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Recent empirical studies from across the socid and behaviora sciences find that socid capitd is
associated with various measures of well-being, including economic growth (Stephen Knack and Phillip
Keefer 1997) and mortdlity (Ichiro Kawachi, Bruce P. Kennedy and Kimberly Lochner 1997). These
findings have inspired subsequent studies by economigts examining the determinants of individud level
measures of socia capita (e.g., Alberto Alesnaand Elianna La Ferrara 2002). However, experimental
evidence from trust games conducted by Edward L. Glaeser, David I. Laibson, Jose A. Scheinkman
and Chrigtine L. Soutter (2001) cdls into question the efficacy of the most prevaent measures of socid
capita employed in the literature. In contrast, we show that these same measures are significantly
associated with contributions in a public goods experiment and perform as well as the dternative
measures of socid trust suggested by Glaeser, et d. Because socid capitd isthought to influence well-
being through its effect on public good provision, our results bolster previous empirica work on the
causes and consequences of socid capitd.
|. Background

Socid capitd is most often described by non-economists as an attribute of a group that
facilitates cooperation within the group (e.g., Robert Putnam 2000). In contrast, economigts typicaly
define socid capita as an individud atribute. However, because much of the empirical evidence
regarding the consegquences of socid capitd is based upon comparisons of aggregate socid capital and

outcome variables across countries or Sates, the question of whether socid capitd isan individud



atribute or a group attribute remains open. In addition, socid capitd in acountry or stateis usudly
measured by averaging individual survey responses to questions about socid trust (e.g., agreement with
“...most people can be trusted”) and membership in voluntary organizations, studies of individua socid
capita employ these same types of survey questions, most often from the General Social Survey
(GSS).

The efficacy of individuad measures of socid capital has been demongtrated recently in anove
study by Glaeser, et d.; they find that behaviord measures of trust (e.g., “how often do you leave your
door purposdy unlocked?’) are dgnificant determinants of trusting behavior in smple experimenta
games designed to measure a subject’ strust in either a known felow student (the “trust game’) or
unknown pedestrians in Cambridge, MA (the “envelope drop”). However, these authors dso find that
common attitudina measures of trust of the sort used in the GSS do not fare so well. In fact, one of the
most common attitudina measures of trust employed in the literature (*..most people can be trusted’) is
not sgnificantly associated with trusting behavior (dthough it is Sgnificantly related to trustworthiness).
Findly, behaviord measures of participation in voluntary activities (e.g., membership in voluntary
groups) are likewise not sgnificantly associated with trusting behavior.

These findings are a potentidly strong indictment of much of the existing empirica literature on
the causes and consequences of socia capita, Snce the most common measures of socid trust and
group membership appear to be unreated to trusting behavior. However, some caveats arein order.
Fird, the experimentd setting examined by Glaeser, et d. isunusud; it isnot clear whether ther findings
generalize to public goods experiments. Second, the experimental design paired subjects that were

dready acquainted (when feasible); therefore, the effects of pre-existing persond relationships may



swamp other factors. Third, Glaeser et d. are primarily concerned with trust, so report only limited
results for measures of participation.

Like Glaeser et d., we focus on individua measures of socid capitd in this study; however,
elsawhere we present unique evidence of the efficacy of group cohesion in an experimenta andysis of
contributions in a public goods game. In LisaR. Anderson, Jennifer M. Mélor and Jeffrey Milyo
(2003), we vary fixed paymentsin an experimenta andyss of an archetypa public goods game; we
find that the treatment effect of inequdity reduces contributions by al members of the affected group,
regardiess of ther relative standing within the fixed payment distribution. Thisis novd evidence for the
proposition that inequdity, a determinant of group cohesion, undermines the ability of groupsto
cooperate. We andyze data from that same experiment here, but now incorporate information from
surveys completed by the experimenta subjects.

1. The Experiment

The public goods experiment used in this study is a variation of the gamefirst introduced by
Mawdl and Ames (1979). Each individud in agroup of N membersis given anumber of tokensto
divide between a private account and a group account (i.e. the public good). The private account earns
areturn of P per token to theindividua. The sum of dl contributions made to the group accournt,
denoted G, ismultiplied by some amount M and shared equdly by al members of the group. Hence,
each group member earns (M/N)* G from the group account. In the standard design of this game, the
return to the group account is alinear function of the total number of tokensin that account. If P >
M/N, it isindividudly optimd to put dl tokensin the private account. Additiondly, if P < (M/N)*G, it

issocidly optimal for al subjectsto put al tokensin the public account, making this a prisoner’s



dilemmagame. We adopt this standard linear framework, with P=1, M=2 and N=8, so that the return
for alocating one token to the public account is $0.25 (versus $1 for the private account). We aso
vary the fixed payments to subjects for the purpose of our anadlyss of the effects of inequality on group
coheson.

A totd of 48 students were recruited from undergraduate classes a the College of William and
Mary to participate in 6 sessons of the experiment. Each session consisted of 30 decision-making
periods divided into three blocks of ten rounds; the blocks differed only in the “fixed payment”
digtribution (equa or unequa). Additiond details on the experimentd design, including the ingtructions
given to subjects are described in Anderson et d.
[1l. The Survey

After the experiment, we administered a survey with 42 questions covering demographic
characterigtics, politica attitudes and three sets of socia capitd measures. The first set is composed of
atitudinal trust measures of the sort used in the GSS; subjects are asked if they agree that “ most people
can betrusted,” “most peopletry to befair,” “most people try to be helpful,” “you can't trust strangers
anymore,” and “1 am trustworthy.” The second set is composed of behavioral trust measures suggested
by Glaeser et d., including whether subjects leave their doors purposay unlocked, loan money to
friends or strangers, have been a crime victim, or lie to different categories of persons (parents, friends,
acquaintances, etc.). The latter question is trandformed into an index ranging from O to 1; dl other trust
messures are binary indicators. Thefind set of questions measures participation in voluntary activities,
including hours spent volunteering, membership in voluntary groups, attendance at religious services,

politica volunteering, voting and the subject’s number of friends. Meansfor dl socid capita varigbles
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arelised in Tables1 and 2.
V. Method

In order to measure the association between socid capita measures and group account
contributions holding dl else equd, we use data from the experiment and survey to conduct multivariate
andysis. Thisdso alows usto test whether the effects of group inequality we previoudy observed are
explained by differencesin individud socid capitd attributes within groups. We let contributionsin
each round of the experiment be alinear function of indicators for round, reset effects at the tart of
each block, fixed payment amount, inequality treatment, and the order of such trestments across
blocks. Thisisthe basic modd examined in Anderson et d.; we estimate the margina effect of socid
capitd by introducing one socid capitd measure at atime to this base specification.

Because individua contributions to the group account are bound between 0 and 10, we
estimate these modd s using atwo-limit Tobit with random subject effects. We report the means and
margina effects of each socid capitd measure, where the margina effect is caculated as the tobit
coefficient multiplied by the probability that the dependent variable is uncensored.

V. Results

The results for the trust measures of socid capitd are shown in Table 1. The attitudina
measures of trust are dl Satidicdly sgnificant, dthough the “hdpful” and “trustworthy” measures are
negatively associated with contributions. The latter result is also reported by Glaeser et d. However,
the key difference hereis that the most common attitudind trust measure (“most people can be trusted”)
is ggnificantly associated with increased contributions. The behaviord trust measuresin Teble 1 are

aso dl sgnificant (or margindly s0). However, we find that [oaning money to friends and leaving doors



unlocked are negatively associated with contributions. Therefore, both attitudina and behavior trust
measures give mixed results, but the most common measure of socid trugt is pogitive and sgnificant.

In Table 2, we report the estimated margind effects from measures of participation in voluntary
asociations. Hours volunteering is only weskly associated with increased contributions, while number
of friendsis negative and sgnificant. Otherwise, the other participation measures are postively and
ggnificantly associated with contributions. Finaly, incorporating any of these individud socid cepitd
measures as a control variable does not attenuate the effect of inequaity on group cooperation that we
identify in Anderson et d.

VI. Discussion

Thisisthe first examination of the efficacy of survey-based measures of socia capitd measures
for predicting contributions in a public goods experiment. We find that the most common measures of
individud socid capita, agreement with the statement that “most people can be trusted” and
membership in voluntary associations, are srongly associated with higher contributions in the public
goods experiment. However, not al measures of socid capitd are significant or have the expected
sgn. Neverthdess, we do not find any reason to prefer behavioral measures of trust to attitudina
measures. Findly, including controls for individua socid capitd does not explain the effect of inequaity
on group cooperation. Consequently, we find evidence to support both conceptudizations of socia
capital, asagroup atribute and as an individud attribute. These results dso suggest that the negative
findings of Glaeser et d. do not generalize to the context of atraditiond public goods experimental

Seiting.



Notes and Acknowledgments:

*LisaR. Anderson and Jennifer M. Médlor, Department of Economics, The College of William and
Mary, Williamsburg, VA 23187-8795; Jeffrey Milyo, Harris School of Public Policy, University of

Chicago, Chicago, IL 60637.

Financid support from the Nationa Science Foundation (SES-0094800) is gratefully acknowledged.

We aso thank Angela Moore for excellent research assistance.



References

Alesing, Alberto and Elianna La Ferrara. 2002. “Who Trusts Others?’ Journd of Public

Economics, 85(2): 207-34.

Anderson, LisaR., Jennifer M. Mélllor and Jeffrey Milyo. “Inequdity, Group Cohesion and

Public Good Provison.” Working Paper, The College of William and Mary, 2003.

Glaeser, Edward L., David |. Laibson, Jose A. Scheinkman, and Christine L. Soutter.

“Measuring Trust.” Quarterly Journd of Economics, 2000, 115 (3): 811-846.

Knack, Stephen and Philip Keefer. “Does Socid Capitd Have an Economic Payoff? A Cross-

Country Investigation,” Quarterly Journal of Economics, 1997, 112(4): 1251-1288.

Kawachi, Ichiro, Bruce P. Kennedy, and Kimberly Lochner. “Socid Capita, Income Inequdity

and Mortdity.” American Journa of Public Hedlth, 1997, 87 (9): 1494-1498.

Marwell, G. and R. Ames. “ Experiments on the Provison of Public Goods |: Resources, Interest,

Group Size and the Free-Rider Problem.” American Journd of Sociology, 1979, 84(6): 1335-60.

Putnam, Robert. 2000. Bowling Alone. New York, NY: Simon and Schuster, 2000.



Table1: Survey responses regarding trust and tokens
contributed in a public goods experiment

Mean Margind Effect

Attitudinal measures of trust

Most people can be 313 0.697
trusted (2.63)
Most peopletry to be 333 0.588
far (3.36)
Most peopletry to be 313 -0.918
helpful (3.71)
You can't trust strangers 521 -1.791
anymore (5.96)
| am trustworthy 917 -1.036
(4.22)

Behavioral measures of trust

Often leave door 438 -1.200
unlocked (5.65)
Ever loan money to .188 0.935
srangers (3.91)
Often loan money to .646 -0.789
friends (1.77)
Ever victim of acrime 313 -1.607
(4.48)
Never lieto parents, 596 0.866
friends, etc. (index) (3.89)

Margind effects are cdculated as the Tobit coefficient of the explanatory variable multiplied by the
probability that the dependent variable is uncensored (evauated at the mean of the explanatory
variables); separate models are estimated for each trust measure.



Table2: Voluntary participation and tokens contributed in a
public goods experiment

Participation measures Mean Margind Effect
Hours volunteering in an 5.598 0.163
average week (1.62)
Hours volunteering in the 1.792 .033
last week (0.88)
Number of voluntary 2.479 0.210
groups (5.35)
Attend religious services 1.77 0.330
(times per month) (6.47)
Ever volunteer for a .85 1.894
campaign (7.96)
Voted in 2002 521 0.642
(2.29)
Number of friends 6.304 -0.077
(2.71)

Margind effects are caculated as the Tobit coefficient of the explanatory variable multiplied by the
probability that the dependent variable is uncensored (evaluated at the mean of the explanatory
variables); separate models are estimated for each trust measure.
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