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Abstract

The effects of social capital on the six kinds of social statistics in the American States were
measured using a latent factor analysis. These statistics were health condition, age-adjusted
mortality, economic inequality (the Robin Hood Index), educational performance in children,
unionization, unemployment and degree of trust.

Social capital exerted negative effect on all social statistics except for the educational
performance. In addition, economic inequality indirectly influences both mortality and health
condition via “distrust”.

The social capital index was calculated as the average of the regression residual scores
(R-score: the Studentized residual). Using the average R-scores, a social capital map of the
American States was generated.

The racial diversity thesis proposed by Hero(2007) was evidently rejected by path analysis
added in proof(p.40). His correlation analyses must be strongly affected by population size, and
therefore, most of the high correlations in his book might be induced by spurious correlations

due to population size.

Keywords: Social Capital, Social Capital Index (SCI), Regression-based score (R-score),
Structural Equation Modeling, Factor Analysis.
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Figure 1 The effect of Social Capital on Health, Economic,
and Educational performance.
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Figure 1. The measurement model for the latent variable
“Social Capital”.

Factor analysis was carried out for twelve kinds of the social
statistics. The symbols in the figures stand for the following
social statistics. GSP: the gross state product. NPO: the
number of Nonprofit organization (501[c]3). Income:
Personal income. Murder: the number of murder. Suicide:
the number of suicide. Poor Health: the percentage of
person feeling poor health condition. Mortality: the age-
adjusted mortality rates. Robin Hood: the Robin Hood
Index. Education: the educational performance of children.
Unionization: the percentage of workers in labor unions.
Distrust: the percentege of person responding “Most People
Can’t Be Trusted”. Putnam’s SCI: Putnam’s Social Capital
Index.
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Figure 2(a) Causal model among the social statistics; Mortality,
Distrust and Robin Hood Index in the USA 1995.
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Figure 2(b) Causal model among the social statistics;
Poor Health, Distrust and Robin Hood Index
in the USA 1995.
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Figure 2(c) Causal model among the social statistics;

Education, Distrust and Robin Hood Index
in the USA 1995.
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Figure 2(d) Causal model among the social statistics;
Unionization, Distrust and Robin Hood Index
in the USA 1995.
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Figure 2. Path analysis indicating direct effects of the Robin Hood Index on the other social statistics. Bold lines indicate a direct
effect with statistical significance at the 0.1% or 1% level. Thin lines show a non-significant direct effect.



Table 1 R-scores calculated from the Studentized residuals for each five social statistics in 2005 and the

Social Capital in America

Putnam's Social Capital Index. The top 10 and bottom 10 are painted as red and blue, respectively

State Income |Murder|Suicide [NPO | Turnout |[Average Putnam's |adj. SCI
Connecticut CT | 75.25 | 56.48 | 66.28 | 58.39 51.48 || 61.58 0.27 53. 50
Maine ME | 46.78 | 64.37 | 51.33 | 60.38 60.84 || 56.74 0.53 52.30
Massachusetts |[MA | 68.90 | 61.69 | 68.16 | 64.91 61.84 || 65.10 0.22 55.90
New Hampshire [NH | 61.27 | 65.23 | 54.44 | 55.27 46.18 || 56.48 0.77 55. 20
Rhode Island  |[RI | 56.82 | 46.97 | 83.93 | 59. 36 51.46 || 59. 71 -0. 06 42.50
Vermont VT | 52.63 | 61.92 | 58.11 | 70.83 59.05 || 60. 51 1.42 61.40
New Jersey NJ | 68.50 | 52.45 | 75.48 | 52.94 44,81 || 58.84 -0. 40 48. 30
New York NY | 61.24 | 58.95 | 71.42 | 62.47 48.70 || 60. 56 -0. 36 53. 40
Pennsylvania PA | 51.94 | 49.93 | 45.41 | 59.16 61.32 || 53.55 -0.19 53.70
Tllinois IL | 54.69 | 50.38 | 58.91 | 51.37 52.07 | 53.48 -0.22 53.10
Indiana IN | 45.15 | 46.81 | 47.74 | 50.82 47.26 || 47.56 -0. 08 51.30
Michigan MI | 47.83 | 48.55 | 48.79 | 47.40 65.84 || 51.68 0.00 55. 20
Ohio OH | 45.75 | 52.97 | 45.11 | 56.82 64.41 || 53.01 -0.18 53. 40
Wisconsin WI | 49.89 | 55.72 | 49.42 | 56.16 64.19 || 55.08 0.59 60. 30
Towa IA | 47.58 | 71.87 | 54.30 | 53.14 57.26 || 56.83 0.98 62. 90
Kansas KS | 50.38 | 49.91 | 47.54 | 49.28 50.40 || 49.51 0.38 53. 80
Minnesota MN | 58.01 | 64.23 | 53.66 | 60.78 70.61 || 61.46 1.32 70. 30
Missouri MO | 45.48 | 42.27 | 45.77 | 50.15 62.96 || 49.32 0.10 53.50
Nebraska NE | 51.18 | 54.98 | §9.59 | 52.25 52.95 || 54.19 1.15 62. 60
North Dakota |[ND | 49.20 | 65.29 | 51.42 | 52.23 47.84 || 53.20 1.7 66. 30
South Dakota [SD | 51.64 | 51.11 | 46.82 | 49.51 61.14 || 52.05 1. 69 66. 50
Delaware DE | 60.73 | 38.58 | 67.34 | 46.00 42.10 || 50.95 -0. 01 41.20
Florida FL | 49.45 | 56.55 | 37.13 | 45.09 41.98 || 46.04 -0. 47 50. 20
Georgia GA | 44.45 | 47.40 | 52.63 | 42.48 41.18 || 45.63 -1.15 36.70
Maryland MD | 66.08 | 34.94 | 63.66 | 55.48 53.63 || 54.76 -0. 26 48.00
North Calolina [NC | 44.28 | 45.48 | 46.95 | 51.53 39.87 || 45.62 -0. 82 41. 60
South Calolina [SC | 38.96 | 38.92 | 49.44 | 39.22 42.97 || 41.90 -0. 88 37.50
Virginia VA | 57.85 | 46.62 | 48.38 | 55.70 55.18 || 52.74 -0. 32 48. 50
West Virginia |[W | 35.56 | 43.75 | 46.99 | 43.93 37.34 || 41.51 -0. 83 34. 50
Alabama AL | 42.05 | 37.30 | 50.00 | 38.48 42.39 || 42.04 -1.07 35. 40
Kentucky KY | 89.12 | 48.58 | 44.04 | 41.44 51.39 || 44.91 -0.79 39. 00
Mississippi MS | 31.00 | 36.65 | 49.85 | 28.84 29.62 || 35.19 -1.17 31. 60
Tennessee TN | 44.76 | 41.56 | 39.56 | 44.17 51.06 || 44.22 -0. 96 38.00
Arkansas AR | 35.70 | 38.14 | 43.58 | 38.86 44.52 | 40.16 -0. 50 40. 80
Louisiana LA | 29.21 | 33.37 | 52.27 | 36.13 31.19 || 36.44 -0.99 36. 70
Oklahoma OK | 43.30 | 44.57 | 41.29 | 43.08 41.97 || 42.84 -0.16 47.20
Texas TX | 45.98 | 53.83 | 45.79 | 47.94 33.66 | 45.44 -0. 55 50. 40
Arizona AZ | 42.85 | 40.85 | 34.99 | 39.10 43.96 || 40. 35 0.06 51.40
Colorado CO | 58.62 | 53.45 | 32.98 | 58.20 56.91 || 52.03 0.41 55. 80
Idaho ID | 41.35 | 54.04 | 42.52 | 37.67 47.44 || 44.60 0.07 44. 80
Montana MT | 43.15 | 56.21 | 30.18 | 60.57 62.62 || 50.55 1.29 61.30
Nevada NV | 56.30 | 32.31 | 29.94 | 22.78 36.30 || 35.53 -1.43 24. 20
New Mexico NM | 39.32 | 33.61 | 36.20 | 46.54 45,54 | 40. 24 -0.35 40. 80
Utah UT | 38.12 | 59.18 | 45.16 | 29.04 34.67 || 41.24 0.50 53. 80
Wyoming WY | 62.51 | 44.67 | 43.31 | 54.94 53.00 || 51.69 0. 67 49.10
Alaska AL | 58.40 | 34.90 | 36.88 | 60.03 49.84 || 48.01 *

California CA | 54.43 | 54.58 | 51.37 | 59.22 49.02 || 53.72 -0.18 59.10
Hawaii HW | 54.90 | 58.65 | 72.04 | 47.08 38.24 || 54.18 * *

Oregon OR | 48.57 | 62.35 | 39.18 | 58.86 61.96 || 54.18 0.57 57.30
Washington WA | 54.31 | 58.03 | 43.45 | 55.97 58.05 || 53. 96 0. 65 61.30
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Social Capital in America 2005

Figure 3
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Figure 3. Social Capital in America 2005.

Factor analysis was carried out for the six kinds of social
statistics: Income: personal income, NPO: the number
of Nonprofit organizations (503(c)(3)), Turnout: the
number of voter turnout at the election for the House of
Representatives, Murder: the numbers of murders, Suicide:
the number of suicides and Putnam’s SCI: the Putnam’s
Social Capital Index(SCI).

Adj. SCI (NPO Tournout |Income |Murder ([Suicide Average
Putnam's SCI |0. 791%kk 0. 572%xx 0. 612%xx 0. 312% 0. 695%xx |0.064ns (0. 602xx
Adjusted SCI 0.686%k+ [0.690%kx [0.372%¢ 0. 776%kx [0.099ns [0, 7015k
NPO 0.719%k% |0.595%kx [0.530%kx [0.324% 0. 893wk
Turnout 0.389%+ [0.441%+  [0.003ns 0. 704%5x
Income 0.301% [0 4834k [0, 774%kx
Murder 0.234ns  ||0. 690+*
Suicide 0. 598k
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Figure 4. Social Capital map in the United States in terms of the average R-score calculated from the R-scores of

the five kinds of social statistics in Table 1.
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Figure Test for the causal relation between

the Herfindahl index and the average R-score (R-SCI).
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Since the Herfindahl index is a measure of ethnic homogeneity(=1- heterogeneity), path analyses were carried out among the
social statistics including R-SCI. These figures indicate social capital seem unaffected by ethnic diversity. This result contradicts
the Hero’s thesis saying the racial diversity could explain most of the outcome of social capital. The strong correlation between
the Herfindahl index and population size suggests spurious correlation could easily be induced in the relationships between ethnic

diversity and other social statistics such as murder and voter turnout.



