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A B S T R A C T

The research shows that the political leanings and social capital of the region around firms’ headquarters affect
corporate and individual decisions. What remains unexplored is whether social capital and political leanings are
associated with each other. To fill this gap, we use the ratio of votes cast for Democratic candidates to those cast
for Republican candidates in presidential elections to measure the Democratic political leanings in the United
States. We find that counties with more social capital lean toward the Democratic Party. A one standard de-
viation increase in social capital is associated with a 0.30 standard deviation increase in the vote ratio.
Additional tests show that this positive association is stronger in counties that have higher incomes and less
religiosity.

1. Introduction

Political leanings affect corporate and individual decisions.
Corporations headquartered in a region where the Democratic Party has
greater influence are more socially responsible (Di Giuli and
Kostovetsky, 2014), hold more debt, and take more risks (Hutton et al.,
2014). Mutual fund managers from these regions show a strong pre-
ference for socially responsible firms (Hong and Kostovetsky, 2012).
Individuals in Democratic leaning regions are less likely to participate
in the stock market (Kaustia and Torstila, 2011).

Social capital also affects corporate and individual decisions. Firms
in high social capital regions are more likely to be transparent in re-
porting their financial situation (Jha, 2017), enjoy greater trust from
their auditors (Jha and Chen, 2015), behave more socially responsibly
(Jha and Cox, 2015), and hold more debt (Hasan et al., 2017). In-
dividuals from high social capital regions are more likely to invest in
stock and hold less cash (Guiso et al., 2004).

The question then is, could social capital affect political leanings?
The individuals in a high social capital region are more involved in
social networks, are more trustworthy, and are more trusting of others.
The participation in dense networks develops a greater propensity to
trust others. When combined with a social network, they become a
crucial base for values (Baron, 1998; Brenkert, 1998) that then can

affect one's political leaning (Mulligan, 2008; Weisberg, 2005).
The purpose of this study is to examine whether there is an asso-

ciation between social capital and political leanings. Do high social
capital regions align more with the Democratic Party? Or, alternatively,
do they align more with the Republican Party? We argue for both
possibilities.

The effect that social capital can have on a person's political lean-
ings is not obvious. On the one hand, high social capital regions might
show a greater inclination for the Democratic Party. The Democratic
agenda is in essence a transfer of wealth from those that are relatively
well off to those that are relatively poor. The justification for such a
transfer is that some people are not doing well financially, not because
they have a poor work ethic, but because the society has evolved in
ways that do not favor their skills. Put differently, it is based on a more
sympathetic attitude towards those less fortunate. The Democratic
Party's policy is also more accepting of alternative lifestyles
(Van Kenhove et al., 2001). Underlying such acceptance is a greater
acceptance of a stranger's actions—the belief that the actions are guided
by the best set of options available to them. Participation in a network
might expose a person to others that are not well off financially or those
live lives quite different from theirs. This exposure over time can lead to
values that are more tolerant of alternative lifestyles and more sym-
pathetic to financial misfortune.
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On the other hand, higher social capital regions might lean toward
the Republican Party—a party that champions self-reliance and greater
personal responsibility. The Republican Party also supports lower taxes,
and rather than helping the poor through redistributive policies, it
encourages them to become self-reliant. A high social capital region
could develop values that encourage people to solve their own pro-
blems rather than relying on the government (i.e., smaller government).
This association can be best understood by the work of
deTocqueville (1835). deTocqueville was impressed by the American
values that celebrated self-interest and self-reliance. He noticed that
Americans often got together to solve their problems outside the pur-
view of the government. Because of their active participation in dif-
ferent nongovernment organizations, Americans developed what he
called “the art of association.” He argued that Americans preferred
limited government intervention. Participation in nongovernment or-
ganization is a key feature of high social capital.

Ultimately, whether social capital is associated with leaning toward
the Democratic or Republican Party is an empirical question. To ex-
amine this question, we use county-level voting data on the number of
votes cast during the 1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, and 2008 US presidential
elections. We then construct our measure of political leanings—the
ratio of votes cast in the presidential election for the Democratic Party
candidate to those cast for the Republican Party candidate. We augment
this ratio with social capital data for each county obtained from
Rupasingha and Goetz (2008). We control for a number of county-level
characteristics such as income per capita, religiosity, and literacy. We
then investigate the following question in a multivariate framework:
Does social capital affect the political leaning toward the Democratic
Party?

We find that regions with high social capital lean more toward the
Democratic Party's candidate during presidential elections. Counties
with more social capital cast a larger ratio of Democratic votes in these
presidential elections. Specifically, a one standard deviation increase in
social capital is associated with a 0.30 standard deviation increase in
the ratio of votes cast for the Democrat to those cast for the Republican.

To better understand how social capital influences political lean-
ings, we also ask whether the effect of social capital is moderated by
income. We argue that wealthy people are in a better position to afford
the satisfaction of helping others. Our results support this idea—the
positive association between social capital and leaning toward the
Democratic Party is much stronger in wealthier counties. Further, we
examine religiosity and its role as a moderating variable. Religious
norms can mitigate the effect of social capital on political leanings to-
ward the Democratic Party. Our results support this view; we find that
the effect of social capital is stronger in less religious regions. Lastly, we
argue that the relation between social capital and political leanings
might depend on a person's age. Our results do not show that a region
with a younger population has a stronger positive association between
social capital and leaning toward the Democratic Party. This association
indicates that the effect of social capital on leaning toward the
Democratic Party does not diminish with age.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: We first discuss
how our study contributes to the literature, and we discuss the im-
portance of our findings. We then explain the logic underlying our
hypotheses. Afterwards, we discuss the measurement of the key vari-
ables and the empirical model that we use to test our hypotheses. The
empirical section is followed by a discussion of the results and our
concluding remarks.

2. Contribution to the literature

Although many studies find that political leanings can affect an
individual's decisions, the underlying rationale is not well understood.
Theoretically, why should political leanings affect an individual's pro-
pensity to invest in the stock market? Consider this hypothetical ex-
ample. Should the voting choice of a person who has always voted

Republican but voted for a Democrat in 2008—Barack Obama—affect
his or her probability of investing in stocks in 2008 or 2009? Rather
than a person's political views, some other variable might affect poli-
tical leanings, which also affects these decisions. Our study suggests,
indirectly, that social capital might be one such variable.

Political biases have gained prominence in contemporary culture.
These biases play a large role in personal, social, and business re-
lationships. David Brooks, a columnist at The New York Times, writes:
“More people are building their communal and social identities around
political labels. Your political label becomes the prerequisite for
membership in your social set” (Brooks, 2014). Academic research
corroborates Brook's view. In a recent study consisting of thousands of
respondents, Iyengar and Westwood (2015) discover that political
biases are much more prevalent than racial biases. They find that it is
much easier for Democrats (Republicans) to associate the word “good”
with other Democrats (Republicans); they also are more likely to trust
Democrats (Republican). The same study finds little evidence of a bias
against race.4 Our study suggests that social capital might affect poli-
tical bias.

3. Related literature & hypothesis development

3.1. What is social capital?

We define social capital as the norms and networks in society that
encourage greater trust and cooperation. Our definition is consistent
with the common theme used to describe social capital. Putnam (1993)
refers to social capital as the trust, norms, and networks that increase
the efficiency of society. Similarly, Fukuyama (2001) refers to social
capital as an informal norm that promotes cooperation between two or
more individuals. Woolcock (2001) defines social capital as the norms
and networks that facilitate collective action. Guiso et al. (2008) define
social capital as “a set of beliefs and values that facilitate cooperation
among the members of a community (page 296).”

3.2. How social capital shapes values and political leanings

We argue that there are two ways in which social capital can affect
political leanings. One, because voters’ values affect their political
leanings, and values are affected by social capital. Two, how one leans
politically depends upon one's expectation from the government, and
social capital affects one's expectation for the government.

3.3. Voter's values affects their political leanings

The host of MSNBC's Hardball, Chris Matthews, noted that an elec-
tion was “a referendum on values" (Today, Televison Program,
NBC, 2004b); Tim Russert, the host of NBC's Meet the Press in 2004, said
that the "People had an agenda. They put their moral values ahead of
some of their economic interests" (Today, Televison Program,
NBC, 2004a). Exit polls paint a similar picture. Mulligan (2008) reports
on a national exit poll of voters by the Los Angeles Times. Voters were

4 Iyengar and Westwood (2015) test these biases by asking respondents to choose job
candidates based on resumes that contain social clues, e.g., President of the African
American Student Association or President of the Young Republicans. Respondents are
much more likely to choose candidates in a party similar to their own. In contrast, both
African Americans and Caucasians were more likely to choose African Americans. In a
further test, they asked respondents to play a game of trust. The game tests reciprocity
between two players. Two players are endowed with the same amount of money. Player 1
is told that whatever amount they decide to give to player 2 will be multiplied (say
doubled). They are also told that player 2 can then decide to give some, all, or none of the
money back to player 1. Although race did not affect contributions in the game, political
affiliations were very important in determining contributions. People contribute much
less when the other player belongs to a different political party. Because political biases
are stronger now, we need to better understand the underlying forces behind political
leanings.
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asked what they considered as the most important factor when voting in
the 2004 presidential election—33% considered “moral/ethical values”
as the most important.

The belief in the academic community is largely in line with opi-
nions in the popular press. Academics largely agree that individuals’
values determine their political ideology (Alvarez and Brehm, 2002;
Feldman, 1988) and party identification (Feldman and Zaller, 1992;
Keele and Wolak, 2006). “Values provide criteria for judging external
stimuli and interacting with other elements of the social environment,”
to define “what is ‘good’ and ‘bad’ in the world” (Jacoby, 2006).
Jacoby (2014) notes that orientations on freedom, equality, economic
security, social order, morality, individualism, and patriotism create the
political culture of a society. Despite temporary fluctuations in values
such as individual liberty versus government coercion and surveillance,
which may arise due to shocks (e.g., the effect of terrorist attacks
Ciuk, 2015 and the effect of job losses on preferences toward welfare
policy Margalit, 2013), individuals’ values and party preferences are
relatively stable over time (Ciuk, 2015).

Often, the perception is that religion plays a big role and that it
favors the Republican Party. But when analyzing the predictors of
voting patterns in the US 2004 presidential election, Mulligan (2008)
finds values, rather than religion, play a larger role:

Religiosity is also not significant-controlling for other factors, people
high in religiosity were no more likely to vote for Bush than Kerry in
2004. However, the coefficient on moral values is signed correctly,
statistically significant, and of greater magnitude than every other
significant predictor in the model except the domestic policy index
and party identification.

3.4. Social capital can shape values

The exposure to people outside one's network, and the propensity to
trust that it engenders, can affect how a person views the world and
what his or her expectations are from others. Therefore, social capital
might shape one's values in ways that influence political leanings. For
example, participation in networks can increase a person's exposure to
people from different backgrounds and consequently lead to values that
are more tolerant of alternative lifestyles. Participation in a dense
network also indicates that an individual might become more sympa-
thetic toward a stranger who is not economically well off. Individuals
with high social capital might interpret the financial condition of the
poor as the result of external forces, or possibly internal forces that are
beyond the person's control. Consequently, individuals in high social
capital regions, holding all other variables constant, might lean more
toward a party that champions a transfer of wealth and is accepting of
people with alternative lifestyles.

Similarly, more social capital is associated with greater self-reliance
and the expectation of greater personal responsibility. A key historical
characteristic of social capital is a greater number of associations. These
associations can be associated with values that foster solving problems
without relying on the government. Therefore, in a high social capital
region, people's principles or standards of behavior might reflect values
of self-reliance, in contrast to relying on the government for one's
economic well-being.

3.5. Expectation from the government

Some people want the government to only perform basic tasks, like a
night watchman. Conversely, others wish for the government to be in-
volved in considerably more tasks. Voters who are more sympathetic to-
wards people who are less well-off are likely to cast votes for candidates
that desire more government involvement. The research shows that high
social capital is associated with higher trust in the government (Boix and
Posner, 1998; Knack, 2002). In high social capital regions, people are more
likely to favor greater involvement from the government.

In contrast, high social capital could favor limited government in-
volvement. Related to the ideas of values that encourage self-reliance
and personal responsibility is the belief that government should be less
patronizing toward poor people. Voters in regions with high social ca-
pital might be averse to a political party that has a condescending tone
towards the poor and want greater influence on their lives.

While we argue for both the possibilities, we make the following
hypothesis:
Hypothesis. Ceteris paribus, higher social capital is associated with leaning
toward the Democratic Party.

The alternative of this hypothesis is that higher social capital is
associated with leaning towards the Republican Party.

4. Measurement of key variables & empirical model

4.1. Measuring social capital

We use the social capital index as constructed by Rupasingha and
Goetz (2008).5 They use two measures of altruistic norms and two
measures of network density. The two measures for norms are voter
turnout in the presidential election and the census response rate. A
higher value for both of these measures represents higher social capital.
The two measures for the networks are the number of social and civic
associations6 in the county and the number of nongovernment organi-
zations (NGO), both of which are normalized by the population in the
county. The NGO measure excludes those with an international focus.
They conduct a principal component analysis to construct an index for
each county for the years 1990, 1997, 2005, and 2009 and consider the
first component as a measure of social capital.7 We linearly interpolate
this data from Rupasingha and Goetz (2008) to fill in the years
1990–1997, 1998–2004, and 2006–2008. That is, we assume a constant
change from year to year between the two points, which is a method
similar to that used in the literature (Hilary and Hui (2009). Further, we
use the social capital data from the years with presidential elections,
1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, and 2008, to determine political leanings.

The Rupasingha and Goetz (2008) approach to measuring social
capital is the most comprehensive measure at the county level. Many
authors in different disciplines have used Rupasingha and
Goetz's (2008) index or have followed their approach to construct their
own index (Chetty et al., 2014; Deller and Deller, 2010; Hasan et al.,
2017; Jha and Chen, 2015; Putnam, 2007).

Fig. 1 illustrates the geographic variations in social capital at the
county level in 2000. High social capital counties are concentrated
mainly in the Midwest and the Northeast. These concentrations support
the idea that relative to the physical and human capital of a region,
social capital is “sticky” (Anheier and Gerhards, 1995)—that is, it
cannot be easily changed. In our study, the correlation between the
social capital index of 1990 and that of 2009 is 0.72. The figure shows
that even within a state, there can be quite a bit of variation in social
capital. This level indicates that the measurement of the variation in
social capital within a state can increase the power of the tests.

We assume that all of the association memberships increase the
general altruism and propensity to honor obligations in the society. Not
all researchers agree with this view. Often the approach is to view as-
sociations as one of two types: those that act like “bridges” between
groups and have non-exclusive membership criteria, such as bowling
centers and physical fitness facilities; and those that strengthen the

5 The data is available at http://aese.psu.edu/nercrd/community/social-capital-
resources.

6 These associations include physical fitness facilities, public golf courses, religious
organizations, sports clubs, managers and promoters, political organizations, professional
organizations, business associations, and labor organizations.

7 The eigenvalues of the first components for these years are 1.80, 2.06, 1.94, and 1.80
respectively. The eigenvalues of the other components are less than one except in 2009
when the second component has an eigenvalue of 1.03.
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“bonding” between the members of the groups and have exclusive
membership, such as labor organizations and business associations.

Although researchers agree that bridging associations can increase
the general trust in the society, they disagree on whether bonding as-
sociations facilitate trust. Some researchers find that a bonding asso-
ciation creates trust among its members but might create distrust with
nonmembers (Burt, 1999; Burt, 2000). Some researchers disagree.
Putnam (2007), in particular, argues that viewing bridging and bonding
as inversely related is improper. He argues that strong bonding and
more bridging are often positively associated. He goes on to note that
the research shows that white people who have more non-white friends
also have more white friends. Brewer (1999) reports a similar findin-
g—higher trust inside a group does not mean a lack of trust outside of
the group. We take the view of Putnam (2007) and Brewer (1999) and
consider both types of social capital as enhancing trust.

4.2. Measuring Democratic leanings

To measure the county variation in political leanings, we take the
ratio of votes cast in the presidential election for the Democratic Party
candidate to those cast for the Republican Party candidate.8 A higher
value means that the county leans toward the Democratic Party. We
obtain these voting data from http://uselectionatlas.org/, which is an
organization that collects and distributes election data in the United
States for the years 1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, and 2008.9

4.3. Empirical model

We use the empirical model summarized in the following equation
in order to examine the association between leaning toward the
Democratic Party and social capital:

= + +

+ +

+

+ + +

+ +

+ +

+

+ +

α β β

β β

β

β β β

β β

β β

β

Democrat leaning Social capital Adult literacy

Percentage of college graduates

Ln(population) Employment

Ln(income per capita) Diversity

Religiosity Property crime Violent crime
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Year Dummies ɛ

1 2

3 4

5

6 7 8

9 10

11 12

13

where
Democrat leaning equals the ratio of votes cast for a Democrat pre-

sidential candidate to the votes cast for the Republican candidate.
Social capital equals the social capital of the county (Rupasingha and

Goetz, 2008).
Adult literacy equals the percentage of adults that are literate.
Percentage of college graduates equals the percentage of 25 year-olds

that have a college degree or higher.
Ln(population) equals the natural logarithm of the population.
Employment equals the ratio of adults employed to the total popu-

lation.
Ln(income per capita) equals the natural logarithm of the income per

capita.
Diversity equals the diversity in the county measured by Simpson's

index.
Religiosity equals the ratio of religious adherents to the population.
Property crime equals the number of property crimes in the county

divided by the population.
Violent crime equals the number of violent crimes in the county di-

vided by the population.
Population density equals the population divided by the land area.
Income inequality equals the Gini coefficient.
Median age of residents equals the median age of residents.
Year dummies equal the separate year indicator variables for each

year.
Our unit of analysis is the county-year. We suppress the subscript it

for expositional ease. We cluster the standard errors by county to
control for the correlation in the error term. In order to discern a re-
lation between social capital and political leanings, we control for

Fig. 1. Choropleth map of the U.S. that displays the social capital by county in the year 2000. Notes: This figure illustrates the variations in social capital measured at the county level for
2000. This figure is the same as in Jha & Chen (2015).

8 Our hypothesis hold when we construct Democratic leaning as Votes for Democrat/
(Votes for Democrat+ Votes for Republican).

9 We conduct additional tests to verify that our hypothesis does not depend on linear
interpolation. Our results are robust to this alternative test.
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errors that might result in a model misspecification due to omitted
variables. We control for a number of variables that might affect the
political inclinations. We include literacy because the research shows
that college graduates tend to be more liberal in their views. We also
control for population and population density because urban areas
often favor the Democratic Party. We also control for income, income
inequality, employment, and crime because the two parties differ in
their views of these variables.10 We also include year dummies because
some elections might favor certain candidates due to external factors
such as what is happening in other parts of the world. The year dum-
mies control for all time invariant effects.

5. Data

Our sample consists of 15,452 observations with data from 3104
counties for 1992, 1996, 2000 and 2004.11 We select our sample as
follows. We start with 15,555 county-years (3111*5). We remove three
observations that are missing from the presidential election data for
these counties.12 When we add the social capital data, we lose 17 ob-
servations.13 We remove two observations because we do not have the
data on the percentage of college graduates, 76 observations because
the religiosity data is unavailable, and five observations because the
property crime data is unavailable.

Panel A of Table 1 reports the summary statistics. The mean of
Democrat leaning is 0.91, and the median is 0.91. These values indicate
that on average, counties in the United States lean toward the Repub-
lican Party. However, there is a great amount of variation—counties in
the 10th percentile have 37 votes for the Democratic candidate com-
pared to 100 for the Republican candidate, and counties in the 90th
percentile have 156 votes for the Democratic candidate to 100 votes for
the Republican candidate.

Panel B of Table 1 reports the correlations. The univariate results
show a negative correlation between Democrat leaning and Social capital
that indicates higher social capital might be associated with greater
support for the Republican Party. However, the correlations also show
that the other variables such as Population density, Income inequality, and
Median age of residents are also highly correlated with both Social capital
and Democrat leaning. The correlation between Diversity and Democrat
leaning is negative. This association while somewhat counterintuitive
supports the idea that white voters prefer parties that protect their
heritage when they are in an environment of increasing diversity
(Major et al., 2016; Skinner and Cheadle, 2016).

These correlations indicate that a multivariate analysis is necessary
to get a better understanding on how social capital might affect political
leanings.

6. Results

6.1. Main results

Panel C of Table 1 contains these results from the multivariate
analysis. They show that higher social capital is positively associated
with leanings toward the Democratic Party, which supports our hy-
pothesis. Column 1 presents the results when only Social capital is used
as the control variable. The coefficient for Social capital is negative and
significant. However, when we use Adult literacy as a control variable,

the sign of Social capital switches. In Column 3, we add all of the control
variables in equation 1. The coefficient for Social capital is 0.118 and
significant (p< .01). The coefficient for Social capital continues to be
significant when we control for the state in which the firm is head-
quartered (column 4). The coefficient for Social capital now becomes
smaller. This is because social capital is spatially sticky, and the use of
state fixed effects subsumes a large part of Social capital’s effect.

To make sure that a large sample size does not drive the results, we
take the mean of all observations by county and rerun the test. The
sample size falls by almost 95% to 3104 but the coefficient for Social
capital continues to be significant at 1% (column 5).

The size of the effect is also meaningful. A one standard deviation
increase in the community's stock of social capital is associated with a
0.30 standard deviation increase in Democratic leanings ((0.118*1.35)/
0.54)= 0.30). Thus, a movement from the 10th percentile of social
capital to the 90th percentile generates a 0.401 unit
(0.118*(1.88−(−1.52)) increase in the Democratic leanings. This is
equivalent to 40 additional votes for the Democratic candidate for
every 100 votes for the Republican candidate.

The coefficients for the control variables also support our hypoth-
esis. For example, Religiosity is negatively associated with Democrat
leanings, and Income Equality is positively associated with Democrat
leanings.

6.2. Additional tests

6.2.1. Social capital has a stronger effect on Democratic leanings in high
income regions

We argue that the association between social capital and
Democratic leanings is stronger in wealthier regions. The results sup-
port this argument. The association between Social capital and Democrat
leaning is much stronger in high income regions. We arrive at this
conclusion by dividing the sample into two groups based on the median
level of income per capita and constructing a dummy variable High
income that equals one if the income per capita is above the median and
zero otherwise. The median per capita personal income in our data is
$22,743.14 We combine this variable with Social capital and report the
results in column 1 of Table 2.

The coefficient for High income* Social capital is positive and sta-
tistically significant. The coefficient for Social capital also retains its sign
significance. These results support our argument that this association is
much stronger in counties above the median income per capita. Column
3 adds state dummies as controls, and we continue to find that High
income* Social capital is significant at 5 percent.

6.2.2. Religiosity mitigates the effect of social capital on Democratic
leanings

We also examine an alternative moderating variable, religiosity. A
well-established view in the political science literature is that the
Republican Party is attractive to religious voters. The possibility exists
that absent religiosity, the effect of social capital on Democrat leanings
might be stronger.

Indeed, we find that the effect of social capital is stronger when
religiosity is low. Column 2 of Table 2 has the results. We estimate this
moderating relation by adding an interaction term, Less religious*Social
capital, to our model. The Less religious is a dummy equal to one if re-
ligiosity is above the median level of religiosity in a county and zero
otherwise. The coefficient for Less religious*Social capital is positive and
significant. The coefficient for Social capital remains positive and sig-
nificant. These coefficients show that social capital is positively

10 We do not take the log of Employment because it is a ratio. Population, however, it
not normalized. It is the population of the county. Therefore, we take the log. The results
are largely unchanged when we use log of the employment.

11 Social capital data is available only up to 2009.
12 This exclusion represents Broomfield County in Colorado that was created in 2001

and therefore data from 1992, 1996 and 2000 are missing.
13 These 57 observations represent the state of Hawaii, and five of these observations

represent the new county in Colorado for which Rupasingha and Goetz's (2008) social
capital index is not available.

14 In order to be certain there is an effect, we also analyze the income interaction using
income quartiles. In this case, the dummy variable equals one if the county's income falls
above the top income quartile and zero if it falls below the bottom income quartile. The
results remain unchanged from those in Table 2.
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Table 1
Social capital on Democratic leanings.

This table reports the summary statistics, correlations, and main results. The results show that social capital and a Democratic leaning are positively associated. Panel A presents the
summary statistics and Panel B the correlations. The p-values for the correlations are in parentheses. Panel C shows the results of a regression analysis. Column 1 presents the coefficients
of the model when only Social capital is used as the control variable. Column 2 controls for Social capital and Adult Literacy. It does not control for any other variables. Column 3 is the main
model specified in equation 1. Column 4 is the same as column 3 except that it includes the state dummies. Column 5 takes the mean of all variables so that there is only one observation
for each county. The p-values based on standard errors clustered at the county level are in parentheses. The ***, **, and * represent significance at the 1, 5 and 10% levels respectively.
Democrat leaning is the difference in the votes cast for the Democrat presidential candidate over the votes cast for the Republican candidate. Social capital is the social capital of the county
constructed as in (Rupasingha and Goetz, 2008). Adult literacy is the percentage of adults that are literate. Percentage of college graduates is the percentage of 25-year-olds that have a
college degree or higher. Ln (population) is the natural logarithm of the population. Employment is the ratio of adults employed to the total population. Ln (income per capita) is the natural
logarithm of the income per capita. Diversity is the diversity in the county measured by Simpson's index. Religiosity is the ratio of religious adherents to the population. Property crime is the
number of property crimes in the county divided by the population. Violent crime is the number of violent crimes in the county divided by the population. Population density is the
population divided by the land area. Income inequality is the Gini coefficient. Median age of residents is the median age of the residents. Year Dummies are separate year indicator variables
for each year (1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, and 2008). State Dummies are separate indicator variables for the region that the county belongs to (AL,AR, AZ, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, IA, ID, IL,
IN, KS, KY, LA, MA, MD, ME, MI, MN, MO, MS, MT, NC, ND, NE, NH, NJ, NM, NV, NY, OH, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC, SD, TN, TX, UT,VA,VT, WA, WI, WV and WY).

Panel A: Summary statistics

N mean sd median p10 p90

Democrat leaning 15,452 0.91 0.54 0.80 0.37 1.56
Social capital 15,452 −0.01 1.35 −0.23 −1.52 1.88
Adult literacy 15,452 86.18 7.07 88.09 76.27 93.00
Percentage of college

graduates
15,452 16.55 7.67 14.50 9.14 27.06

Ln(population) 15,452 10.22 1.38 10.11 8.57 12.07
Employment 15,452 0.51 0.13 0.50 0.35 0.68
Ln(income per capita) 15,452 10.04 0.31 10.03 9.63 10.44
Diversity 15,452 0.13 0.03 0.14 0.09 0.16
Religiosity 15,452 0.59 0.19 0.58 0.35 0.86
Property crime 15,452 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.04
Violent crime 15,452 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01
Population density 15,452 161.46 415.21 42.38 4.45 321.28
Income inequality 15,452 0.43 0.04 0.43 0.39 0.48
Median age of residents 15,452 37.39 4.32 37.28 32.08 42.92

Panel B: Correlations

[1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] [12] [13] [14]

[1] Democrat leaning 1.00
[2] Social capital −0.16 1.00

(0.00)
[3] Adult literacy −0.33 0.52 1.00

(0.00) (0.00)
[4] Percentage of college graduates 0.05 0.17 0.45 1.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
[5] Ln(population) 0.23 −0.40 0.08 0.45 1.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
[6] Employment −0.10 0.47 0.37 0.52 0.08 1.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
[7] Ln(income per capita) −0.19 0.22 0.51 0.62 0.28 0.48 1.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
[8] Diversity −0.20 0.44 0.41 −0.10 −0.30 0.06 −0.04 1.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
[9] Religiosity −0.02 0.27 −0.19 −0.15 −0.21 0.16 −0.09 −0.09 1.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
[10] Property crime 0.17 −0.25 −0.04 0.27 0.53 0.20 0.07 −0.36 −0.09 1.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
[11] Violent crime 0.22 −0.35 −0.25 0.11 0.41 0.05 0.02 −0.50 −0.01 0.73 1.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.23) (0.00)
[12] Population density 0.29 −0.11 0.02 0.44 0.55 0.20 0.30 −0.29 −0.02 0.31 0.30 1.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.02) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00)
[13] Income inequality 0.27 −0.27 −0.51 −0.03 −0.00 −0.04 −0.13 −0.40 0.14 0.13 0.27 0.09 1.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.97) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
[14] Median age of residents −0.22 0.44 0.31 −0.09 −0.37 0.07 0.34 0.31 −0.01 −0.30 −0.23 −0.17 −0.05 1.00
– – (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.14) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Panel C: Main results—Regression results

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Dependent variable=Democrat leaning

Social capital −0.063*** 0.007 0.118*** 0.019** 0.145***
(0.000) (0.433) (0.000) (0.050) (0.000)

Adult literacy −0.026*** −0.027*** −0.034*** −0.031***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

(continued on next page)
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associated with leanings toward the Democratic Party in religious re-
gions as well, but the effect is much stronger when the religiosity is low.
This association remains robust even when we add state dummies to the
model (column 4).

6.2.3. Age does not mitigate the effect of social capital on Democratic
leanings

Older people might be less idealistic and hence the effect of social
capital on Democrat leanings might be weaker when the median age of
the population in the county is higher. We test this idea by constructing
a dummy variable, Young population, that equals one if the median age
of the population in the county is below the median and zero otherwise.
We interact this term with social capital to construct the interaction,
Young population*Social capital. The results do not show that social ca-
pital increases the Democrat vote share even more in young commu-
nities. The results are in column 3 of Table 2—the coefficient for Young
population*Social capital is positive but not significant. When we add the
state dummies to the model, the results are similar (column 6).

6.3. Both norms and network aspect of social capital affect political leanings

We also investigate whether the norms or network aspect of social
capital has a stronger effect on political leanings. Therefore, we ex-
amine the effect of these variables separately. Our results indicate that
both are important. We report the results in Table 3. The specifications
in these regressions are the same as in equation 1, except that we re-
place Social capital with one of its components. The two measures of
norms are Response to census and Voter turnout. A higher value for both
of these measures represents higher social capital. The two measures for
the networks are Associations, and NGO. A higher number for these
measures is associated with higher social capital.

Panel A reports the correlations of these four components, and Panel

B reports the regression coefficients. The Response to census and Voters
turnout are positive and significant at 5%. Association is significant at
10%, and NGO is significant at 1%. These results support
Fukuyama (1997) and Putnam (2001) who find that these variables
positively impact each other and their independent effects are hard to
disentangle.

6.3.1. Robustness of main results
The main results are robust when we use instrumental variables to ad-

dress possible reverse causality and omitted variable bias
We argue that higher social capital affects Democrat leanings, but

the greater support for the Democratic Party might lead to policies that
increase social capital. The possibility also exists that we might have
omitted some key control variables in our model that affect both the
social capital and political leanings. Under these scenarios, the coeffi-
cient for Social capital might be biased.

To address this concern, we use a two-instrument variable tech-
nique. The first instrument we use is the distance from the nearest
Canadian border. The first instrument is the distance from the Canadian
border. (Putnam 2001, p. 48) finds that “the best single predictor of the
level of social capital in American states is distance to the Canadian
border” (Putnam, 2001). The distance to the Canadian border is a good
predictor of social capital because there are deep historical roots of
slavery in the United States. As Putnam explains, a close examination of
the barometric map illustrates a high density of social capital over
Minneapolis-St. Paul, and a low density of social capital over Baton
Rouge, Louisiana. Slavery as a system and the post-slavery re-
construction were designed to destroy social capital because social ca-
pital was a threat to power.

The second instrument we use is the availability of firearms in the
state where the county is located. This variable is measured as the five-
year moving average of suicides by firearm as a percentage of total

Table 1 (continued)

Panel C: Main results—Regression results

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Percentage of college graduates 0.009*** 0.015*** 0.010***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Ln(population) 0.089*** 0.004 0.102***
(0.000) (0.731) (0.000)

Employment −0.464*** −0.470*** −0.540***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Ln(income per capita) −0.297*** −0.231*** −0.385***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Diversity 0.348 −1.875*** 0.643*
(0.538) (0.000) (0.092)

Religiosity −0.301*** −0.093 −0.339***
(0.000) (0.106) (0.000)

Property crime −1.141 0.472 −1.515
(0.361) (0.546) (0.115)

Violent crime 10.701 15.773** 19.109***
(0.138) (0.016) (0.002)

Population density 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Income inequality 2.150*** 2.670*** 1.790***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Median age of residents −0.005 −0.000 −0.006**
(0.205) (0.965) (0.029)

Constant 0.910*** 3.117*** 4.763*** 4.954*** 6.018***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Year Dummies YES YES N/A
State Dummies NO YES N/A
Observations 15,452 15,452 15,452 15,452 3104
R-squared 0.025 0.108 0.320 0.480 0.293
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suicides. In a high social capital region, people are less likely to keep
firearms (residents generally trust others more) and are also less likely
to be suicidal (dense network can prevent suicides). Our instruments
also pass the statistical tests for strength and validity. Table 4 contains
the results of the instrumental variables. Both of these variables are
strongly and negatively correlated with social capital. The F-statistics
for the first stage regression is 232. The p-value for the Hansen J sta-
tistic for overidentification is .552. These results indicate that the

exclusion requirement is meet—that is, our instruments are sufficiently
uncorrelated with the error term.

7. Conclusion

The research shows that political leanings affect corporate and in-
dividual decisions, and a great deal of literature has evolved in support
of this argument. The research also illustrates that social capital affects

Table 2
Additional tests: The moderating role of income, religiosity and resident's age on the effect of social capital on political leanings.

This table reports the results of additional tests on whether the association between social capital and political leanings is stronger in counties with high income, less religiosity, and a
younger population. The p-values are in parentheses and are based on standard errors clustered at the county level. The ***, **, and * represent significance at the 1, 5 and 10% levels
respectively. High income is an indicator variable that equals one if the income per capita of the county is above the median and zero otherwise. Less religious is an indicator variable that
equals one if the religiosity in the region is below the median and zero otherwise. Young population is an indicator variable that equals one if the median population in the county is less
than the median in the sample and zero otherwise. Social capital is the social capital of the county constructed as in Rupasingha and Goetz (2008). Adult literacy is the percentage of adults
that are literate. Percentage of college graduates is the percentage of 25 year-olds that have a college degree or higher. Ln (population) is the natural logarithm of the population. Employment
is the ratio of adults employed to the total population. Ln (income per capita) is the natural logarithm of the income per capita. Diversity is the diversity in the county measured by the
Simpson's index. Religiosity is the ratio of religious adherents to the population. Property crime is the number of property crimes in the county divided by the population. Violent crime is the
number of violent crimes in the county divided by the population. Population density is the population divided by the land area. Income inequality is the Gini coefficient. Median age of
residents is the median age of the residents. Year dummies are separate year indicator variables for each year (1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, and 2008). State Dummies are separate indicator
variables for the region that the county belongs to (AL,AR, AZ, CA, CO, CT, DE, FL, GA, IA, ID, IL, IN, KS, KY, LA, MA, MD, ME, MI, MN, MO, MS, MT, NC, ND, NE, NH, NJ, NM, NV, NY,
OH, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC, SD, TN, TX, UT,VA,VT, WA, WI, WV and WY).

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Dependent variable=Democrat leaning

High income* Social capital 0.063*** 0.039***
(0.000) (0.001)

High income −0.008 −0.009
(0.847) (0.809)

Less religious*Social capital 0.036*** 0.021**
(0.002) (0.026)

Less religious 0.008 0.000
(0.628) (0.978)

Young population*Social capital 0.028 0.006
(0.222) (0.631)

Young −0.040** −0.029*
(0.024) (0.057)

Social capital 0.091*** 0.106*** 0.108*** 0.005 0.012 0.016
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.705) (0.226) (0.120)

Adult literacy −0.026*** −0.027*** −0.028*** −0.033*** −0.034*** −0.034***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Percentage of college graduates 0.008*** 0.008*** 0.009*** 0.015*** 0.015*** 0.015***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Ln(population) 0.093*** 0.089*** 0.088*** 0.008 0.005 0.004
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.452) (0.675) (0.711)

Employment −0.490*** −0.474*** −0.459*** −0.487*** −0.475*** −0.467***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Ln(income per capita) −0.305*** −0.287*** −0.288*** −0.235*** −0.229*** −0.225***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Diversity 0.256 0.371 0.312 −1.924*** −1.857*** −1.885***
(0.654) (0.515) (0.577) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Religiosity −0.306*** −0.284*** −0.296*** −0.097* −0.095 −0.093
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.095) (0.102) (0.104)

Property crime −1.048 −1.207 −1.158 0.519 0.433 0.459
(0.363) (0.331) (0.342) (0.469) (0.581) (0.552)

Violent crime 9.945 10.665 11.321 15.026** 15.512** 16.015**
(0.163) (0.136) (0.106) (0.017) (0.017) (0.013)

Population density 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Income inequality 2.131*** 2.107*** 2.050*** 2.654*** 2.638*** 2.623***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Median age of residents −0.005 −0.005 −0.008** -0.001 −0.000 −0.002
(0.197) (0.196) (0.049) (0.852) (0.898) (0.472)

Constant 4.757*** 4.683*** 4.972*** 4.925*** 4.941*** 5.049***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

State dummies YES YES YES YES YES YES
Year dummies NO NO NO YES YES YES
Observations 15,452 15,452 15,452 15,452 15,452 15,452
R-squared 0.326 0.322 0.321 0.482 0.481 0.480
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corporate and individual decisions. However, this research does not
examine the link between social capital and political leanings. Our
study fills this gap. We find that social capital affects political lea-
nings—specifically our results show that higher social capital is asso-
ciated with more votes for the Democratic Party. In addition, we

uncover environments that are either more or less conducive to the
relation between social capital and political leanings. In particular, our
findings show that the effect of social capital on the votes for the
Democratic Party increases with income and decreases with religion
and is unaffected by age.

Table 3
Additional tests: Both the norms and networks aspect of social capital affect political leanings.

This table reports the results of additional tests to better understand whether the norm or network aspect of social capital plays a stronger role in affecting Democratic leanings. Panel A
reports the correlations of these components. The p-values are the parentheses. Panel B reports the regression analysis. Response to census is the percentage of residents responding to the
census. Voter turnout is the percentage of vote cast in the presidential election. Associations is the number of association normalized by the population. NGO is the number is non-
government organization normalized by the population. The p-values based on standard errors clustered at the county level are in parentheses. The ***, **, and * represent significance at
the 1, 5 and 10% levels respectively. Democrat leaning is the votes cast for the Democrat presidential candidate over the votes cast for the Republican candidate. Adult literacy is the
percentage of adults that are literate. Percentage of college graduates is the percentage of 25 year-olds that have a college degree or higher. Ln (population) is the natural logarithm of the
population. Employment is the ratio of adults employed to the total population. Ln (income per capita) is the natural logarithm of the income per capita. Diversity is the diversity in the
county measured by Simpson's index. Religiosity is the ratio of religious adherents to the population. Property crime is the number of property crimes in the county divided by the
population. Violent crime is the number of violent crimes in the county divided by the population. Population density is the population divided by the land area. Income inequality is the Gini
coefficient. Median age of residents is the median age of the residents. Year Dummies are separate year indicator variables for each year (1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, and 2008).

Panel A

[1] [2] [3] [4]

[1] Response to census 1.00
[2] Voter turnout 0.22 1.00

(0.00)
[3] Associations 0.18 0.38 1.00

(0.00) (0.00)
[4] NGO 0.13 0.56 0.66 1.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Panel B

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Dependent variable=Democrat leaning

Response to census 0.405***
(0.002)

Voter turnout 1.644***
(0.000)

Associations 0.040*
(0.085)

NGO 0.004***
(0.000)

Adult literacy −0.021*** −0.026*** −0.020*** −0.023***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Percentage of college graduates 0.012*** 0.004* 0.011*** 0.008***
(0.000) (0.059) (0.000) (0.000)

Ln(population) 0.042*** 0.083*** 0.052*** 0.087***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Employment −0.188 −0.186* −0.222* −0.453***
(0.133) (0.086) (0.090) (0.000)

Ln(income per capita) −0.264*** −0.268*** −0.258*** −0.228***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001)

Diversity 0.654 0.700 0.842 0.472
(0.266) (0.160) (0.177) (0.477)

Religiosity −0.141** −0.194*** −0.147** −0.168**
(0.025) (0.003) (0.023) (0.010)

Property crime −1.016 −0.668 −1.366 −1.575
(0.420) (0.515) (0.240) (0.187)

Violent crime 9.420 8.655 8.136 7.293
(0.184) (0.226) (0.269) (0.325)

Population density 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Income inequality 2.187*** 2.213*** 2.031*** 1.963***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Median age of residents 0.006* −0.005 0.003 −0.002
(0.073) (0.262) (0.283) (0.636)

Constant 3.423*** 3.380*** 3.611*** 3.474***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Observations 15,452 15,452 15,452 15,452
R-squared 0.297 0.332 0.295 0.309
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Appendix

Variable Description

Dependent variable
Democrat leaning The ratio of votes cast for a Democrat presidential candidate over the votes cast for the Republican candidate. Source:

http://uselectionatlas.org/
Independent variable
Social capital The social capital of the county. Source: Northeast Regional Center for Rural Development
Control variables
Adult literacy The percentage of adults that is literate. Source: U.S. Census
Percentage of college

graduates
The percentage of college graduates equals the percentage of 25 year-olds that have a college degree or higher. Source:
U.S. Census

Ln(population) The natural logarithm of the population. Source: BEA
Employment The ratio of adults employed to the total population. Source: BEA
Ln(income per capita) The natural logarithm of the income per capita. Source: BEA
Diversity The diversity in the county measured by Simpson's index. Source: U.S. Census
Religiosity The ratio of religious adherents to the population. Source: Association of Religion Data Archive (ARDA)
Property crime The number of property crimes in the county divided by the population. Source: U.S. Census
Violent crime The number of violent crimes in the county divided by the population. Source: U.S. Census
Population density The population divided by the land area of the county. Source: U.S. Census
Income inequality The Gini coefficient of the county. Source: U.S. Census
Median age of residents The median age of the residents in the county. Source: U.S. Census
Components of social capital
Response to census The percentage of people who took the census and mailed back the forms. Source: Northeast Regional Center for Rural

Development
Votes The percentage of votes cast in the presidential elections. Source: Northeast Regional Center for Rural Development
Associations The number of associations in the county normalized by the population. These associations include bowling centers,

public golf courses, membership sports and recreation clubs, religious organizations, civic and social associations,
physical fitness facilities, political organizations, business associations, professional organizations, and labor
organizations. Source: Northeast Regional Center for Rural Development

NGO This is the number of nongovernment organizations divided by the population of the county times 10,000. Source:
Northeast Regional Center for Rural Development

Instrumental variables
Distance from Canada The distance from the nearest Canadian border. Source: http://www.latlong.net/
Small arms availability The five-year moving average of suicides by firearms as a percentage of total suicides. Source: http://www.

visionofhumanity.org/#page/indexes/us-peace-index

Table 4
Instrumental variable analysis: The effect of social capital on political leanings.
The table presents the results of an instrumental variable analysis. The two instruments are Distance from Canada that is the

distance from the nearest Canadian border, and Small arms availability that measures the availability of arms for the state in
which the county is located.
The p-values are in parentheses and are based on standard errors clustered at the county level. The ***, **, and * represent sig-

nificance at 1, 5 and 10% levels respectively. Hansen J test is not applicable as we use only one instrument. The control variables are the
following: Social capital is the social capital of the county constructed as in Rupasingha and Goetz (2008). Adult literacy is the percentage
of adults that are literate. Percentage of college graduates is the percentage of 25 year olds that have a college degree or higher. Ln
(population) is the natural logarithm of the population. Employment is the ratio of adults employed to the total population. Ln (income per
capita) is the natural logarithm of the income per capita.Diversity is the diversity in the county measured by Simpson's index. Religiosity is
the ratio of religious adherents to the population. Property crime is the number of property crimes in the county divided by the
population. Violent crime is the number of violent crimes in the county divided by the population. Population density is the population
divided by the land area. Income inequality is the Gini coefficient. Median age of residents is the median age of the residents. Year
dummies are separate year indicator variables for each year (1992, 1996, 2000, 2004, and 2008).

(1) (2)

First stage Second stage
DV= Social capital DV=Democrat leaning

Distance from Canada −0.389***
(0.000)

Small arms availability −0.239***
(0.000)

Social capital 0.651***
(0.000)

Control variables YES YES
Year dummies YES YES
F-statistics 232
Hansen J test p-value 0.5526
Observations 15,452 15,452
R-squared 0.735 0.689
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