
based scores (regression residues) for the number of nonprofit organizations can be used as a
proxy statistic for social capital.

The direct negative effect between the number of nonprofit organizations and murders was
detected with statistical significance at the 5% level for the years, 1995 (Fig. 2(b)), 2005 (Fig.
2(a)) and 2010 (Fig. 2(c)). In addition, a direct negative effect was evident for both robberies
(Fig. 4(a), Fig. 5(a)) and burglaries (Fig. 4(b), Fig. 5(b)). Using Putnam’s data on “Trust” and
“Honest”, I confirmed a significant direct negative effect on murder (Fig. 8).

The results of the above analysis are consistent with those of Putnam (Putnam 2000) (Figs. 6,
7).

Keywords: Social Capital, Social Capital Index (SCI), Non-profit organization (NPO),

Regression-based score (R-score), Structural Equation Modeling
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Social context and history profoundly condition
the effectiveness of institutions.
Robert Putnam 1993
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Figure 1 (a) Social Capital in America 2005.
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Figure 1(b) Social Capital in America 1995.

0.295(t=8.0)

Social
Capital

0.94(t=18.8) -0.203(t=-4.3)

Figure 1(c) Social Capital in America 2010.
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Figure 1. Measurement models for the latent variable “Social Capital”. Factor analysis was carried out for 10 social statistics.
Statistically significant statistics only are depicted in the figure. The symbols in the figures stand for the following statistics.
NPO: the number of Nonprofit organization (501(c)(3)). Donation: the number of donation. Tourout: the number of turnout at
the election for the House of Representatives. Income: Personal income. Welfare: the state expenditure for welfare. Education:
state expenditure for education. Suicide: the number of suicide. Murder: the number of murder.
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Figure 2(a) Causal model among social statistics in America 2005.
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Figure 2(b) Causal model among social statistics in America 1995.
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Figure 2(c) Causal model among social statistics in America 2010.
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Figure 2. Path analysis indicating the direct negative effect
between Nonprofit Organization and Murder. Bold line
indicates the direct effect with the statistical significance at
5% level. Thin line shows the non-significant effect.
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Figure 3(a) Crime factor in America 2005.
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Figure 3(b) Crime factor in America 2010.
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Figure 3. Measurement models for the latent variable
“Crime factor”. Factor analysis was carried out for 4
crimes; murder, rape, robbery and burglary.
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Figure 4(a) Causal model among social statistics in America 2005.
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Figure 4(b) Causal model among social statistics in America 2005.
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Figure 4. Path analysis for the direct negative effect
between Nonprofit Organization and crime. Bold line
indicates the direct effect with the statistical significance at
5% level. Thin line shows the non-significant effect at 5%
level.
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Figure 5(a) Causal model among social statistics in America 2010.
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Figure 5(b) Causal model among social statistics in America 2010.
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Figure 5. Path analysis for the direct negative effect
between Nonprofit Organization and crime. Bold line
indicates the effect with the statistical significance at 5%
level. Thin line shows the non-significant effect at 5% level.
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Figure 6. “Trust” and “Honest” in Putnam’s data(2000)
were analyzed in the latent factor model in Figure 1(b).
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Figure 7. Test for the latent Social Capital in Putnam’s
data(2000) with the social statistic, “Murder”. The symbols
in the figure stand for the following statistics corresponding
to the Table 4 in Putnam(2000). Trust: Agree that “Most
people can be trusted”(%). Honest: Agree that “Most people
are honest”(6-level agree/disagree). Committee: Served on
committee of local organization in last year(%). Officer:
Served as officer of some club or organization in last
year(%). Volunteer: Mean number of times did volunteer
work in last year(times). Meeting: Attend public meeting on
town or school affairs in last year(%). Tournout: Tournout
in presidential elections, 1988 and 1992(%). NPO/cap:
Number of nonprofit(501(c)(3)) organization per 1,000
population(per cap). Murder: Natural logarithm of the
number of murder in 1995.
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Figure 8. Path analysis indicating the direct negative effect
between “Trust” and Murder.
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LA ERIAREYTH L, T2, 4011,
200X 7 upb 7 a~OfFEREE LT Ay
M — VB R CNRER R RE L2
TIVERRL TS, LA L, MARHM B
CZDRBELEY ELLLLBVD A Y MT— T 554
THIIHETREN S LNz, v 7 ook
HRRATBHANZ DO W TOFITICE TR T 5 2 &
IEATEETH 5, Lin(2001, 2008) i A L~ A
LY 7 UL NUANDEZRZITH TS 55
WIS TH L, TDLH) REmREVITHOLNLL DI,
BEOLLBAAL NV TOHR” L “EH LNV
F: % SUOE AR AR BVAE-/ & YN Aoy S et oy A
DlzoTA TR RO EHERIN, 20Dy —
TN XYY VOEBRIRILEF VWS &
Eibhb,

BARCHAEIL, Z b2 RBEROFITHOIA
F LT\ % (Granovetter 1985) D C, ZEFEILL 72
AL~V TOREIEMEEY v CTidttaafk 2l
LIRS, ALV TIR B WER L N)LT
DOUEMEZH WA ED, ZOEKEGIT)
B> TIHRNDTH Do RigD s THEDHE
SHMEMEEZ DBV THN L -DIE 20720 TH
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5o
INFTOERCTIEY vl XY ES L
DIEFIL, “trust”,“norms”,“networks”(Putnam 1993,
2000; Ostrom and Ahn 2003) D =20 Z & X CTik
NTELD, WINHERLP VG TH S,
ez =Tl s FXEYUDERILTE L
LTd, ZOHOENZT D tustll X %% 5T,
EN 72T H3norms R networks |2 K B F 5. L HIWT T
EHLDTHH )07
Putnam(2000,p.290) 13 14 fifi > £330 2 i % B v
THM 4T 12372 - T, “I present evidence that
social capital makes us smarter, healthier, safer, richer,
and better able to govern a just and stable democracy.”
EBRTWD, ZOERIE, KwliBF5b Y —
YR X EYVOER, [HIBOOZL - L4
QU LENS, ZL TSRS - & 3747%
EOfEG - BIGKEEICHF ST 5, COHEH,E
CBTEN ] LR TRV ERDNS,

(2) BFAHICDONT

ek, HAEBFITBIT BEISHTIE, “AO
& 72 1) (per capita)” &\ <) FrE AY ALK (2 ]
ATV S, BETHYH BIEORE R KRB 1R
DEGPTONTE e L2L, 7R3
YA B VTR, AOTELZILIZE-T
N RO AT, BEPITOHEHNT] &
HZENDZEDHLNITHR -7 (HTH 2011,
2012,2013), V—3 v - Iy ¥ L EERELL
X9 L9545 FTHORANDE { (Knack and Keefer
1997 72 & %25, Ferragina 2012, van Beuningen and
Schmeets 2013 7 272 5 560F%8) 1X, Shb o
MEIZK D209, %HR per capitafli 2 F W\ T &
72720 RAEDPTOMBEA” 2 b 12 L CTikim L
Ta722elilhbe 2F), “HAREI TRV
BeRn” “BR&#ELERBIL TV
D" L T&7-DTH b, Percapita TEBLL TD,
ANODORFEEEL Z L FETEY, #is, ADORE
MY AL LIl >oTWDEDOTHDL (HTHE
2013),
KEmDDIHTTIE, WFDHI & o THESREHE
Mo NORMRE RG22 T, BEMICEE S
LERPHE I NS Z EVBHLNII R o720 L
b, V= x)b - FxEFIVHT L FEBELTET

peisy
iy

\
/

JESEIZ D\ T D “Crime factor” & T b I~ 2 K+
2N T & 72 (Fig3(a),(b)) & & IFHBRIEW,

LSHETIDONTE L, FHEREBEYY SO
EKREFED % L OERESHTIZ IS per capita %> per GDP
EDEPHONTVDLIRTT, ThH5DELD
AEIIERET L 2R 52 nwTHh A9,

(3) NPOMIFREEIEY—> vl FvERI -
1Ty I ZADRBEHE L BN THS

Putnam(2000) (&, 14 D*E & HEaEHE % 4 L T
V=X - XX S VEREBTAA Ty 7 A
ZERL L 72 (Social Capital Index: SCI), &5 72T
L7 (HTFHE 2012) X 912, Putnam® SCI &
NEOFR 2 BETIET5, SCLE LTHWS Z &8
TE b, M)y, e 511 >OSHFHETH -
T, V=3 vl FYEYILVORBERLE TS
LD TEDLRTTH D,

K TIERF M 217> T, M5%E &5 Social
Capital 7> & O EIER) R b i <, Z OEIHH
RBUEAN T E A &1 & 7 5 NPOFLD [0l 210H %
Lo TRIEEHET LI EDWYTHDLZ L EH
572 L 720 Putnam(2000) & 4% 5HE % HE#e{L | T
MAETHEV) HEERE SO L, 22T,
IR F AW 2T 720 FERE L CHIELTE 7%
WY =T X ) s R EY L RED L) B
TIERFIITOTINToENTHEHIEELN
%o

V=YXV - FxEI V-4 Ty s AEL
T, PutnamOFiIE L72#EL v 7y 2 A (H
T #6(2012) @ adjusted SCI) & AAHZEH E L TD
NPO ¥ D M w 2B & DA E o722 & %
EZHEV—=T XN XX Y VOFERDTRIC
LoT, MEA Ty 7 AERALHOEL L %
AWTLRWVWE ) IZEbN S,

(4) V=2 vl v ERIICHABN DT 41
B OFRTFME &R LML

HADHSFHEHMEIZOWT D WL ONGHF L7
WTAVADE ) BRENCLERITEZHEONE
Vo 7 A ORISR H AR O RHMERT O
AL IZIERE L, Zoo AIZE 12, (21T
3000 5 ANCTH o7z Pk, HERIZIEA, 72
HIIZEAFZITHEMLCID L) RENROND
DIFTHb, bHEAHAHKRONPONHIEAL S
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THhLFRTHEMA o TR nkEn) Z &
L AN, IS0ERDOM O HARENO N5
DEFLE L 725 TEBAT 2 AT A
KEL OB PoI2E V) ZEIZL LD TIE W
7259 e

HiE (HTFER2012) L4 MICHIZoTT A Y
HDV)—3 vl FXYEZLIZONTIE- XD
ELRRERTIEDNTELDIEE, e ZIC
Putnam(2000) D53 Hr 258 o 72506 TlddH 52, T
A IR ORTFEEFHESEONI, 5FTT
ANHDI =2 %) - Fx EFIVIZOWTikm
BRELY—Y vl ¥ €Y VIR ERT& /-
DI, FEIZT A A DIZ004FE & B 2 TSR
CEBHPHEFLCEBALCE BT 20TH
590 by 7 EDISOERFNIZT 2 F Zihi
THRLERO L) BREEE, BE, 7TAYVHICE
SVTWVWEDTHS ),

In America I have encountered several types of
association of which I confess I had no notion and I
have frequently admired the endless skill with which
the inhabitants of the United States manage to set a
common aim to the efforts of a great number of men

and to persuade them to pursue it voluntarily.

Alexis de Tocqueville

5. &

V=T x )b FXEFVIZOWT ORI, E
BT E D L LWzl HIZHEKR S
D& F & 5T &7 (Dasgupta and Serageldin 2000,
Ostrom and Ahn 2003, Castiglione, van Deth and
Wolleb 2008 72 &), b H A A, REMIZTEFR LA
WS THL I EBHHO—-DTH B0, &
ERFEESCOHEBFITBN T, AORRIZ
LoTHERI SN “AENITOMBE”IZKD
WTWaho/ol LB RELHEHTHS (HTEHB
2011, 2013), #L&RIF D% < D431, per capita
R°per GDP 7 & DI ZE M % I\ 72 [ 53 AT IS HE D
MR DRI BIRE ZAT ) OZH, 2D
L BRAPTOMBIC L > THIERI SATW

LIZOMEDHEBEMENEHETELZVDOTH L, &

HETINIZE 72K ADLK 2 ERL, Haky

DL OREF B INTELDOTH S,
HEPRMALTELY -3yl FvES L

DHMIE, BET AT OERIZTZ HIR D), Sewall

Wright(1921, 1968) %3 3& L 7278 A fEAT %2 F v C

ANOARREEBRL ZENTEL IO LTE

72 AL SRR D & BT AR R 2 B < 7200 T,

FSFEHE DR DR BT o TR B Z LA

fECE7272IFTHRERMESH 72K bR

%o
RIFFECRONTHRE T LDDE, KDL

275,

O7 A1) B OINEOF SR EHE & VT E 5007
THIELICLDVBERNTFELT Y=Yy )b -
FXY YV ERFETE . UL, 199540
54 HF T (20054F, 20104F) — B L <kl
N7z,

@NPOE A & HEILSRIC5- 2 5 B OB ) F 1%
19954754 H £ T (20054, 20104F) — &
LT sz,

@V—=vxl - FYEF Ve RHTLABHEHE
L TNPO%L (501(c)(3)) DUERADNZLTH
5L RMERTE T,

(®Putnam(2000) 23550 L TWz[A L7 — % =
THRFDMT LI EICL > TEHERTFELT
“—T XN FXEINVEEETE L, &
512, Putnam DS\ T 72 “Trust” O 7 — 7 1%
BB L CHOBEZREZRT 2 L0
P27z,

O ORI, AW L oSkt iE
W THN LR TOGHIr b A 67
V=X ) Fr €Y IVHTA, MLt S
FERHE % 4387 L CH5 5 172 Putnam(2000) @ > —
DX FYUESVHFELFEODLDOTH S S
EERLTWA,

Kigx#z Hl12Hl2>T, 572 CPutnam
12 & BERASERFI I L 72w F 72, iR
SRS APNQRVAY ARV N S N MR E AR B
3,
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S (2003) [Hhx A4 v b7 — 7 AT ORERE AR
MREARRIC T T SEEE

SOE Q01D [#%E - A v bU— 7B (Rl 12
PRI [V—Y %) - FXxE¥EF VD7 T4 T

TOFEL TR I AV 7 ER)

SHEQ14) [V—T v - Fr ¥y L efEE] (F
Wil I 014) [V—T v )b - FxEF L [&F
] ORFEEMD) I ANV 7 ERE)

H MEBE—(2002a) [AFRAMEOER L ZDORH -
WS 7 2 MR RIS 2 (R AN, A B FE
AL IV BLR , 55284, 109-126.

H M #BIE—(2002b) NPO O HME % Hi5E 3 % ZEH O fif
M & UG R A 12 & % HIIENPO & 7 & — D #
i Eh S TN NE S ey SRS G | B G e
{LHfgE, 4528 %, 35-53.

H T EBE—(2002c) NPO DHLE % 1320 5 M5 2 M,
“NPOIEH " DEZXE—NPOIEH z @ L TH R TZ
72 WiIsit% 7%= —, The Nonprofit Review, 2: 177-185.

HTEE—2011) fFFHFROT7 T2 M) —<FEh
JOMBIE AL H? 7 BERAE GRE
FHERZERHACZEND) 6%, 1-7.

HFHEE—(2012) V=% )b-Fx ¥ ViDhnse:
V=YX FxES VIR ER o TV 0
e BRERMEIIZE (RAFHETIER LD 67
%, 13-41.

HTFHE—(2013) “RE2TOMBE” 25k %720
W 2RIRAHBEAR B D § 30 BRIERAITRE (G
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