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The data used in this study provides individual-level information about the
population’s participation in social organizations and its willingness to trust
members of their community. Argentina’ s participationrateiscloseto 20%. The
country’ strust rate depends on the question used to measureinter personal trust.
The mor e reasonabl e estimate puts the percentage of the population that trusts
non-family membersat 33%. The deter minants of the probability of participation
are age, household income, rural communities, and the individual’ s trust itself.
The determinants of trust are age, household wealth, participationitself, and the
community or provincial unemployment rates and income inequality.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The number of articles and books on social capital has exploded in recent
years. Robert Putnam’s seminal work on social participation in the United States
was finally published in 2000, but this work and his now famous work on Italian
civic engagement are cited frequently (see Putnam 2000 and 1993). Coleman’'s
(1990, chapter 12) definition of social capital is now a staple for rational choice
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social scientists. Economists have jumped on the bandwagon by studying the
effects of “social capital” on various economic and social phenomena, including
economic growth across countries (Knack and Keefer 1997; Zak and Knack 1998),
village incomes in an African country (Narayan and Pritchet 1999), violent crime
rates across countries (Lederman et al. 2001), and financial development within
Italy (Guisoet al.2000).1 Most studies use measures of “interpersonal trust” and
“participation in social organizations’ as proxiesfor “social capital.”

Instead of looking at the effects of social capital on economic and social
outcomes, this study attempts to identify the empirical determinants of social
participation and interpersonal trust in Argentina, with a special emphasison the
role of income and wealth. The survey dataused in this paper was collected by the
World Bank. The survey wasapplied to anational and regionally (in six geographic
regions) representative sample of Argentine households. The sample was also
representative of rural and urban communities. The number of responding
households totaled 2235. The survey wasimplemented during May-June 2000.

Knack and Keefer (1997) contributed to this line of inquiry by estimating
correlations between aggregate (national) measures of social capital and various
institutional and economic variables. Political scientists have also contributed to
this line of research using individual-level data. Brehm and Rahn (1997)
demonstrated, using individual-level datafrom the U.S., that confidencein public
institutions, civic engagement andinterpersonal trust areinterrelated. Morerecent
contributions to the economics literature on the determinants of social capital in
the U.S. are DiPasquale and Glaeser (1998), Glaeser et al. (1999), and Alesinaand
LaFerrara(2000 and 1999). Therearevery few studiesof the determinantsof social
capital in developing countries?

The first econometric models presented in this paper are simple Probit
estimates. Subsequently, the results from SUR estimates (which control for the
simultaneous determination of participation and trust at the individual level) and
two-stage Probit estimates are also discussed. The main determinants of the
probability of participation in Argentinaare age, age squared, household income
(and perhaps income squared), rural communities (perhaps due to lower
probabilities of migration among rural residents, since most migrantslivein urban
centers), perhapscommunity or provincial unemployment rates, and theindividual’s
trustitself. In contrast, the main determinants of trust are age and age squared, but
with the opposite signsto those exhibited by probability of participation, household
wealth (but not its squared term nor household income), participation itself (as
demonstrated by the SUR Probit results concerning the cross-correl ation between
the two social capital models), and especially the community or provincial

1Although most analystsfind benign effects from social capital, there are afew skeptical views.
Some argue that social capital is not a substitute for good governance by the state (Bowles
1999) and that not all forms of social capital, which benefit some groups at the expense of
others, are necessarily benign (see Rubio 1997; Durlauf 1999; Portes and Landolt 2000; Lederman
et al. 2001).

2Narayan and Pritchett (1999) studied the effect of social capital onincomesacrossvillagesin
Tanzania. Schady (2000) studied the determinants of volunteerism in rural Peru.
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unemployment rates and income inequality. These results are consistent with the
predictions of asimpleeconomic model of the determinants of social capital, where
participation capturesthe” flow” of social capital, whiletrust isthe stock of social
capital.

Therest of thisstudy isorganized asfollows. Section 2 very briefly revisits
concepts and measurement issues related to “social capital” by focusing on
interpersonal “trust” and participationin social organizations. Section 3 describes
the survey questions used to measure these two typesof social capital and presents
the Argentine rates of participation and trust reveal ed by the data. Some spaceis
dedicated to acomparison of three different aggregate measures of “trust,” which
differ by the type of survey question used to construct each variable. Section 4
presentsavery simple economic model of social capital formation at theindividual
level, which serves as the guide for the specification of the econometric models.
Section 5 discussesthe estimation strategy, including two complicationsregarding
the potentially simultaneous determination of the probability of participation and
trust, as well as the potential endogeneity of some key explanatory variables.
Section 6 discusses the basic Probit results, while Section 7 presents the results
from SUR Probit regressionsand TS-Probit regressions. Section 8 summarizesthe
findings and policy recommendations.

2. ConceEPTsAND MEASUREMENT OF SociaL CAPITAL

Social capital hasbeen broadly defined astheset of rules, norms, obligations,
reciprocity, and trust embedded in social relations, social structures, and society’s
institutional arrangements, which enable membersto achieve their individual and
community objectives (Coleman 1990; Narayan 1997). According to Portes and
Landolt (2000, 532) “the definition of social capital astheability to secureresources
by virtue of membership in social networks or larger social structures represents
the most widely accepted definition of the term today.” Nevertheless, social capi-
tal is not a homogeneous concept but comprises various social elements that
promote individual and collective action. It follows from this complexity that
measuring social capital is problematic. Nevertheless, researchers have used —
with varying degrees of success— indicators of social capital based on people’s
participation in social organizations and the sense of trust among community
members.

For economists, it isuseful to draw anal ogies between physical and human
capital and social capital. Coleman (1990, 304-305) put it in the following terms:

“Just asphysical capital iscreated by making changesin materials so asto
formtoolsthat facilitate production, human capital iscreated by changing persons
so asto give them skills and capabilities... Social capital, in turn, iscreated when
the relations among persons change in ways that facilitate [collective] action...
Thefunctionidentified by the concept ‘ social capital’ isthe value of those aspects
of social structure to actors, as resources that can be used... to realize their
interests.”
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But this description of social capital does not establish the reasons why
social interactions can produce useful resources for individuals. Coleman’s
argument is that social interactions, especially repeated interactions, produce
obligationsand expectationsamong individual s (Coleman 1990, 306). Inthewords
of Brehm and Rahn (1997, 1001-1002), “ The more that citizens participate in their
communities, the more that they learn to trust others; the greater thetrust citizens
hold for others, the more likely they are to participate.”

3. SociaL CAPITAL IN ARGENTINA
A. Survey questions on trust

Until recently, most research focused on aggregate outcomes of social
capital, such as overall participation rates in social organizations (see Putnam
2000). In the United States, the workhorse for most empirical studies of social
capital are the General Socia Surveys (GSS), which ask individuals the following
relevant questions: (1) “ Generally speaking, would you say that most people can
be trusted or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?’ (2) The GSS
guestionnaire includes questions regarding the respondents’ membership in
organizations such as political groups, religious organizations, unions, school
associations, etc. Another survey that hasbeen tested internationally isthe World
Values Surveys (WVS), sponsored by the University of Michigan in several
countries around the globe, especially in industrialized countries and East
and Central Europe. The relevant questionsin the WV S are virtually identical to
the GSS.

This approach has been questioned recently. Experimental evidence
provided by Glaeser et al. (1999) showsthat the question oninterpersonal trustis
not a good predictor of whether an individual will actually trust a stranger. The
answers to this question seem to be more closely related to the respondent’s
perception of hisor her own trustworthiness, thus producing a mis-identification
problem. Glaeser and his co-authorswarn their readers about aggregation problems
when using theindividual-level responsestothegeneral trust question. Theconcern
is that the sum of positive responses on trustworthiness may not be a good
aggregate approximation to the stock of social capital in a community, because
trusting untrustworthy individuals may hurt naive trustworthy individuals. The
aggregate stock of social capital of a community should consider both positive
and negative externalities that are difficult to ascertain and measure. At thistime,
thereare no studiesthat provide methodsfor resolving thisissue. Henceweopted
to use different questions about interpersonal trust in an attempt to identify trust
rather than trustworthiness. When aggregating the responses we simply added
the positiveresponses and divided by the samplesizeto derivethetrust rate, thus
ignoring externalities. Some of the econometric results presented below seem to
show that one of the questionsused in the survey to some extent resolvesthe mis-
identification problem.
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The quantitative analysisto be presented below relies on three questions
on trust. Thefirst one (Trust I) is a hypothetical: “If you had to leave suddenly,
whom could you trust to take care of delicate matters, such asyour home, children
or a dependent adult?’” The respondent is presented with a set of options that
includesfamily members. A respondent was considered to trust othersif heor she
answered that they could rely on someone other than afamily member. The second
(Trust I1) question issimilar to the GSS-WV S question: “The majority of peoplein
this community are basically honest and you can trust them.” Respondents were
considered to trust othersif they were in agreement or strongly agreed with the
statement. The third question (Trust 111) is similar the second one in its general
phrasing, but actually asked about distrust: “Today you can’t trust anybody.”
Thosewho did not agree with this statement were considered to trust others. Note
that the latter two questions are more likely to suffer from the mis-identification
problem highlighted by Glaeser et al. (1999) due to the general and ambiguous
phrasing of the statements.

B. “Trust” rates by survey question

Table 1 showsArgentina s“trust rates’, which differ by the survey question
usedtoidentify individual swithinterpersonal trust. The percentage of respondents
that answered in the affirmative to the first, hypothetical trust question (Trust 1)
was 33.1%. The corresponding percentages derived from the more general trust
questions (Trust 11 and 111) are almost twice thefirst one, reaching 66.8 and 57.7%,
respectively. Hence the question used produces dramatically different results. As
will be seen later, there are a so significant differencesin terms of the predictions
about individual social participation produced by these three different indicators
of community trust.

TABLE1
TRUST INARGENTINA BY TYPES OF TRUST QUESTION

Trust Indicator Trust "Rate"
(% of respondents answering in the affirmative)

| 33.1
I 66.8
Il 57.7

Source: Author’s calculations based on survey data compiled by Sofres-1bope, Argentina. See
text for definitions.

The regional trust rates show that the one derived from the hypothetical
questions(Trust |) exhibitsthelowest rates. Thefourth regionistheonly exception,
where the third type has a lower rate. According to Trust I, the highest rates of
trust are found in the fourth region, followed by the sixth and second regions.
Using Trust 1, the highest rate is in the third region, followed by the first. The
ranking of theregionsisalso different when using Trust |11, which showsthefifth
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regioninfirst place, followed by thethird region. It isimportant to understand how
these different “types’ of trust affect social participation by individuals. Without
thistype of analysis, itisvirtually impossibleto make any sort of recommendation
about how to measureinterpersonal trust. Furthermore, in order to haveaninformed
policy discussion about how trust can be enhanced in Argentina, we need to know
not only what isthe desirabletrust question, but al so what are the determinants of
an individual’ s decision to trust others.

C. Social participationin Argentina

Survey respondentswere asked toidentify the social organizationsinwhich
they participate voluntarily.® Thetotal participation rate inArgentinawas 19.7%.
A small number of them said that they participatein at least two (2.2%) and an even
smaller portion (0.2%) said that they participate in at least three. International
studiesuse " membership density” asameasureof social capital, whichiscalculated
as the average number of groups cited per respondent in each country. The data
collected for this study implies amembership density of 0.21. This number iswell
below the corresponding average membership density in Argentinafor 1981 and
1990 as estimated by the WV S, which was 0.41. In asample of 37 devel oping and
developed countries with WV S data, Argentina s membership density was the
lowest. The fact that the number estimated with this new survey instrument is
lower should be taken with agrain of salt dueto differencesin survey design.4 A
recent study by FLACSO (1997) estimated Argentina’ s participation rate at 20%.
Thus our current estimate seems reasonable. One point is clear: we have no
evidence showing that Argentinacurrently isacountry with ahigh level of social
capital, and this new data on social participation is not encouraging. The rest of
the analysis focuses on the primary organization identified by the respondents.

4, AN Economic MobEL oF SociaL CapiTaL FORMATIONS

Before proceeding with the empirical analysis of the determinants of social
capital in Argentina, it isimportant to establish some testable hypotheses. In this

3Labor unions were explicitly excluded from the options set, because membership is usually
mandatory for workers in Argentina. See also footnote 4 below.

4In the GSS and WV S, the question on membership is: “Now wewould liketo know something
about the groups or organizations to which individuals belong. Here is a list of various
organizations. Could you tell me whether or not you are amember of each type?’ In contrast,
the Argentina survey asked the respondent to list the groups to which he/she belongs and then
was asked to use a list of 30 types of organizations to describe each one. It is likely that
providing alist of organizations before asking about actual participation would have increased
the reported number of groups in which the respondent participates.

5For alternative theoretical models of social capital formation see Glaeser et al. (2000) and
Alesinaand La Ferrara (1999).
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section we present a simple model of an individual’s decision to invest time in
accumulating social capital by participating in social organizations, based on
expected costs and benefits. This approach is consistent with the sociological
(Coleman 1990; Portes and Landolt 2000) and the economic literature (DiPasquale
and Glaeser 1998) that emphasi ze the definitions of social capital linking the ability
of individuals to secure resources through their membership in social networks.

Thedecisionto participatein social groupscan bemodel ed asadichotomous
outcome. Theindividual decideswhether or not to participate based on the expected
net benefits:

@ D=1 if nb(D)30; D=0 otherwise.

“nb” stands for the net benefit. D is the decision to participate in social
organizations; it equalsonewhenever participationin asocial organization produ-
ces positive net benefits. In turn, these net benefits can be disaggregated into
utility effects, where some are positive and some are negative as follows:

(2 nb(D)=U(DSK(D)- weT(D)- d+ DK+ SK)3 0

Thefirst negativeterm on theright hand side of equation (2) representsthe
opportunity cost of participation (wel (D)) . Itistheproduct of thewagerate(w)
timesthe amount of timeinvested in participating, which isitself afunction of the
decision to participate (T(D)) .6 The opportunity cost of time could include
losses related to lost leisure and other foregone activities such as family
responsihilities.

The second negative term represents the loss of social capital that would
be produced by its depreciation, which depends on the expected probability of
migration. Thisterm isnecessary because social capital ispresumed to be specific
tothecommunity. After anindividual movesto another place, his/her social capital
stock depreciates by a given portion of the overall community stock of social
capital ('SK ). For example, friendshipsand businessconnectionsin onecommunity
might beless useful in another (asin Schiff 1999). Following Glaeser et al. (2000),
the expected depreciation rate (d ) reflects the probability of moving to another
community:

3 d=g-l

where g isthe probability of moving to adifferent community and | isthe
rate of depreciation of social capital resulting from the move. The last termin (2)

6please note that parentheses represent functional dependence, whileinteractions are represented
by “e”. Theonly exception to thisnotation isthe parenthesisin equation (3), which denotes
a subtraction between the terms inside the parenthesis.
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also includes an interaction between the net change in the individual’s social
capital and the community’s stock of social capital, because the benefits (and
reduced benefits from migration) depend on the interaction of the individual with
agiven community. Inthe model, DSK could be interpreted as the change in the
level of interpersonal trust, which depends on the decision to participate. Also,
XK isthe aggregate level of trust in the community.”

Thefirst positiveterm on theright-hand side of equation (2) representsthe
increase in utility that would be brought about by the decision to participate,
which produces a change in the stock of social capital (DSK )belonging to the
representative individual. In turn, this utility function can be dis-aggregated into
two components:

4  U(DSK(D))= U(w(DSK(D)- SK)+DSK(D))

The first component (w(DSK (D). SK)) isan expression linking thewage
rate of the individual to his’her change in social capital times the community’s
social capital. In other words, it isassumed that increasesin social capital brought
about by increased social participation can produce increases in productivity.
Collier (1998) proposed this type of productivity-enhancing effect. For the case
of Tanzania, Narayan and Pritchett (1999) identify a variety of channels through
which social capital might raise village incomes, including increased com-
munity effectiveness in monitoring the quality of public services, enhanced
community cooperation, increased innovation diffusion, and other actions that
lead to productivity increases. The second term (DSK (D)) inequation (4) argues
that anindividual’ sutility can bedirectly and positively affected by his/her social
capital. For example, individuals could gain utility by forming friendships or any
type of social connection that enhances their social status or wellbeing. Several
authors, such as Robison and Siles (1999) and Schiff (1992), propose thistype of
direct utility-enhancing effect. It isimpossible to ascertain the magnitude of this
effect. By inserting equation (4) into equation (2) and rearranging terms so that the
direct utility-enhancing effect appears to the right of the inequality, we get:

(5) D=1if Uw(DSK(D)sSK)-wsT(D)-d+DSK+SK)3 - U(DSK(D),
D = 0 otherwise.

Sincethe very last term in equation (5) is unobservable, thismodel can be
summarized as stating that an individual will participate in social organizationsto
accumulate social capital whenever the observabl e net benefits (those on the left
side of inequality (5)) exceed an unobserved threshold.

"There is some ambiguity in the literature about whether participation is a flow or a stock
variable — see Glaeser et al. (2000). In thismodel, trust is treated as a stock and participation
leadsto aflow or changeininterpersonal trust. Thisreasoning is consistent with Collier (1998)
and Coleman (1990) who see trust as the outcome from social interactions.
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From (5), we can derive testable hypotheses. First, the wage rate appears
with both a positive and a negative influence on the index that determines the
decisionto participate. Thewageitself depends on the decision to participate and
itisendogenous. Thisshould betaken into account when choosing the estimation
strategy. Second, the prospects of migration (or geographic mobility) seem to
reduce the likelihood that an individual will participate. Third, the productivity-
enhancing effect depends on theinteraction of thecommunity’ ssocial capital with
theindividual’ snetincreasein social capital. Factorssuch asthelevel of education,
age of the individual and his/her profession may determine the magnitude of this
effect. Moreover, education and age may simultaneously determine the threshold
level of theindex. Therefore, in the following empirical analysis we will test these
hypotheses, while also controlling for other factors that may determine the
individual’ s decision to participate.

5. EvpiricAL DETERMINANTSOF SociaL CAPITAL IN ARGENTINA
A. Explanatory variables

Based onthetheoretical model presented above, and theargumentscoming
from the political science literature cited earlier, the empirical analysis should aim
to control for three potential causesof social participation and trust. Determinants
of theindividual’ sincome should be considered, including age, level of education
and (the natural logarithm of) current income of the household. Also, we can
expect non-linear effectsfrom age, education and income on thelikelihood that an
individual will participate in social organizations. Thisis due to the fact that the
wage rate theoretically can have contradicting effects on social capital formation.
Therefore, it is possible that for certain ranges of age, education and current
income the negative effect will predominate over the positive effect. For example,
Glaeser et al. (2000) show theoretically and empirically that age has non-linear
effectson participation density across USjurisdictions, presumably becauseyoung
and elderly individualswho arenot at their peaksin termsof economic participation
in the labor market tend to have low participation densities. The data summarized
in Figure 1 shows that there might be a non-linear relation between trust and
household income. This hypothesis will be tested econometrically.

Theemployment status of the head of household may affect his/her decision
to participate as well as the decision to participate by other members of the
household. Thereasonisthat participation may take away timefromthejob search
and from additional work that other household members might be required to
undertake in order to make-up for the family’s loss of income. Alternatively,
participating in groups where the individual can make professional contacts may
enhancethejob search. Theanalysiswill control for the employment status of the
household head.

Education may impact interpersonal trust and social participation through
non-economic channels, because education “may help to create a climate of trust
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that is self-reinforcing” (Helliwell and Putnam 1999, 5). The probability of
participation could also be affected by the experience of having been the victim of
acrime. Also, it islikely that victimization may reduce individuals' willingnessto
trust strangers (Alesina and La Ferrara 2000). The data for these variables was
collected by the survey.

FIGURE 1
PARTICIPATION RATESBY INCOME DECILES
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Analternative concept related to incomeishousehold wealth. Thedifference
isthat income, asreported by the survey data, isactually an approximateindicator
of currentincomeflows, whilehousehold weal th shoul d reflect the stock of wealth.
Thelatter can be represented by the ownership of assets and consumer durables.
We used thefirst principal component of aset of variablesto construct anindex of
household wealth. The variables included homeownership, the number of rooms
per capita in the dwelling, the number and types of automobiles owned by the
household, plus the ownership of other consumer durables, including personal
computers, refrigerators, etc. Intheory, thewealth index should help explain “ stock”
indicatorsof socia capital (perhapstrust), whilethe current income variable should
help explain “flow” indicators of social capital (perhaps participation). The data
summarized in Figure 2 indicatesthat there could be alinear relation between trust
and wealth. This hypothesiswill be tested.

Asmentioned earlier, theindividual’ swagerateislikely to be endogenous
to the decision to participate, and wealth itself may be determined by the stock of
social capital held by the individual. This could also be true for the employment
statusof theindividual. To control partially for thisendogeneity, the Probit models
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to be presented bel ow use the household’s income per capita and wealth index as
an explanatory variable for the individual’s decision to participate and trust
strangers. For employment, we also use the employment status of the head of
household rather than status of the individual. However, since it is likely that
income is correlated among members of the household, this approach might not
fully control for endogeneity, and therefore some of the results presented bel ow
could have an upward biasin the estimated coefficients of theincome and wealth
variables.

FIGURE 2
TRUST RATESBY WEALTH DECILES
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Community characteristics that may affect the extent of the benefits of
social participation should also beincluded as explanatory variables. For example,
Zak and Knack (1998) find that income inequality (as well as ethnic diversity)
reduces trust rates across countries, and Alesina and La Ferrara (1999) find that
community income inequality (and other forms of hetergoneity) are associated
with lower probabilities of participation by individuals. For the case of Argentina,
which has been suffering from double-digit unemployment rates, which in turn
might cause social tension, community-level unemployment rates might be
associated with lower probabilities of social participation and trust at the level of
the individual. To control for these two community characteristics (i.e., income
inequality and unemployment), thisstudy relieson datafrom Argentina sstatistical
agency (INDEC), which permits the cal culation of measures of income inequality
and unemployment across the twenty-two provinces.
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To control for the probability of geographic migration, we include a
household variable about homeownership that identifies individuals who live in
homes owned by the household. The intuition is that homeownership ties
individuals to their communities by raising the costs of migration. This variable
works quite well with US data (DiPasguale and Glaeser 1998). A community-level
variable that might be linked to the probability of migration in Argentinais an
identifier of individualswholiveinrural areas. The expected probability of migration
islower for rural househol ds because most migrantsresidein urban centers. These
two variables (homeownership and the identifier of rural communities) were al'so
collected by the survey.8

B. Estimation strategy
1. Basic models

The model indicates that a Probit model approach might be adequate.
Following Alesinaand La Ferrara (1999 and 2000), the estimation strategy can be
represented as:

(6) Pr(D? 0Xjc,Hc )=F ( Xjc b+HcQg)

where subscriptsi and ¢ stand for individual sand communities (regionsor provinces

inour case), respectively, andF isthestandard cumulative normal with mean zero
and variance 1. X representsindividual characteristics; H represents community
variables. The latent, unobserved Probit index is afunction of X and H. Only the
outcomesof theindividual’ sdecisions (D) to participate and his/her answer tothe
trust question are observed.

Section VI presents the econometric results from the Probit models. The
presentation of the basic resultsis limited to the “marginal effects coefficients,”
which show the effect on the probability that anindividual will participate (or trust
non-family members) of adiscrete changein a continuous variable or of having a
particular characteristic. The standard errors of the estimated coefficients to be
presented are Huber-White errors, which are adjusted for heteroskedasticity of
unknown form. We also allowed for independence of the error terms across
settlements, but we allowed for dependence or clustering of the error termswithin
settlements. This correction of the standard errors of the estimated coefficientsis
necessary since settlementswere surveyed on different days by different people,
and thus the observations within settlements are likely to be closer to each other
than they are to observations from other settlements.

8Table Alinthe Appendix containsthe summary statistics of the explanatory variablesfor the
whole sampl e of respondents, for those who are heads of households, and for those who are not
heads of household. The distinction between these two groupsisimportant for the econometric
estimates that use characteristics of the household head as instruments for some explanatory
variables that might be endogenous — see sections 5, 6, and 7.
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The estimation strategy begins with the inclusion of individual and
household characteristics together with regional dummy variables. This “basic”
specification analyzestheimpact of the X variableswhile controlling for unknown
community effects. In turn, the regional dummy variables are replaced with
continuous community variables. This specification explores specific variables
that may drive the community effects.

Section 6, which discusses the basi ¢ regressions, al so analyzes some sim-
ple correlations between individual participation and the three community-level
indicators of trust. Likewise, after examining the basic determinants of individual
trust (1), which seems to be the more reasonable measure of trust, section 6 also
looksat simplecorrel ations between individual trust and participationinthevarious
types of organizations as defined earlier (i.e., homogeneity of membership with
two criteria, fund management, decision making, and leadership selection
mechanisms).

2. Complications: simultaneity and endogeneity problems

Section 7 attemptsto addresstwo estimation challenges. Thefirstisrelated
to the possibility that individual participation and trust are simultaneously
determined. This can occur either because they cause each other as argued by
Brehm and Rahn (1997), or because they have some common omitted determinants.
Generally speaking, ignoring this potential correlation between participation and
trust might reduce the efficiency of the estimates, or even produce biased estimates
if these variables are correl ated with other included explanatory variables. To exa-
minetheimpact of controlling for thiscorrelation, this study estimates asystem of
two equations (onefor participation and another for trust), whileallowing for their
error termsto be correlated. That is, seemingly unrelated (SUR) Probit regressions
are estimated for this purpose. This approach has been used in other areas of
applied economics, such asHassan (1996), which examines how different planting
choices affect each other in the cultivation of maizein Kenya.

The second complication is the possibility that some of the explanatory
variables in either the participation or the trust regressions are endogenous. In
particular, giventhe common finding that social capital hel ps determine household
incomes and wealth, we need to address the possibility that the Probit estimates
might beinconsistent (or biased) dueto reverse causality running from participation
(trust) to household income (wealth). To control for the potential endogeneity of
these variables, | employ Newey’ s (1987) two-stage maximum likelihood or Probit
estimator designed to control for the endogeneity of continuous explanatory va-
riables. This approach has been used in other areas of applied research by Ribar
(1994) and Norton et al. (1998). Ribar used it to control for the endogeneity
of continuousindicators of teenage fertility asadeterminants of the dichotomous
decision variable concerning high school completion. This author finds that
the negative effect of fertility on high school completion are greatly exaggerated
by endogeneity. Norton et al. use this technique to control for the endogeneity
(caused by the selection of peers) of the average peer substance abuse as a
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determinant of the likelihood of substance abuse by adolescents, and find that
peer selection did not produce any measurable endogeneity biases. Totest directly
for the endogeneity of thesevariables, | estimate Riversand Vuong' s(1988) simple
endogeneity test, which examines the statistical significance of the residual of
household income (wealth) from an incomefunction that includesall the exogenous
explanatory variables as determinants of income (wealth). The null hypothesis of
this test is that the income (wealth) residual is not correlated with participation
(trust). Therefore ap-value above 5% of thistest indicatesthat income (wealth) is
not endogenous.

To secure reliable instrumental variables for household income (wealth) |
use the age, age squared, years of education, and years of education squared of
the head of household. Thusthe TS-Probit model swere estimated with the sample
of individuals who were not heads of household. The alternative specification,
whichwould usethe characteristics of the non-headsasinstrumentsfor household
income (or wealth), was not used dueto arather large set of missing observations.?

All econometric model sare estimated with datafor the respondentsfor two
reasons. First, the data for non-respondents is likely to be less reliable than the
data for respondents. Second, the trust regressions can only be applied to
respondent data, because the trust questions could not be answered by the
respondent on behalf of other members of the household. The data used in the
regressionswas not weighted, becauseit isunclear what criteriawere used by the
surveyors to estimate the proper weights. The following sections discuss the
econometric results.

6. DeTERMINANTSOF SociaL ParTICIPATION: Basic REGRESSIONS
A. Social participation

Table2 showsthe basic Probit resultsfor the determinants of the probability
that anindividual will participatein any social organization. Inthe second column,
thefirst panel showsthe estimated marginal effects coefficientsfor the age of the
respondent, age squared, the natural logarithm of the household’s income per
capita, and thelogarithm of income per capita squared. The squared terms of both
variables were included to test for the existence of non-linear effects. The results
show that both variableshave significant non-linear effects. However, thedirection
of the non-linear effects of age and income are different. The probability of
participationisrisinginitially with age, but at aprogressively lower rate, asshown
by the negative and significant coefficient of the squared age variable. The

9The survey asked respondentsto describe the characteristics of all members of the household.
Thedatarequired to construct the proper instruments are the average age and years of education
of the household members excluded from the sample. It is not clear why household heads were
less willing to provide information about the rest of household members than vice-versa.
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probability of participation isinitially declining with income but eventually rises.
The estimated coefficientsimply the following marginal effects of age and income
on the probability of participation:10
IF
d Ageic
@) F

dLn(income)c

=0.008- 0.000x2 xAge, and

=- 0.114 +0.012 X {.n(income)

Figures 3 and 4 show the actual marginal coefficientsfor thewhole sample,
sorted by age andincome, respectively. Inthe case of age, over 72% of the sample,
have positive marginal coefficients; only individuals over 53 years of age have
negative marginal coefficients. In the case of income, over 73% of respondents
have positive marginal coefficients; only individuals living in households with
less than amonthly income of $97 per capita have negative marginal coefficients.
Referring back to the theoretical model presented above, in economic termsthese
resultsindicatethat for almost three quartersof the population, the marginal benefits
(i.e., the sum of pecuniary and non-pecuniary benefits) exceed the marginal
opportunity cost of social participation. For the poorest quarter, however, the
marginal costs exceed the marginal benefits of participation.

Individual swho belong to householdswherethe head isunemployed have
alower probability of participation. The gender variableis significant only in the
first specification and disappearswhen theweal thindex isintroduced in thesecond
specification. The only significant educational variable is the identifier of
respondents who have received their university degree, but this result is only
present in the second model. Some community variables in these models are
significant. Residentsof rural communities have ahigher probability of participation
than urban dwellers (by about 0.090), perhaps reflecting a lower probability of
migration. Residents of region 1 have lower probabilities of participating than
residents of region 6, which isthe control group in both models. In the following
exercises we present additional results that investigate how different community
(or regional) characteristics affect individual probabilities of participation.

10Thereported “0.000" estimatefor age squaredissmall but positive (0.0000796). All reported
coefficients are rounded up to the third decimal point. Note that the coefficient on the levels
of age and income are no longer “marginal” coefficients.
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TABLE 2
THE DETERMINANTS OF PARTICIPATION IN ARGENTINA:
BASIC PROBIT RESULTS
(dependent variable: individual’s probability of participation in any socia organization)

Explanatory variable Marginal probit Marginal probit
coefficients (a) (b) coefficients (a) (b)

Individual - household characteristics: continuous variables

Adge of respondent (c) 0.008 *x 0.009 **
(0.002) (0.002)
Age”2 -0.000 ** -0.000 *x
(0.000) (0.000)
Ln(Income per capita of household) (c) -0.114 *x 0.008 ()]
(0.054) (0.013)
Ln(Income per capita household) ~2 0.012 *x 0.007 ()]
(0.006) (0.008)
Individual - household characteristics: dummy variables
Unemployed head of household -0.078 ** -0.079 *x
(0.030) (0.028)
Male respondent -0.025% -0.021
(0.013) (0.014)
Home owned by household -0.008 Not included
(0.022)
Finished primary 0.009 0.007
(education of respondent) (0.035) (0.034)
Finished secondary 0.009 0.009
(education of respondent) (0.038) (0.037)
Finished tertiary 0.062 0.061
(education of respondent) (0.046) (0.045)
University degree 0.081 0.121 *k
(education of respondent) (0.064) (0.066)
Community (regional) dummies
Rural 0.089 ** 0.097 bl
(0.038) (0.036)
Region 1 -0.097 *x -0.104 **
(0.042) (0.039)
Region 2 -0.035 -0.038
(0.039) (0.035)
Region 3 -0.032 -0.037
(0.058) (0.053)
Region4 -0.028 -0.033
(0.041) (0.036)
Region5 -0.054 -0.064
(0.040) (0.036) *
Observations 2235 2187
Pseudo R"2 0.028 0.031
Predicted sample probability 19.1% 19.2%
(Actual =19.7%) (Actual =19.9%)

(a) Reported coefficientsare “marginal” effects. For dummy variables, they show the effect of
achange from 0 to 1.

(b) Standard errors (in parentheses) corrected for heteroskedasticity and clustering of the
residuals at the settlement level.

(c) The marginal coefficients of age and income are not the ones presented in this table; see
text.

(d) The wealth index is used instead of the natural logarithm of current household income per
capita and homeownership variables.

** = gignificant at 5% level; * = significant at 10% level.



INcomE, WEALTH, AND SOCIALIZATION IN ARGENTINA
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In the third column of Table 2, neither the level nor the squared of the
wealth index are significant. These results are consistent with the view that
participationisa“flow” rather than a“stock” indicator of social capital. The only
variablethat isnot robust to theinclusion of thewealth variablesisgender, which
isno longer asignificant determinant of participation.

Table 3 presentsthe Probit regressionsthat i nclude continuous community
variables. When the provincial unemployment rates and the relative income ratio
of the poorest quintilesareincluded asexplanatory variabl es, the resultsconcerning
the individual and household characteristics all remain unchanged. The dummy
for rural communities also retains is positive and significant coefficient. The
unemployment rate appears the expected and significant negative coefficient. A
one-percentageincrease in the provincial unemployment rateis associated with a
0.008 percent decreasein the probability of individual participation. Theprovincial
income ratio is not a statistically significant determinant of the probability of
participation.

TABLE 3
THE DETERMINANTS OF PARTICIPATION INARGENTINA: PROBIT
RESULTSWITH CONTINUOUS EXPLANATORY COMMUNITY VARIABLES
(dependent variable: individual’s probability of participation in any socia organization)

Explanatory variable (a) (b)

Controlsfor individual -household characteristics? Yes
Results changed for individual-household No
characteristics?
Rural 0.102**
(0.035)
Provincial unemployment rate -0.008**
(0.004)
Ratio of income shares 0.014
(poorest quintile/ richest quintile) (1.089)
Observations 2235
Pseudo R*2 0.022
Predicted sample probability (Actua = 19.7%) 19.1%

(a) Reported coefficientsare “marginal” effects. For dummy variables, they show the effect of
achange from 0 to 1.

(b) Standard errors of the underlying Probit coefficients (in parentheses) are corrected for
heterosedasticity and clustering of the errors at the settlement level.

** = gignificant at 5% level; * = significant at 10% level.

Theresults presented in Tables 2 and 3 lead to two important conclusions
about the determinants of participation in Argentina. First, most of the robust
determinantsof participation areindividual or household characteristics. However,
this does not mean that there are no important community-level determinants of
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participation, sinceindividualsfrom rural householdsand thoseliving in provinces
with lower unemployment rates have higher probabilities of participation than the
rest of the sample. Second, only the trust rate based on Trust | seems to be a
reasonable proxy for the stock of social capital. Hence, the survey question used
to construct the trust indicator makes a big difference in terms of estimates of its
effect on participation. Therefore, the regressions presented in the following
sectionson trust use Trust | asthe dependent variable.

B. Determinants of trust

Table4 showsthebasic Probit resultsfor the determinants of the probability
that a respondent will answer yes to the Trust | question.l Only one of the
individual or household characteristics under the second column is slightly
significant. That is, the age of the respondent is negative and is significant at the
10% level. Regarding the community dummy variables, the identifier of rural
communitiesis not significant, and none of the regional dummies are significant.

Thethird column showsthe resultswith the specification that replacesthe
income and homeownership variables with the corresponding wealth indicators.
The level of wealth is significant at the 5% level, but its squared term is not
significant. However, this linear relationship could be biased due to reverse
causality; wealth could be driven by trust. This issue is examined later in this
paper. The other significant determinant of trust in this specification isthe gender
of the respondent; mal es seem to be morelikely to respond in the affirmative than
females. Also, one of the region dummies appears significant in this model.

Table 5 shows the results for the model where the regional dummies are
replaced with the continuous provincial variables. This model includes wealth
instead of income because regressions with the common sample showed that
income was not significant. The regression includes the unemployment rate and
the relative income ratio. Both provincial or community variables are significant
and appear with the expected signs. A one percentage point increasein theprovin-
cial unemployment rate (above the sample mean) isassociated with a0.024 decline
in the probability of trust by the respondent. The estimated coefficient on the
poor’s relative income ratio implies that a one percentage point increase in the
relative income of the poor in the province of residence is associated with a0.046
increasein the probability of trust by the respondent. The estimations discussed
so far may suffer from inefficiencies and biases caused by the simultaneity and
endogeneity problems discussed above. The following sections analyze results
derived from estimations that attempt to control for these potential pitfalls.

11probit regressionswith Trust 11 asthe dependent variables produced similar results. Themain
exception is the result concerning the crime victimization variable. In this case, the results
have the same sign, but it is statistically significant in the models that explain the probability
of Trust II.
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TABLE 4
THE DETERMINANTS OF INTERPERSONAL TRUST IN ARGENTINA:
BASIC PROBIT RESULTS
(dependent variable: individual’s probability of answering yes to the Trust | question)

Explanatory variable Marginal probit Margina probit
coefficients (a) coefficients (a)

Individual - household characteristics: continuous variables

Age of respondent (c) -0.004 * -0.004 *
(0.002) (0.002)
Agen2 0.000 0.000 *
(0.000) (0.000)
Ln(Income per capita of household) (c) 0.128 0038  **
(0.099) (0.016)  (d)
Ln(Income per capita household) "2 -0.006 -0.012
(0.010) (0.011) (d)
Individua - household characteristics: dummy variables
Unemployed head of household 0.054 0.018
(0.049) (0.045)
Victim of crime in the household -0.007 -0.005
(0.025) (0.025)
Male respondent 0.030 0.045 *x
(0.023) (0.022)
Home owned by household 0.001 Not included
(0.025)
Finished primary -0.039 -0.031
(education of respondent) (0.035) (0.035)
Finished secondary 0.022 0.045
(education of respondent) (0.035) (0.033)
Finished tertiary 0.013 0.039
(education of respondent) (0.051) (0.050)
University degree 0.031 0.040
(education of respondent) (0.056) (0.064)
Community (regional) dummies
Rural -0.026 -0.032
(0.040) (0.044)
Region 1 -0.097 -0.101
(0.077) (0.075)
Region 2 0.013 -0.010
(0.090) (0.086)
Region3 -0.066 -0.095
(0.081) (0.075)
Region 4 0.116 0.082
(0.091) (0.087)
Region5 -0.124 -0.149 *
(0.076) (0.070)
Observations 2235 2187
Pseudo R"2 0.042 0.034
Predicted sample probability 32.4% 32.3%
(Actual = 33.1%) (Actual = 32.9%)

a) Reported coefficients are “marginal” effects. For dummy variables, they show the effect of
achange from 0 to 1.

(b) Standard errors of the underlying Probit coefficients (in parentheses) are corrected for
heteroskedasticity and clustering of the residuals at the settlement level.

(c) The marginal coefficients of age and income are not the ones presented in this table; see
text.

(d) Thewealth index isused instead of the natural logarithm of the household income per capita
and homeownership variables.

** = gignificant at 5% level; * = significant at 10% level.
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TABLES
THE DETERMINANTS OF INTERPERSONAL TRUST INARGENTINA: PROBIT
RESULTSWITH CONTINUOUS EXPLANATORY COMMUNITY VARIABLES
(dependent variable: individual’s probability of answering yesto the Trust | question)

Explanatory variable (a) (b)

Controls for individual-household characteristics, Yes

including wealth?

Results changed for individual & household No

characteristics?

Rura Not sig.

Provincia unemployment rate -0.024**
(0.005)

Provincial ratio of income shares 0.046**

(poorest quintile/ richest quintile) (1.304)

Observations 2187

Pseudo R"2 0.031

Predicted sample probability (Actual = 32.9%) 3R4%

(a) Reported coefficients are “marginal” effects. For dummy variables, they show the effect
of achange from 0 to 1.

(b) Standard errors (in parentheses) corrected for heteroskedasticity and clustering of the
residuals at the settlement level.

** = gignificant at 5% level; * = significant at 10% level.

7. CONTROLLING FOR SIMULTANEITY AND ENDOGENEITY: SUR- AND
TS-ProBiT REGRESSIONS

Table 6 presentstheresultsfrom the SUR Probit regressions, which control
for the potential correlation between the error terms (or residuals) from both models
estimated simultaneously. A first observation isthat errors of both modelsarein
fact correlated.}2 This statistic appears at the bottom of Table 6. Second, none of
thesignsof the coefficientsin either regression are different from those discussed
inreferenceto Tables3and 5. Third, thereare afew changesregarding the statistical
significance of some of the explanatory variables. In the participation regression,
the age and household income variables, which were significant in the previous
results, are now even more significant. Also, now the university degree dummy
variable appearswith the expected positive sign asit did before, but isnow slightly
significant at the 10% confidence level. The provincial unemployment rate is no
longer asignificant determinant of participation. For the trust regression, none of
the age variables appear significant at the 10% level (with oppositesignsasthose
in the participation regression). The absolute value of the Probit coefficients are
virtually identical to those previously estimated (but not presented). Hence it

12This results did not change when using the Trust Il variable instead of Trust I.
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seemsthat thereisasignificant simultaneity issue affecting these two models, but
the correlation between participation and trust mainly affects the precision or
efficiency of the estimates, rather than their signs.

TABLE 6
SUR PROBIT REGRESSIONS ON PARTICIPATION AND TRUST (1)
Explanatory variable Participation Trust (1)
probit probit
coefficients (a) coefficients (a)

Individual - household characteristics: continuous variables

Adge of respondent 0.031 *x -0.012 *
(0.009) (0.002)

Age”2 -0.000  ** 0.000 *
(0.000) (0.000)

Ln(Income per capitaof household) -0.442 i 0.107 i
(0.208) 0.017) (b)

Ln(Income per capita household) ~2 0.044  ** -0.033
(0.021) (0.030) (b

Individual - household characteristics: dummy variables

Unemployed head of household -0.367  ** 0.049
(0.154) (0.120)

Victim of crimein the household Not includec -0.005

(0.070)

Male respondent -0.069 0.120 >
(0.048) (0.023)

Home owned by household -0.055 Not included
(0.082)

Finished primary 0.008 -0.072

(education of respondent) (0.128) (0.099)

Finished secondary 0.024 0.138

(education of respondent) (0.149) (0.089)

Finished tertiary 0.223 0.1209

(education of respondent) (0.156) (0.133)

University degree 0.381 * 0114

(education of respondent) (0.210) (0.164)

Community (& provincial) variables

Rura 0364  ** -0.121
(0.103) (0.048)

Unemployment rate (province) -0.082 -0.067  **
(0.078) (0.015)

Ratio of income shares (province) 0.000 0.129 >
(0.092) (3.520)

Observations 2187 2187

Error correlation 0.131**

(p-value) (0.044)

(a) Standard errors (in parentheses) corrected for heteroskedasticity and clustering of the
residuals at the settlement level.

(b) Thewealth index isused instead of the natural logarithm of the household income per capita
and homeownership variables.

Note: Regression included intercepts for both dependent variables.

** significant at 5% level, * significant at 10% level.
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Table7 presentstheresultsfrom the TS-Probit model s estimated separately.
The income squared and wealth squared variables were omitted due to the
impracticality of estimating modelswith more than one endogenous variable. Pa-
nel A in Table 7 shows the results from the first-stage regressions where the
dependent variableswerethelog of householdincome (for the participation model)
and the household wealth index (for the trust model). The results show that the
instruments worked quite well as determinants of both endogenous variables.
Moreover, additional auxiliary Probit regressionsindicated that the chosen instru-
mental variables have no direct effect on the relevant dependent variables, thus
suggesting that any effect they have on social participation and trust go through
their indirect effect viatheir effects on household income or wealth.13

Panel B showsthe resultsfor the participation and trust regressions once
the potentially endogenous variables (household income and weal th, respectively)
areinstrumented using the househol d head’ s age and education characteristicsas
instruments (aswell asall other exogenous variablesincluded in both models). In
both cases, there are strong non-linear effects of age, as previously estimated in
with theregular Probit and SUR Probit regressions. The exogenous component of
household income has a strong positive correlation with the probability of
participation; and wealth has a strong positive effect on the probability of trust.
Residents of rural communitiesstill have ahigher probability of participation than
others, and the provincial unemployment rate again appears with a slightly
significant and negative coefficient in the participation model. In contrast, the
probability of trust is still significantly determined by both provincial variables,
the unemployment rate and the relative income of the poor. The Rivers-Vuong
endogeneity tests indicate that household income was certainly endogenous,
while household wealth is not necessarily endogenous. These conclusions are
supported by the fact that the errors from the first-stage and the second-stage
regressions were significantly correlated only in the models concerning
participation, but not for trust.

13These regressions are available from the author upon request.
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TABLE7

TWO-STAGE PROBIT REGRESSIONS ON PARTICIPATION AND TRUST

Explanatory Variables

Participation

Trust (1)

A. First-stage regressions:
Dependent variables are Ln (household income) and household wealth index

Education yrs. of head of household 0.392 ** 0.064 **
Education yrs. of head of household"2 -0.046 ** -0.001 **
Age of head of household 0.016 * 0.376 **
Age of head of household"2 -0.000 -0.046 **
Age of respondent -0.009 -0.009
Age of respondent2 0.000 ** 0.000
Victim of crimein household Not included 0.088 *
Male respondent 0.169 ** -0.061
Finished primary (respondent) 0.391 ** 0.296 **
Finished secondary (respondent) 0.751 ** 0.730 **
Finished tertiary (respondent) 0.974 ** 1.053 **
University degree (respondent) 1.242 ** 1.283 **
Unemployed head of household -0.611 ** -0.386 **
Home owned by household -0.000 Not included
Rural community -0.188 ** -0.235 **
Provincial unemployment rate 0.024 ** 0.018 *
Provincial ratio of income shares (poorest quintile / 0.065 ** 0.028
richest quintile)
Intercept 2351 ** -2.983 **
B. Second-stage regressions:

Dependent variables are individual participation and trust (1)
Age of respondent 0.026 ** -0.033 **
Adge of respondent™2 -0.000 * 0.000 **
Ln(household income) 0.475 ** 0.358 ** (a)
Victim of crimein household Note includec 0.103
Male respondent 0.000 -0.045
Finished primary (respondent) -0.217 -0.133
Finished secondary (respondent) -0.389 -0.094
Finished tertiary (respondent) -0.359 -0.184
University degree (respondent) -0.337 -0.132
Unemployed head of household 0.221 -0.046
Home owned by household -0.103 Not included
Rural community 0.340 ** 0.146
Provincial unemployment rate -0.030 * -0.080 **
Provincial ratio of income shares (poorest quintile / -0.015 0.107 **
richest quintile)
Intercept -2.879 0.105
Observations 1159 1159
Error correlation -0.377 ** -0.194
Rivers-vuong endogeneity test (p-value) 0.016 ** 0.186

(a) Wealth index included in trust regression instead of household income.

** significant at 5%, * significant at 10%.
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8. CoNCLUSIONS

Research on the causes of social capital isinitsinfancy. Thisstudy isone
of the first of its kind. It provides an analysis of individual and community
characteristics that affect individual decisions related to the accumulation of so-
cial capital in adeveloping country.

Thisstudy provided abaseline measurement of indicators of social capital.
Argentinais probably on the lower end of social capital when compared to pre-
existing international evidence. Theresults presented here are roughly equivalent
to those reported by FLACSO (1997). More importantly, that questions used to
measure socia capital determined the validity of the empirical indicators of social
capital. Thisis particularly important when measuring interpersonal trust. To nail
down this argument, consider the fact that when individuals were asked about
their perceptions about whether community members participate in social
organizations, over 38% answered in the affirmative. This percentage is almost
100% higher than the actual participation rate of 19.7%. Future research on social
capital should rely on survey questionsthat inquire about actual behavior, rather
than general perceptions derived from ambiguously worded questions.

The main determinants of the probability of participation in Argentina are
age, age squared, household income (and perhaps income squared), rural
communities (perhapsdueto lower probabilities of migration among rural residents,
since most migrants live in urban centers), perhaps community or provincial
unemployment rates, and the individual’s trust itself. In contrast, the main
determinants of trust are age and age squared, but with the opposite signs to
those exhibited by probability of participation, household wealth (but not its squared
term nor household income), participation itself (as demonstrated by the SUR
Probit results concerning the cross-correlation between the two socia capital
models), and especially the community or provincial unemployment rates and
income inequality. These results are consistent with the predictions of a simple
economic model of the determinants of social capital, where participationisaflow
variable, whiletrust isastock variable.

There are many remaining issues that merit further analysis. In this study
we did not focus on the potential effects of family structure on participation and
trust. It is plausible that single parents may have either higher opportunity costs
of participation or higher payoffs, if the participation entails sharing parenting
responsibilitieswith other members of the community. Our results on gender were
not robust, because its significance depended on whether the specification
included theincomeor thewealth variables. A look at the correl ations between the
gender of the respondent and the household income and wealth variablesreveal s
that the likelihood that the respondent will be amaleis positively correlated with
income, but not with wealth. Thelack of robustness of the gender variable may be
related to some form of selection bias. For example, male heads of household are
more likely to be away from home when income flows areimportant relative to the
stock of wealth. Future research could re-examine the link between gender and
social capital while controlling for this type of selection bias.
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This study found a very weak link between educational attainment and
social capital. Namely, the results show very weak evidence that university
graduates are more likely to participate than individuals with lower levels of
education. Educationisnot arobust predictor of interpersonal trust. Yetitislikely
that the connection between education and social capital is more complicated.
Future studies should attempt to fill this gap, perhaps by following Helliwell and
Putnam (1999) by using relative educational indicators that measure where the
individual standsrelative to hissTher community’ s average.

A particularly interesting areafor futureresearch isto usetheresponsesto
questions about hypothetical shocks faced by individuals and households. For
instance, the survey included aquestion about who the respondent would turn to
for assistance when he/sheloses her employment or thereisanatural catastrophe.
In the case of unemployment, 30.6% of respondents said they would haveto rely
on themselves and 34.4% said they could rely on neighbors. Very few identified
either aparticular organization (secular or religious) or agovernment agency. These
data could be used to provide a more colorful picture of why Argentina’ s social
participation rates are so low. Future research could look at correlations between
responses to this hypothetical “shock” questions and various individual and
household characteristics.
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TABLE Al
SUMMARY STATISTICS

Vaiable Percentage of population  Heads of household Non+heads

and means

(N=2235) (N=1056) (N=1179)
Participation in any organization 197% 20.7% 18.8%
Interpersonal trust (hypothetical question) 331% 36.3% 30.2%
Age of repondent (years) 42.1 48.4 36.4
Household income per capita (dollars per 232.1 257.7 209.2
month)
Unemployed head of household 6.4% 8% 4.2%
Malerespondents 46.6% 714% 24.3%
Finished primary education (respondent) 424% 2% 43.0%
Finished secondary education (respondent) 230% 278% 24.2%
Finished tertiary education (respondent) 16.6% 125% 20.3%
University degree (respondent) 6.5% 8.7% 45%
Homeowners (household) 784% 75.2% 8L3%
Rura households 10.7% 111% 10.3%

Victiminthe household (last year) 205% 183% 225%




