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ÒWhen deat h comes t o a small t own, t he school is usually t he last  t hing  
t o go. A place can lose it s bank, it s t avern, it s grocery st ore, it s shoe  
shop. But  when t he school closes, you might  as well put  a fork in it .Ó  

New York Times, Dec. 1, 2003, p. 1.  

 

1 .  The p ub l ic -g oo ds puz z le o f  local  pub l ic  scho o ls.   

Why are American primary and secondary schools provided largely in t he 
local public sect or and made equally and f reely available t o all who reside in t he 
communit y? The economics profession is quiet ly perplexed by t his quest ion. 
Schooling is probably t he most -used example of  a local public good, but  
economist s who ref lect  on it  must  concede t hat  it  f it s poorly int o t he t echnical 
def init ion of  public goods. A public good is one t hat  is subject  t o t he 
nonexclusion principle or possesses t he nonrival qualit y: An ent repreneur who 
seeks t o prof it  by selling views of  his overhead f ireworks display will f ind he 
cannot  exclude people who wonÕt  pay, and t hose who refuse t o pay but  enjoy 
wat ching can assuage t heir consciences by not ing t hat  t heir viewing t he display 
does not  subt ract  f rom (Òis not  rival wit hÓ) anyone elseÕs abilit y t o see it .  

But  formal educat ion has neit her of  t hese qualit ies. It  is ent irely possible t o 
exclude nonpaying st udent s, as is est ablished by t he exist ence of  t he privat e 
schools at t ended by about  t en percent  of  American children and by t he 
euphemist ic Òschool censusesÓ t hat  bet t er public-school dist rict s undert ake t o 
root  out  st udent s who falsely claim residence. That  educat ion is rival is evident  
f rom t he cont inuing concern about  class size. Bigger classes (more st udent -
consumers)  do det ract , at  plausible margins, f rom t he educat ion of  ot hers 
(Boozer and Rouse 2001).  

The economics lit erat ure falls back on t wo classes of  argument s for t he 
ÒpublicnessÓ of  public schools. The older is t hat  t here are spillover benef it s t o 
educat ion t hat  cannot  be capt ured by t hose who are educat ed (Benson 1961). 
The product ivit y of  most  workers is enhanced by t he great er educat ion of  
some. The ext ent  t o which t his is t rue remains a mat t er of  some debat e. Years 
of  educat ion is closely correlat ed wit h lifet ime earnings, suggest ing 
int ernalizat ion of  much of  t he benef it s of  schooling. Even if  we concede t hat  
t here are uncapt ured spillover benef it s, however, it  does not  just if y more t han a 
subsidy t o educat ion. It  does not  explain why it s production should be in t he 
public sect or, let  alone t he local public sect or.  

The ot her ef f iciency argument  has t o do wit h a defect  in t he capit al market  
(Becker 1964). Because human capit al cannot  serve as it s own securit y, it  is 
t oo cost ly for st udent s or t heir parent s t o borrow against  t he fut ure income 
t hat  will result  f rom educat ional invest ment s. But  again, even if  t his incomplet e 
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capit al market  is conceded, it  argues for no more t han a publicly f inanced 
subsidy t o educat ion, not  for public provision. And bot h t his and t he previous 
case for educat ion subsidies ( t he spillover benef it s)  would argue for nat ional 
public f inancing of  educat ion, not  local or even st at e funding, and cert ainly not  
local provision.  

Eric Hanushek (2002, p. 20)  point s out  t hat  argument s for t he ext ernal 
benef it s of  educat ion are not  much dif ferent  f rom t hose for medical care. Healt h 
care has spillover benef it s t hat  may not  be int ernalized, and long-t erm healt h 
invest ment s may yield high ret urns t hat  cannot  be secured as collat eral for 
lenders, causing individuals t o underinvest  in it . The inst it ut ional response t o 
t hese defect s for medical care, however, has been largely t o subsidize it s 
purchase wit h grant s and t ax-expendit ures f rom t he st at e and nat ional 
government s, not  t o organize it s product ion and most  of  it s f inancing at  t he 
local level, as K-12 educat ion is organized.  

Just  so, say American policy ent repreneurs of  bot h t he lef t  and t he right . 
The lef t  f inds in t his argument  a powerful argument  against  local financing of  
educat ion (Bot st ein 2000). Uniform funding by as high a level of  government  as 
possible is desirable t o int ernalize t he spillover benef it s of  educat ion, which 
surely accrue t o a wider area t han a single localit y. The inef f iciencies of  t he 
human-capit al market  require raising funds t hrough nat ional t axes t o 
redist ribut e wealt h t hrough public educat ion, assuming, as is reasonable, t hat  
capit al-market  const raint s are more severe for t he poor t han t he rich 
(Fernandez and Rogerson 1996). Nearly everyone agrees t hat  redist ribut ive 
t axes are best  undert aken by t he nat ional government , whose burdens can least  
easily be escaped by migrat ion t o lower-t ax jurisdict ions.  

The polit ical-right  side of  t his argument  might  quibble about  t he ext ent  of  
redist ribut ion t hat  is necessary, but  it s real beef  wit h t he lef t  is about  public 
provision of  educat ion (West  1965). The right  seeks t o provide t his good by 
simply subsidizing consumersÕ shopping for privat e schools wit h publicly-
f inanced educat ion vouchers. Voucher advocat es argue chief ly for t he benef it s 
of  compet it ion t hat  t hey see as being primarily in t he privat e sect or (Chubb and 
Moe 1990; Friedman 1962). Alt hough t here is somet imes a nod t o compet it ion 
among local public school dist rict s in t he manner of  Tiebout  (1956), t he main 
dif ference bet ween t he lef t  and right  among educat ion reformers is whet her t he 
higher-government  funds ought  t o be dist ribut ed t o st at e-run schools or via 
vouchers t o privat ely run schools. Neit her side has much use for locally funded, 
locally run public schools.  

Yet  t he public t hinks ot herwise. They vot e wit h t heir feet  for local schools, 
as is evidenced f rom t he fact  t hat  improving local public schools almost  always 
raises home values (Black 1999; Haurin and Brasingt on 1996). They vot e at  t he 
ballot  box, t oo, reject ing bot h conservat ive proposals t o adopt  st at e-funded 
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voucher plans (Moe 2001, pp. 359-69; Ryan and Heise 2002) and liberal 
proposals t o cent ralize f inancing of  public educat ion (Carringt on 1973; Fischel 
2001, pp. 118-20) . Nobody loves local public schools but  t he people.  

I t hink t hat  t he people are right . Economist s have been unable t o see why 
local public schools are a local public good because t hey have been looking 
solely at  school children inst ead of  t heir parent s and ot her adult  communit y 
members. The Òlocal-publicnessÓ of  educat ion is t o be found among t hose who 
do not  consume educat ion direct ly.  

2 .  Serrano red uced  Tieb o ut -so r t ing  and  rev iv ed  v o ucher  p rop osals 

The odd t hing about  local public educat ion is t hat  Americans have f igured 
out  a way t o provide it  much like privat e goods. Given a st ock of  numerous and 
independent  dist rict s, a highly regulat ed supply of  housing (by zoning) , and a 
mobile populat ion (ala Tiebout  1956), local pubic educat ion was convert ed int o 
an essent ially privat e good (Hamilt on 1975). In order t o get  t he benef it s of  t he 
schools, you had t o buy a home in t he communit y whose propert y t axes 
covered t he cost  of  educat ion. You could not  shirk f rom t he propert y-t ax 
burden by buying a less valuable home or subdividing an exist ing st ruct ure; local 
land use regulat ions would not  permit  it  (Fischel 1992). Local schools, t hough 
nominally in t he public sect or, became more like a privat e good. Tuit ion for 
educat ion qualit y dif ferent ials was ext ract ed in t he housing market , not  at  t he 
schoolhouse door. Since educat ion is in fact  a privat e good at  t he local level, 
t his aspect  of  t he syst em is ef f icient .  

This bot t om-up syst em of  local schooling has been at t acked by a t hirt y-year 
movement  in t he court s t o cent ralize t he funding of  public educat ion (Heise 
1998; Joondeph 1995). Af t er vot ers in several st at es had reject ed t he 
cent ralizersÕ proposed reforms in t he lat e 1960s (Carringt on 1973), reformers 
t ook t heir cause t o t he court s. Since t he early 1970s, legal reformers have 
fought  a war of  at t rit ion against  localism in educat ion in t he st at e court s. (The 
U.S. Supreme Court  washed it s hands of  t he issue in 1973 in San Ant onio v. 
Rodriguez, 411 U.S. 1.)   

The earliest  and most  sweeping vict ory was obt ained in California in Serrano 
v. Priest , 96 Cal. Rpt r. 601 (1971). It s 1976 remedy (135 Cal. Rpt r. 345)  
required t hat  variat ions in local propert y-t ax bases could not  be t he basis (as 
t hey surely were prior t o t he decision)  for variat ions in school spending. 
Compliance wit h t his edict  by CaliforniaÕs legislat ure t ransformed t he school 
component  of  t he propert y t ax f rom a fee-for-service int o a deadweight  loss. 
The vot ers furt her obliged t he court  by cut t ing t he propert y t ax in half  wit h 
Proposit ion 13 in 1978, shipping t he responsibilit y for school funding t o t he 
st at e (Fischel 2004).  
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Some equalizat ion advocat es init ially regarded Prop 13 as a blessing in 
disguise in t hat  it  forced t he st at e t o deal more t horoughly wit h Serrano (Post  
1979), since only a st at e-funded syst em could meet  bot h it s equal-spending 
and common-t ax-base requirement s. The st at e legislat ure, however, has found 
it self  unable or unwilling t o replace t he locally-generat ed funds lost  t o Prop 13 . 
CaliforniaÕs schools soon fell f rom being among t he best  in t he nat ion t o being 
among t he worst  (Sonst elie, Brunner, and Ardon 2000).  

In a post -Serrano-and-Proposit ion-13 world, California vot ers should have 
found vouchers an at t ract ive opt ion. As a result  of  t his one-t wo punch, no 
dist rict  could spend more t han any ot her. Thus t he supposed advant ages of  
local schools for t he rich suburbs should have disappeared. Vot ers in t hose 
places should have been able t o see t he light  of  a voucher syst em.  

This was t he expect at ion of  John Coons and St ephen Sugarman (1978), 
whose earlier work (1970, wit h Clune)  supplied t he int ellect ual basis for Serrano 
and relat ed school-f inance lit igat ion. Af t er Serrano accomplished what  Sugarman 
called t he Òdest ruct ion of  t he old syst emÓ t o Òmake t he syst em rat ionalÓ 
(McCurdy 1974), Coons and Sugarman ent ered t he polit ical arena. They 
at t empt ed t o get  a voucher init iat ive on t he California ballot  in 1979 but  failed 
for lack of  signat ures (Cat t erall 1982). Lat er voucher init iat ives in California 
t hat  did get  on t he ballot  were nonet heless reject ed by huge margins in 1993 
and 2000, even when voucher support ers out spent  t heir opponent s Ñ  mainly 
t eachersÕ unions Ñ  in t he most  recent  elect ion (Moe 2001, p. 366) .  

Vouchers were most  soundly reject ed in t hose places in California where local 
public schools have maint ained t heir higher qualit y in t he face of  f iscal 
const raint s (Brunner, Sonst elie, and Thayer 2001). Communit y resident s in 
t hese places have managed t o use privat e funds and a jury-rigged syst em of  
fees and Òparcel t axesÓ t o supplement  Sacrament oÕs meager of ferings (Brunner 
and Sonst elie 1997). But  why do California communit ies go t o t his kind of  
t rouble t o resuscit at e local public schools? Why not  just  t ransfer t heir 
impressive fund-raising abilit ies t o voucher-support ed privat e schools? Why do 
t he vot ers st ill like public schools so much?  

3 .  The answer  is c om m unit y -spec i f i c  soc ial  cap i t al  

HereÕs how I found out  why California vot ers st ill prefer public schools. I 
spent  a sabbat ical year in Berkeley, California, in t he academic year 1991-92 . 
My son and only child was ent ering t he eight h grade. Before going, I called 
f riends in Berkeley who had children around t hat  age, and I found t hat  none of  
t hem sent  t heir children t o a public middle school in Berkeley. My wife and I 
decided inst ead t o send our son t o a t iny privat e school t hat  happened t o be 
just  a block f rom t he home we rent ed.  
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It  looked perfect . But  as t he year progressed, we not iced somet hing odd. We 
werenÕt  get t ing t o know very many people in t he neighborhood. During a 
previous leave at  UC Sant a Barbara in 1985-86, when our son was in second 
grade, he at t ended a nearby public school and we had no t rouble get t ing t o 
know people in t he area. But  in Berkeley, all but  our immediat e neighbors 
remained st rangers t o us.  

Af t er a few mont hs in Berkeley, we f igured out  what  was dif ferent . Our sonÕs 
schoolmat es were drawn f rom all over t he East  Bay area. Indeed, t he school 
(now defunct )  had t he grandiose name of  East  Bay Junior Preparat ory School. 
JoshÕs school f riends went  home af t er school t o widely-spaced communit ies, 
and he seldom visit ed wit h t hem except  for special, parent -arranged event s. We 
got  t o know some of  t hose parent s on t hose occasions, but , since only t wo of  
JoshÕs schoolmat es lived in Berkeley it self , we did not  get  t o know people in 
Berkeley very well. The publicness of  local public schools, I submit , is t hat  t hey 
enable parents t o get  t o know t he ot her members of  t heir communit y.  

What Õs so import ant  about  t hat ? More precisely, what  is t he nonexcludable, 
nonrival aspect  of  knowing your neighbors? It  is t hat  public schools increase t he 
communit yÕs Òsocial capit al,Ó t o invoke a t erm given wide currency by Robert  
Put nam (1995; 2000). Social capit al, as I will use it , is oneÕs net work of  f riends 
and acquaint ances in a communit y. When bot t om-up collect ive act ion is 
necessary, having est ablished a net work of  personal relat ionships makes it  much 
easier t o organize and get  t he job done.  

The social capit al I am concerned wit h is what  I call Òcommunit y-specif ic 
social capit al.Ó It  is not  just  all t he people you know, but  t he people you know 
wit hin a given polit ical communit y. (There are varying degrees of  ÒknowingÓ 
ot her people, but  exploring t hat  dimension is not  necessary for my t hesis.)  
Communit y-specif ic social capit al facilit at es collect ive act ion. If  you know ot hers 
in your communit y, it  is easier t o get  t hem t o sign a pet it ion t o do somet hing 
about  t he dangerous int ersect ion. It  t akes less ef fort  t o round up members of  
t he communit y t o at t end a hearing t o oppose an adverse land-use proposal. It  is 
easier t o gat her fellow gardeners t o ask t he cit y council t o allow you t o t urn a 
derelict  municipal lot  int o a communit y garden. It  is more likely t hat  neighbors 
or passers-by will report  a suspicious st ranger ent ering your house if  t hey know 
somet hing about  your life. Local school-board membership, which is usually an 
easily-obt ained polit ical of f ice, is of t en a st epping st one t o municipal of f ice, 
especially where t he elect orat e of  t he dist rict  and t he cit y overlap.  

Public schoolsÕ public benef it s Ñ  creat ing communit y-specif ic social capit al 
Ñ  accrue mainly t o a part icipat ory view of  local government . They do not  help 
much for governance t hat  is much removed f rom t he neighborhood. Organized 
communit y groups are of t en t he bane of  higher government s. The 
neighborhoods are always int erfering wit h t he execut ion of  regional plans and 
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t he placement  of  public facilit ies. Parent  groups get  in t he way of  school 
experiment s like open classrooms and Òwhole languageÓ reading. Homeowner 
groups insist  t hat  police pay at t ent ion t o graf f it i and excessive noise as well as 
t o t he major crimes t hat  cops get  promot ions for solving. And homeowners can 
be awfully ef fect ive ÒNIMBYsÓ when developers seek rezonings t hat  t hreat en 
t heir propert y values.  

That  schools are t he mat rix of  a communit yÕs social capit al is act ually an old 
idea, t hough it s hist ory is discont inuous. An art icle by Lyda Judson Hanifan 
(1916) was ident if ied by Robert  Put nam as t he f irst  t o use t he t erm Òsocial 
capit al.Ó Mr. Hanifan was superint endent  of  West  VirginiaÕs rural schools. He 
advanced t he idea of  social capit al in it s modern form, but  t hen he gave a real-
life example.  

Hanifan described how an ent erprising new school superint endent  (one Lloyd 
T. Tust in, not  Hanifan himself )  got  t he adult s of  a poor, rural dist rict  t o at t end 
social meet ings in t he schools, which also served as communit y cent ers. In t he 
course of  t hese meet ings, t he parent s began t o discuss issues of  local concern. 
These discussions and t he net works t hey led t o improved support  for t he 
schools, but  t hey also led t o t he const ruct ion of  road improvement s and 
exchange of  informat ion about  farming met hods, bot h t rue public goods.  

4 .  How  v ouc hers underm ine c om m unit y -spec i f ic  soc ial  cap i t al   

The publicness of  local public schools is an argument  against  vouchers in t he 
following sense. By enabling parent s t o select  schools out side t heir communit ies 
and out side of  local public supervision, vouchers work against  t he neighborhood 
and communit y net works t hat  facilit at e t he bot t om-up provision of  local public 
goods. Communit y-specif ic social capit al is more dif f icult  t o form if  members of  
t he communit y send t heir children t o schools in ot her communit ies.  

The problem is illust rat ed in t he following t wo diagrams. In Figure 1, parent s 
send t heir children t o a public school wit hin t heir communit y. They form 
parent al net works wit h one anot her as a result , and t his net work is useful not  
just  for schools but  for producing ot her goods wit hin t he communit y t hat  
require cit izen cooperat ion. In Figure 2, parent s are f ree t o send children t o 
schools in ot her communit ies as well as wit hin t heir own. If  half  of  t hem do so 
(as I have assumed), t he amount  of  communit y-specif ic social capit al is cut  in 
half .  

[ Insert  Figure 1 and Figure 2 about  here.]  

It  is import ant  t o not e t hat  t he aggregat e amount  of  social capit al (number 
of  people each household knows) is not  reduced in t he voucher program. 
Surveys indicat e t hat  t he net works t hat  adult s and children acquire t hrough 
schools are no less ext ensive in a privat e-school set t ing t han in a public-school 
set t ing (Smit h and Sikkink 1999). But  in t he voucher syst em charact erized in 
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Figure 2, half  of  t hat  social capit al Ñ  t hose people you know outside t he 
communit y in which you live Ñ  is not  communit y-specif ic and is t hus less 
valuable for producing local public goods.  

The key t o my argument  is t hat  a voucher syst em would allow st udent s t o 
cross municipal boundaries. (This would not  necessarily require longer t rips t o 
school, as Figure 2 implies, for st udent s who live near t he edge of  exist ing 
school dist rict s.)  As discussed in t he following sect ion, large cit ies might  be able 
t o supply enough privat e schools wit hin t heir borders t o have a st udent  body 
t hat  resides in t he same municipalit y. But  most  suburbs and small t owns would 
have t o allow st udent s t o at t end schools out side t heir borders. To of fer 
vouchers but  insist  t hat  t hey be used only wit hin t he a small dist rict Õs limit s 
would undermine t he opport unit ies for choice and t he inducement s t o 
compet it ion t hat  are t he primary virt ues of  a voucher syst em.  

The cost  of  vouchers, t hen, is t hat  t heir primary virt ue Ñ  great er 
compet it ion among suppliers Ñ  undermines anot her virt ue, t he communit y-
specif ic social capit al t hat  local public schools provide. To phrase it  in t erms 
made famous by Albert  Hirschman (1970), t he t ax-f inanced, local public school 
syst em makes Òexit Ó ( t o privat e schools)  more cost ly, which promot es more 
ÒvoiceÓ wit hin t he communit y. Parent s will inevit ably seek t o make t heir voices 
heard in t he childrenÕs schools, wherever t hey are locat ed. Public schools induce 
t hose wit hin t he same polit ical jurisdict ion t o have a more ef fect ive common 
voice in self -governance in ot her communit y mat t ers. 

Public schools provide communit y-specif ic social capit al mainly t hrough t he 
net works t hat  parent s est ablish. Children t hemselves also acquire a net work of  
f riends f rom schools. Schoolmat es are undoubt edly social capit al in t hat  t he 
benef it s of  knowing t hem last  longer t han t he period of  school at t endance. But  
because people are so mobile af t er t hey leave school, t heir net work of  school 
f riends is seldom community-specific social capit al. Even if  graduat es do not  
move out  of  t he met ropolit an area in which t hey at t ended school, t hey are likely 
t o have a number of  municipalit ies in which t hey could reside. The social capit al 
derived f rom any part icular dist rict Õs schools would be no great er t han t hat  
derived f rom a privat e school in t he same met ropolit an area.  

As long as public-school parent s have some reason t o get  t o know ot her 
parent s, it  does not  mat t er for my t hesis what  t he schools t each as long as it  
does not  drive families t o ot her dist rict s or t o privat e schools. My view of  social 
capit al does not  require t hat  public schools t hemselves promot e civic virt ue in 
children. In t his respect , my view of  public schools is dif ferent  f rom t hose who 
defend t hem (and oppose vouchers)  on t he grounds t hat  public schools are 
necessary not  just  t o educat e children but  t o civilize t hem (Macedo 2000). I 
view t he public schools as a met hod of  civilizing t heir parent s and ot her adult s 
by pulling t hem int o a communit y net work.  
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Many def init ions of  social capit al focus on t he good t hings t hat  social capit al 
may produce rat her t han t he capit al it self , which is, in my view, t he number of  
people one knows. This makes a dif ference in how social capit al is relat ed t o 
schools. For example, James Coleman and Thomas Hof fer (1987) def ine social 
capit al as communit y norms and values t hat  are t ransmit t ed t o children f rom 
st able relat ionships among adult s. Resident ial mobilit y undermines such 
relat ionships, and so Coleman and Hoffer regard t he fact  t hat  many families 
choose a residence on t he basis of  schools as det riment al t o social capit al 
format ion ( id., p. 23) . Tiebout Õs vot e-wit h-your-feet  syst em holds no charms for 
t hem because mobilit y severs t he deeper communit y root s t hat  nurt ure social 
capit al, as t hey def ine it . For Coleman and Hof fer, t hen, suburban schools are no 
bet t er for social capit al t han t hose in t he biggest  cit ies.  

My approach t o social capit al format ion simply requires t hat  parent s get  t o 
know ot her parent s. Invest ment  in communit y-specif ic social capit al is simply 
adding local names t o your address book, and sending your child t o a local 
school does t hat  more ef fect ively t han any ot her means. It  does not  mat t er 
whet her more parent -t o-parent  cont act  act ually improves educat ion. 
(Sociologist s responding t o Coleman and Hof fer have conf lict ing evidence about  
whet her it  does; Carbonaro [ 1998]  says yes; Morgan and Sorensen [ 1999]  say 
no.)  As long as following t heir childrenÕs act ivit ies causes parent s t o know ot her 
adult s wit hin t he same polit ical jurisdict ion, public schools help form communit y-
specif ic social capit al. Nor does my concept ion of  social capit al require t hat  
people t rust  all t he people t hey know, as much of  t he social capit al lit erat ure 
seems t o assume. Even knowing people in your communit y t hat  you donÕt  t rust  
is a form of  social capit al inasmuch as it  enables you t o avoid relying on t hem in 
cooperat ive endeavors.  

For t hese reasons, I regard suburban and small-t own schools as import ant  
and ef fect ive sources of  social capit al for t heir communit ies. Indeed, for a 
mobile societ y Ñ  which America has always been (Fischer 2002), st ories of  
small-t own st abilit y not wit hst anding Ñ  local public schools are among t he most  
import ant  ways of  int egrat ing newcomers int o t he communit y. Moving t o a 
communit y and t hen using a voucher t o send oneÕs children t o schools out side 
t hat  communit y would undermine t his funct ion.  

5 .  Why  v ouchers are m ore at t rac t iv e in b ig  c i t ies 

 Cit y and school-dist rict  size make a subst ant ial dif ference for t he format ion 
of  localized social capit al. Eric Oliver (2000) found t hat  indicat ors of  civic 
part icipat ion in American cit ies Ñ  vot ing, cont act ing local of f icials, at t ending 
public meet ings Ñ  were subst ant ially less in larger municipalit ies, even af t er 
cont rolling for numerous demographic dif ferences. His result s were surprisingly 
insensit ive t o t he size of  t he met ropolit an-area: Ot her t hings equal, a cit y of  
40,000 surrounded by rural t errit ory had levels of  civic part icipat ion similar t o a 
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suburb of  40,000 in a large met ropolit an area. I will argue in t his sect ion t hat  
t he adverse ef fect  of  cit y size on civic part icipat ion comes in part  f rom large 
school dist rict s. My purposes are t o show why vouchers are more at t ract ive t o 
big-cit y resident s and t o set  up t he empirical st rat egy for t est ing t he social-
capit al hypot hesis in t he next  sect ion.  

The drawback of  big school dist rict s, I submit , is t hat  parent s get  t o know 
ot her parent s less well. Schools t hemselves are larger in big dist rict s. For 
example, t he 500 largest  dist rict s ( t he smallest  of  which in 1990 had about  
14,000 st udent s)  have schools whose average size is sixt y percent  larger t han 
t hat  of  schools in all remaining dist rict s. Larger schools make it  more dif f icult  
for parent s t o get  t o know one anot her because t heir childrenÕs classmat es are 
more likely t o change every year.  

School governance is more bureaucrat ized in larger dist rict s, so parent al 
input  will be less. Romer, Rosent hal, and Munley (1992) found t hat  smaller New 
York St at e school dist rict s were reasonably at t ent ive t o t he demands of  local 
vot ers, but  larger dist rict s were governed by a more bureaucrat ic model. 
Heat her Rose and Jon Sonst elie (2004) suggest  a reason for t his: In t he larger 
California school dist rict s t hat  t hey examined, t eachersÕ unions, wit h t heir 
superior polit ical organizat ion, had a subst ant ial impact  on dist rict  decisions at  
t he expense of  local homeowners. Wit h less parent al inf luence on governance in 
big dist rict s, t here are fewer occasions for parent s t o int eract  wit h ot her 
parent s at  PTA meet ings, school boards, and similar funct ions. And larger 
dist rict s are more apt  t o send children out  of  neighborhoods t o maint ain racial 
balance or t o receive more specialized educat ion, so t hat  parent s of  children in 
t he same classroom live more dist ant  f rom one anot her. It  is well est ablished 
t hat  social capit al is eroded by dist ance (Glaeser and Sacerdot e 2000). All of  
t hese fact ors should reduce communit y-specif ic social capit al in large school 
dist rict s. (Vot ersÕ skept icism of  st at ewide funding plans, not ed in sect ion 2 
above, could also be driven by concern t hat  such plans have hist orically result ed 
in larger dist rict s and reduct ions in local f iscal cont rol [ Fuller 1982; Tyack 
1972 ] .)   

Modern voucher programs t hat  are conf ined t o larger cit ies, as are most  of  
t he handful t hat  are in operat ion (Ryan and Heise 2002, p. 2047) , probably do 
not  reduce t he cit y-specif ic social capit al of  t he parent s. In large cit ies, most  
voucher-f inanced schools are wit hin t he same jurisdict ion as t he public schools. 
For t he larger dist rict s, t hen, vouchers may increase local social capit al because 
of  t he great er parent al involvement  in privat e-school act ivit ies and governance. 
Mark Schneider et  al. (1997) found f rom a st udy in New York and New Jersey 
t hat  int ra-dist rict  school-choice programs, which are like vouchers but  are 
conf ined t o choices among schools wit hin t he same dist rict , did increase 
parent al social capit al.  
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Vouchers are more compelling for larger American cit ies for anot her reason. 
American suburbs and smaller cit ies are usually populat ed by people who have 
had a choice of  several alt ernat ive communit ies. One of  t he most  import ant  
reasons for choosing a communit y is it s schools, and, because local resident s 
( including childless homeowners)  know t his, t hey t ry t o provide an ef f icient  level 
of  educat ion t o maint ain t heir home values (Fischel 2001; Hoxby 2000). The 
advant ages of  t his compet it ive syst em are at t enuat ed in larger cit ies. Inner cit y 
parent s are poorer t han average, and t heir choice of  communit ies is of t en 
furt her limit ed by racial prejudice. Resident ial immobilit y diminishes parent sÕ 
abilit y t o discipline unresponsive school of f icials by vot ing wit h t heir feet  (Hoyt  
1999). In such a sit uat ion, a voucher syst em of fers choices t o big-cit y resident s 
t hat  have long been enjoyed by suburban resident s.  

A st at ewide voucher syst em, however, would undermine communit y-specif ic 
social capit al in t he suburbs and smaller cit ies. This is consist ent  wit h t he 
evidence of  Brunner, Sonst elie, and Thayer (2001), who found t hat  homeowners 
in t he bet t er (most ly suburban) school dist rict s in Los Angeles Count y were 
more opposed t o a 1993 voucher init iat ive t han ot hers. Brunner and Sonst elie 
(2003) found a similar pat t ern for t he 2000 voucher init iat ive, which also failed. 
They believe t hat  vot er opposit ion was caused by a fear t hat  vouchers would 
undermine t he public schools in which resident s had invest ed heavily. Resident s 
had creat ed somewhat  bet t er schools despit e t he limit at ions imposed by 
Serrano and Proposit ion 13 (discussed in sect ion 2 above) .  

The most  t angible manifest at ion of  t heir school invest ment  was t he higher 
value of  t heir homes. Brunner, Sonst elie, and Thayer (2001) suspect ed t hat  it  
was resident sÕ fear of  a capit al loss f rom a voucher syst em t hat  made 
homeowners vot e against  it . This may explain t heir disproport ionat e opposit ion 
t o vouchers, but  t he lopsided opposit ion by t wo-t hirds of  CaliforniaÕs vot ers in 
bot h t he 1993 and 2000 voucher init iat ives would seem t o require addit ional 
reasons. Even where schools are not  especially successful for st udent s, t hey st ill 
have a payoff  for adult s in t he form of  great er communit y-specif ic social capit al. 
An inart iculat e desire t o maint ain t he net work of  int racommunit y links t hat  
public schools provide may account  for vot ersÕ resist ance t o st at ewide voucher 
programs even in places could where vouchers would seem t o be most  
at t ract ive.  

6 .  Using  d ist r i c t  s iz e t o  t est  f o r  so c ial  cap i t al  v ar iat ions 

The det riment al ef fect  of  large dist rict s on social capit al, described in t he 
previous sect ion, allows for an indirect  t est  of  t he hypot hesis t hat  public 
schools are valued as incubat ors of  local social capit al. My empirical st rat egy is 
t o focus on variat ions in t he size of  school dist rict s among t he fort y-eight  
cont iguous st at es, for which indexes of  social capit al are available.  
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American school dist rict s vary great ly among t he st at es in t heir average size 
and in t heir relat ionship t o municipal boundaries. The school dist rict  and t he 
incorporat ed t own or cit y are almost  always cot erminous in New England and 
New Jersey and are approximat ely so in urban areas of  t he rest  of  t he Nort heast  
and Nort h Cent ral st at es. But  school dist rict s of t en cover much larger areas Ñ  
somet imes t he ent ire count y Ñ  in much of  t he Sout h and West . I use t his 
int erst at e variat ion t o det ermine whet her bigger school dist rict s reduce 
st at ewide measures of  social capit al.  

In furt her support  my focus on dist rict  size, I not e t hat  vot ers in smaller 
dist rict s in California disproport ionat ely opposed t he 1993 st at ewide voucher 
init iat ive. A working paper by Jon Sonst elie (1995) est imat ed t he ext ent  of  
opposit ion t o vouchers by school dist rict  for 44 unif ied (K-12)  school dist rict s 
in Los Angeles Count y, t he only count y for which vot es on t he init iat ive were 
available by school dist rict . Sonst elie derived f ixed-ef fect  est imat es of  t he 
degree t o which each dist rict Õs vot ers opposed t he 1993 voucher init iat ive. The 
result ing voucher-opposit ion-index t hus cont rolled for such dif ferences in 
dist rict s as childless households, privat e-school at t endance, percent  Cat holic, 
household income, college graduat es, race, et hnicit y, polit ical part y, and 
employment  in educat ion. Figure 3 chart s Sonst elieÕs est imat es of  voucher 
opposit ion (which I mult iplied by minus 100, so t hat  240 on t he vert ical axis 
indicat es t he most  opposit ion)  for fort y dist rict s against  t heir st udent  
enrollment . ( I omit t ed Los Angeles and Long Beach because t heir huge 
enrollment s Ñ  617,000 and 72,000 Ñ  skew t he diagram; t heir opposit ion 
indexes were 158 and 160, bot h below t he median of  t he sample, indicat ing 
less t han average opposit ion t o vouchers, as my t heory would predict .)   

[ Insert  Figure 3 about  here.]  

Opposit ion t o vouchers was clearly great est  among t he smaller dist rict s, 
even af t er account ing for t heir ot her demographic dif ferences. The simple 
correlat ion bet ween t he opposit ion index and enrollment  in Figure 3 is minus 
.52. It  should be kept  in mind, however, t hat  vot ers opposed vouchers in t he 
1993 init iat ive in every dist rict  in t his group. St at ewide, 69.5 percent  of  vot ers 
opposed t he voucher plan. The empirical work t hat  follows is t hus based on t he 
idea t hat  social capit al is a stronger reason for resident s of  smaller dist rict s t o 
oppose vouchers, not  t hat  bigger school dist rict s provide no social capit al 
benef it s t o t heir resident s.  

In t he regression report ed in Table 1 below, t he dependent  variable is Robert  
Put namÕs soc ial  cap i t al  index  by st at e, excluding Alaska, Hawaii, and t he 
Dist rict  of  Columbia. (Dat a and sources are list ed in t he appendix; census dat a 
are for 2000 and school dist rict  dat a are for t he 1997-98.)  My hypot hesis is 
t hat  int erst at e variat ions in social capit al can be account ed for in part  by t he 
size of  t he school dist rict s in t he st at e and t hree cont rol variables t hat  were 
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found by Put nam t o best  explain t his variat ion: percent  college graduat es 
(Put nam and Helliwell 1999), percent  black in (Put nam 2000, pp. 280, 294) , 
and percent  of  populat ion in met ropolit an areas ( id., p. 206) . The four variables 
account  for almost  t wo-t hirds of  t he int erst at e variat ion in t he social capit al 
index, an R-square t hat  I consider reasonably large for t hese cross-sect ion 
observat ions on t he highly diverse st at es of  t he American union.   

[ Insert  Table 1 about  here.]  

The key independent  variable, %in b ig  d ist r ic t , is t he percent  of  public 
school children in t he ent ire st at e who at t end school in a dist rict  wit h more t han 
20,000 st udent s. There are 310 such dist rict s (of  16,365 school dist rict s in 
t he ent ire Unit ed St at es) , and 35 percent  of  t he fort y-eight  st at esÕ public 
school children at t end a school in a dist rict  of  t his size. The sign and 
signif icance level of  t he coef f icient  on t his variable support  my basic 
proposit ion.  

A dist rict  wit h 20 ,000 st udent s would have a t ot al populat ion (adult s and 
children)  of  about  125,000, given t hat  public school children average about  16 
percent  of  t he nat ionÕs populat ion. A problem wit h t he 20,000 cut of f  is t hat  
seven st at es t hen have zero for t his variable. Wit h a cut of f  of  14,000 st udent s, 
t wo of  t he seven st at es have f init e (but  st ill small) f ract ions, but  t he coef f icient  
and t he signif icance of  t he variable %in b ig  d ist r ic t  drops considerably, most  
probably because t he addit ional dist rict s of  14,000-t o-20,000 st udent s in ot her 
st at es promot e social capit al rat her t han ret ard it . I experiment ed wit h ot her 
indicat ors of  Òbig dist rict ,Ó including heavier weight s for dist rict s wit h over 
30,000, 50,000 and 90,000 st udent s, but  none of  t he specif icat ions did bet t er 
t han t he 20,000 cut of f . (Measures of  market  concent rat ion such as Herf indahl 
indexes do not  t est  my t heory, which is about  absolut e size rat her t han 
compet it ion.)  Not e also t hat  t he voucher-opposit ion ef fect  for t he Los Angeles 
Count y dist rict s in Figure 3 above does not  have any appreciable variat ion for 
dist rict s larger t han 20,000. It  looks as if  all dist rict s over 20,000 have t he 
same det riment al ef fect  on a st at eÕs social capit al.  

The t hree cont rol variables are derived f rom Put namÕs discussion of  
variat ions in his st at ewide indexes of  social capit al. The f irst  is %m et ro  po p , 
t he percent age of  a st at eÕs populat ion t hat  is wit hin met ropolit an areas. Social 
capit al in general is lower in larger urban areas (Put nam 2000, p. 206) . As 
ant icipat ed, t he coeff icient  on %m et ro  p op  is negat ive and st at ist ically 
signif icant . As t he correlat ion mat rix indicat es, t his variable is part ly correlat ed 
wit h %in b ig  d ist r ic t s. But  t he correlat ion ( .52)  is not  especially large, and I 
infer f rom t his t hat  %in b ig  d ist r ic t s is not  simply a proxy for large 
met ropolit an areas. Many large MSAs are divided int o small school dist rict s. For 
example, Pennsylvania, which has 50 percent  of  it s populat ion in t he Pit t sburgh 
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and Philadelphia MSAs, has only 14 percent  of  it s public school children in 
dist rict s t hat  enrolled more t han 20,000 pupils.  

Social capit al is also unarguably great er among t he bet t er educat ed, as 
measured by %co l leg e g rad , t he percent  of  adult s in t he st at e who have four-
year-college degrees. There may be some behavioral int eract ions bet ween 
college grad and big dist rict s. Bet t er-educat ed parent s are more likely t o want  
t o part icipat e in school af fairs, so t here may be some Tiebout -select ion by t hem 
t owards st at es wit h smaller dist rict s, t hough t his seems improbable t o me. More 
likely is t hat  bet t er-educat ed parent s who f ind t hemselves in large school 
dist rict s select  privat e schools inst ead.  

Social capit al is lower in st at es wit h a large proport ion of  blacks, and t he 
coef f icient  on %b lack  in t he regression result s bear t his out . As shown by 
Put namÕs U.S. map (2000, p. 293) , social capit al is generally highest  in st at es 
near t he Canadian border and lowest  in t he st at es of  t he Confederacy. Put nam 
(2000, p. 294)  explains t he lat t er as t he legacy of  slavery and segregat ion.  

St at es are act ually reasonable divisions t o t est  my hypot hesis, since school 
dist rict s are largely t he product  of  each st at eÕs legislat ion and hist orical 
development . The regression exercise in Table 1 is less t han conclusive because 
it  assumes t hat  school-dist rict  size is exogenous, which is a doubt ful 
assumpt ion for which I nonet heless have no alt ernat ive model. (For evidence 
t hat  race, which I have cont rolled for here, is an import ant  fact or in dist rict  
format ion, see Alesina, Baqir, and Hoxby [ 2004 ] .)  That  object ion aside, t he 
regression is consist ent  wit h t he hypot hesis t hat  vot ers value public schools in 
part  for t heir ef fect  on social capit al, which is valued in t urn wit hin t he 
communit y for making t rue local public goods more plent iful. The regression 
does not  examine how social capit al maps int o bet t er local public goods. Put nam 
(2000, chaps. 18 and 21)  makes a st rong case for t his int uit ively-plausible 
proposit ion, and it  has been conf irmed wit h a sample of  Iowa cit ies by Tom Rice 
(2001).  

The element s t hat  go int o Put namÕs Social Capit al Index ( t he dependent  
variable for my regression)  are given in t he dat a appendix below. Only one of  
t he fourt een element s even ment ions local schools, which of fers some 
assurance t hat  t he dependent  variable is not  relat ed by def init ion t o t he 
independent  variables. But  it  also makes one wonder how schools can be t he 
incubat or of  social capit al. What  is it  about  having children and accessible 
(small-dist rict )  local schools t hat  makes adult s more likely t o ent ert ain f riends, 
be t rust ing, belong t o civic clubs, volunt eer t heir t ime, and vot e regularly?  

I submit  t hat  communit y cont act s obt ained t hrough public schools have a 
local mult iplier ef fect . The school-based net work of  adult  acquaint ances makes 
it  easier t o get  ot her people t o join a local organizat ion or volunt eer on a 
communit y project  or at t end a neighborhood picnic. Posit ive experiences f rom 
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such act ivit ies creat e mut ual bonds t hat  increase peopleÕs sense of  t rust  in 
ot hers. Being recognized as members of  t he communit y (Òt he parent s of  
Isabelle and EloiseÓ) makes adult s more inclined part icipat e in public life. Even 
people wit hout  children who live in such communit ies f ind it  easier t o do all 
t hose t hings, since get t ing t o know a few people in t he net work facilit at es 
get t ing t o know t he ot hers who are already plugged in.  

7 .  The b ab y -b oom ersÕ parents  hav e t he m ost  soc ial  cap i t al .   

Anot her broad t est  of  my t heory examines t he role of  children in t he rise and 
decline of  social capit al over t ime. Again, research by Robert  Put nam (1995; 
2000) provides t he basis for evidence for t his issue. Put nam has famously 
document ed t he decline in social capit al in t he Unit ed St at es since t he 1960s. 
His hist orical indicat ors of  social capit al Ñ  vot er t urnout , group membership, 
newspaper reading, surveys about  t rust ing ot hers Ñ  rose cont inuously t hrough 
t he post -World War II era and peaked in t he middle 1960s. Af t er t hat , almost  all 
indexes of  social capit al declined st eadily. As Put nam (2000, p. 184)  f rames t he 
puzzle, ÒWhy, beginning in t he 1960s and 1970s and accelerat ing in t he 1980s 
and 1990s, did t he fabric of  American communit y life begin t o unravel?Ó  

Put namÕs explanat ions for t he decline are candidly inconclusive. He 
convincingly rules out  t he cult ural revolut ion of  t he 1960s, Wat ergat e, family 
breakup, and, for t he most  part , women in t he labor force. He ends up 
t ent at ively blaming suburbanizat ion, wit h it s longer commut ing t imes, and 
t elevision for keeping people at  home and alone.  

The problem wit h TV as an explanat ion is t hat  t he t iming is of f  by almost  a 
decade. TV-wat ching grew f rom near zero in 1948 t o nearly universal by 1955 
(Put nam 2000, pp. 217, 245-46) , but  most  measures of  social capit al did not  
st art  declining unt il t he middle 1960s ( id., pp. 438-439). If  people were t aking 
a pass on t own meet ing because t hey want ed t o wat ch ÒOzzie and Harriet ,Ó t he 
decline should have st art ed in t he middle 1950s. Put nam suggest s t hat  TV did 
not  af fect  t he older generat ion as much as t he younger, which could account  
for it s delayed ef fect . But  t he one nat ural experiment  t hat  he ment ions, in which 
sociologist s examined remot e Canadian communit ies before and af t er TV arrived 
in t he 1970s, found t hat  people of  all ages were equally af fect ed (and social 
capit al adversely af fect ed)  by t he arrival of  t elevision (Put nam 2000, p. 236) .  

Suburbanizat ion is even more of f  in it s t iming as a cause of  social capit alÕs 
decline. The growt h of  suburbs was cont inuous t hroughout  t he t went iet h 
cent ury (Mieszkowski and Mills 1993). If  longer commut ing t ime was eroding 
social capit al, t he ef fect  should have been not iced at  least  f if t y years ago. 
Inst ead, social capit al was booming t hrough t he 1950s even as suburbanizat ion 
and aut omobile usage increased dramat ically.  
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A t idier explanat ion for t he decline in social capit al since t he middle 1960s is 
t he baby boom and t he baby bust . The baby boom began in 1946 and is 
convent ionally dat ed as ending in 1964. Tot al fert ilit y, t he average number of  
birt hs a woman would experience over her lifet ime at  current  rat es, peaked in 
t he 1955-59 period at  3.69. (Tot al fert ilit y is roughly equivalent  t o average 
family size; for accessible discussion of  t he concept , see McFalls [ 1998] .)  

The group t hat  Put nam ident if ies as having t he most  social capit al, more 
t han t hose just  before t hem as well as af t er t hem, are t he parents of  t he 
children of  t he baby boom. He ident if ies t he cohort  born bet ween 1910 and 
1940 as Òt he long civic generat ionÓ (Put nam 1995, p. 674) . Those born in t he 
years 1925-1930 are singled out  as adult s who represent ed t he Òculminat ing 
point  of  t his civic generat ionÓ ( id., p. 675) . It  was exact ly t his cohort  t hat  
parent ed t he baby boomers. They had more children per family t han any ot her 
in t he period since t he First  World War. (Tot al fert ilit y was higher in t he 
ninet eent h and early t went iet h cent ury, but  t hat  ref lect ed a more rural societ y 
wit h higher infant  deat h rat es and a more ut ilit arian view of  children.)  Because 
social capit al does not  det eriorat e rapidly, t he generat ion t hat  parent ed t he 
baby boom cont inues t o lead in Put namÕs indicat ors of  civic engagement .  

Af t er 1958, t ot al fert ilit y began a cont inuous decline unt il it  bot t omed out  in 
1976 at  1.74, less t han half  it s 1950s peak. It  has rebounded since t hen, 
t hough only brief ly exceeding t he long-run replacement  rat e of  2.1. The decline 
in childbearing af t er t he lat e 1950s meant  t hat  by t he middle 1960s, t here 
were fewer f irst  graders t han t he year before, and t he decline cont inued at  least  
unt il 1981. Wit h fewer children, adult s have narrower avenues on which t o meet  
ot hers in t heir communit y and smaller incent ives t o involve t hemselves in yout h-
orient ed act ivit ies. Of  course, a parent  wit h only one child will invest  more in 
t hat  child, but  t he period of  act ive engagement  in child-orient ed communit y 
af fairs Ñ  chief ly public schools Ñ  is going t o be short er for t he parent s of  one 
child t han t hose of  t wo, t hree, or four.  

It  is revealing t o juxt apose graphs (Figure 4)  of  t rends in t went iet h cent ury 
t ot al fert ilit y wit h t hat  of  Put namÕs longest -running measure of  social capit al, his 
index of  part icipat ion by relevant  groups in 32 nat ional membership 
organizat ions. (For const ruct ion of  t his aggregat ed index, see Put nam [ 2001, 
pp. 54, 426] . It s vert ical axis in Figure 4 is not  labeled because t he unit s have 
no special meaning.)  This organizat ion index is not  Put namÕs only t ime-series 
measure of  social capit al, but  it  is t he only one t hat  has reasonably accurat e 
dat a t hat  span t he cent ury, and it s post -1945 t rend t racks most  ot her 
measures.  

The similarit ies in t he t wo graphs in Figure 4 are st rongest  f rom 1930 t o t he 
present . Membership organizat ions declined during t he Great  Depression, as did 
t ot al fert ilit y. Bot h rose f rom t he bot t om of  t he Depression (circa 1935) and 
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climbed cont inuously t o 1960, af t er which bot h began t o decline. The decline 
for social capit al was more gent le t han for t ot al fert ilit y, and t ot al fert ilit y 
bot t omed out  in t he early 1970s, whereas social capit al cont inued t o decline. 
But  social capit alÕs less precipit ous decline is likely account ed for by t he fact  
t hat  it  is capit al, and t he older generat ion Ñ  Put namÕs Òlong civic generat ionÓ Ñ  
has only slowly abandoned it s at t achment  t o organizat ions.  

[ Insert  Figure 4 about  here]  

The major divergence bet ween t he t rends in fert ilit y and organizat ion 
membership is at  t he beginning of  t he t went iet h cent ury, when organizat ions 
were rising but  fert ilit y was st ill falling. This seems explicable by t he newness of  
t he organizat ions in 1900 Ñ  a t ime t hat  marked t he invent ion of  t he modern 
Òf ranchiseÓ organizat ion, in which clubs would open chapt ers in various t owns 
and cit ies (Put nam 2000, pp. 384-85) . Since it  t ook t ime t o spread t his idea, 
t he expansion of  clubs during t he 1900-1930 period is not  surprising. The 
declining fert ilit y in t he 1900-1930 era marked t he end of  a long demographic 
t ransit ion f rom rural t o urban. By 1930, however, American urbanizat ion was 
nearly as complet e as it  was in 1960, so what  we see af t er 1930 is t he 
variat ion of  birt hs in an essent ially urban societ y. The st riking parallel bet ween 
t he t wo t rends af t er 1930 is consist ent  wit h t he view t hat  parent hood is a 
wellspring of  social capit al for adult s.  

8 .  Sm al ler  and  f ewer  f am i l ies reduce  local iz ed  soc ial  cap i t al   

In our ongoing exchange, Put nam has generously provided me wit h dat a t hat  
show t he import ance of  family size on part icipat ion in social-capit al building 
act ivit ies. The dat a in Table 2 below are f rom a nat ional series of  quest ions 
asked by t he DDB-Needham advert ising agency (described in Put nam 2000, pp. 
420-24) . The numbers in t he t hree right -hand columns refer t o t he average 
annual part icipat ion of  married adult s, not  t heir children.  

[ Insert  Table 2 about  here.]  

In general, t he indicat ors of  social capit al are higher for adult s who have 
more children, suggest ing t hat  larger families creat e more social capit al. (The 
except ions are t he largest  families in t he lat er periods, as indicat ed by numbers 
in it alics, and for ent ert aining at  home.) The subst ant ial ef fect  of  family size on 
church at t endance could, of  course, have t he causalit y reversed, as more 
religious people may have larger families. But  ot her out -of -home act ivit ies Ñ  
volunt eering, communit y project s, club meet ings Ñ  seem unlikely t o induce 
people t o have larger families.  

It  is obvious f rom Table 2, t hough, t hat  part icipat ion by parent s does not  
increase in direct  proport ion t o t he number of  children t hey have at  home. In 
t he most  recent  period, 1991-98, parent s of  four children volunt eered 10 t imes 
per year, compared t o 7.5 t imes per year for parent s wit h t wo children. The 
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dif ferences bet ween t wo-child and four-child families are even smaller for ot her 
cat egories. Family size explains some but  not  much of  t he secular decline.  

Anot her demographic fact or, however, augment s t he ef fect  of  declining 
family size af t er 1960. This is simply t he decline in t he number of  households 
wit h any children at  home af t er t he baby boom ended. (Table 2 does not  
measure t his t rend, since t he survey only included married adult s who had 
children at  home.) There are t wo sources for t his decline, bot h at t ribut able t o 
t he aging of  t he baby boomers and t heir parent s. By t he 1980s, most  children 
of  t he baby boom no longer lived wit h t heir parent s. Thus t heir parent s now 
became childless householders. At  t he same t ime, t heir young-adult  children 
were slow in st art ing t heir own families and having children, at  least  compared 
t o t heir parent s at  t he same age.  

The result  of  t his was a subst ant ial change in t he nat ure of  communit ies. 
Consider t hat  households wit h children at  home const it ut ed 45 percent  of  all 
households in 1970 (Fields and Casper 2001). The majorit y of  baby-boom kids 
were st ill at  home, and communit y life cent ered around children and schools. By 
2000, t he f ract ion had declined t o 33 percent . Households wit hout  children at  
home now out number t hose wit h parent s living wit h t heir minor children by a 
rat io of  t wo t o one. Moreover, most  of  t he decline in households wit h children 
came f rom t hose most  likely t o form communit y-specif ic social capit al, t he t wo-
parent  family. In 1970, 40 percent  of  all American households were married 
couples living wit h t heir own children. By 2000, only 24 percent  of  households 
were married couples wit h own children at  home.  

In considering t he social-capit al ef fect s of  t he increase in households wit hout  
children, it  is import ant  t o recall t hat  households correspond by def init ion wit h 
occupied housing unit s. A communit y wit h 10,000 housing unit s in 1970 had 
almost  half  (45 percent )  of  t hem occupied by adult s who had at  least  one 
school-age or pre-school child. Thirt y years lat er, t hat  same communit y had only 
one-t hird of  it s housing occupied by adult s who were likely t o meet  one anot her 
t hrough child-orient ed event s, and many fewer of  t hem would be mot her-fat her 
unit s whose division of  labor facilit at es parent  part icipat ion in schools and 
communit y-relat ed act ivit ies. Combined wit h t he aforement ioned fact  t hat  
t hose who nowadays do have children have fewer of  t hem, t he child-cent ered 
pat hways bet ween adult s wit hin t he same communit y seem likely t o have 
declined by at  least  f if t y percent  bet ween 1970 and 2000.  

There are a number of  ot her explanat ions for long-t erm declines in social 
capit al, including rising income inequalit y and increasing labor force part icipat ion 
by women (Kahn and Cost a 2003). While I would not  claim t hat  changes in t he 
number school-age children is t he only explanat ion, it  is t he only one t hat  does 
all t hree of  t he following: (1)  It  explains bot h social capit alÕs rise and it s fall; (2)  
it  predict s it s peak in t he 1960s correct ly; and (3)  it  of fers a plausible 
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behavioral pat h of  causat ion: variat ion in childbearing. Family size and womenÕs 
labor force part icipat ion are no doubt  joint ly det ermined, t hough, so it  would be 
presumpt uous t o privilege one over t he ot her.  

The primary issue I am concerned wit h in t his art icle, however, is not  social 
capit al generally, but  t he communit y-specif ic social capit al t hat  local public 
schooling promot es. Adult s may yet  f ind alt ernat ive ways t o build social capit al 
wit hout  having school children around, but  it  is less likely t o be t he kind t hat  
makes local government s work bet t er. Meet ing people t hrough work or clubs or 
at hlet ic organizat ions or t he int ernet  does build a net work of  acquaint ances (my 
minimalist  def init ion of  social capit al) , but  because people in t hose net works are 
apt  t o live in many dif ferent  municipalit ies, it  does lit t le t o help overcome f ree-
rider problems in local governance. Awareness of  t he social-capit al-building 
ef fect  of  local schools may of fer an addit ional explanat ion Ñ  aside f rom 
prot ect ion of  home values Ñ  t hat  childless vot ers are more inclined t o support  
t axes for local schools t han for st at ewide educat ion expendit ures (Harris, Evans, 
and Schwab 2001; Balsdon and Brunner 2003).  

9 .  Conc lusion :  The past  and  f ut ure o f  schoo ls and  so c ial  cap i t al  

Leon Bot st ein, president  of  Bard College, wrot e an opinion column about  
educat ion in t he New York Times during t he 2000 president ial elect ion 
campaign. It  was t it led, ÒWhy Local Cont rol?Ó Bot st ein (2000) could f ind no 
coherent  reason t o cont inue t he Òpat chwork quilt  of  local governance.Ó He 
dismissed school boards as t oo eager t o f ire school superint endent s and 
regarded t he elect orat e as t oo inclined t o make children Òvict ims of  vot ersÕ 
f rust rat ion.Ó He concluded, ÒA real Ôeducat ion president Õ would be one who 
admit s t hat  our educat ion crisis cut s across st at e lines, and t hat  t he solut ion is 
a federal syst em based on nat ional st andards and paid for wit h federal dollars.Ó  

The message of  crisis, delivered f rom bot h t he right  and lef t  on t he polit ical 
spect rum, produces an odd result  in vot ers. Polls show t hat  most  Americans are 
worried about  other peopleÕs schools, not  t hose in t heir own communit y (Moe 
2001). At t ent ive cit izens apparent ly believe a crisis must  be happening 
somewhere, even t hough it  does not  comport  wit h t heir local experience. 

This art icle has set  out  a possible explanat ion for AmericansÕ persist ent  
preference for local public schools despit e expert sÕ lament at ion over t heir 
inadequacies. I submit  t hat  t hey prefer localism in schooling because it  provides 
bet t er local public goods, broadly conceived. I have not , however, described t he 
mechanism by which t he public has become inart iculat ely at t ached t o my 
reading of  localismÕs virt ues. I could invoke Milt on FriedmanÕs (1953) met hod of  
posit ive economics and argue t hat  I do not  need an account  as long as t he 
t heory yields correct  predict ions. The correct  predict ion here is t hat  a general 
syst em of  vouchers is a polit ical loser. But  given t hat  t here are ot her possible 
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explanat ions for t his condit ion Ñ  such as hist orical Òpat h dependenceÓ Ñ  some 
account  of  how t he public becomes at t ached t o local schools is in order.  

To t hat  end, I invoke Òhist orical evolut ionaryÓ inference. This holds t hat  
volunt ary inst it ut ions t hat  last  for a long t ime in a democracy usually persist  
because t hose served by t hem are bet t er of f . The alt ernat ives are weighed by 
t he vot ers over a period of  years, and t hose t hat  donÕt  work are reject ed sooner 
or lat er. In cont rast , t he Òpat h dependenceÓ st ories regard inst it ut ions as prone 
t o being st uck indef init ely in inef f icient  hist orical rut s. Alt hough he does not  
invoke it  specif ically, Terry Moe (2001, p. 290)  implicit ly endorses t he pat h-
dependence idea, concluding f rom his int ensive survey work t hat  vot ers are t oo 
addict ed t o t he st at us quo of  public schools t o vot e for vouchers. (He 
fort hright ly reject s t hat  it  is just  t he polit ical muscle of  t eachersÕ unions and 
t heir allies, since voucher support ers in t he 2000 California init iat ive act ually 
out spent  t he unions but  st ill lost  by t he same lopsided margin as t he 1993 
init iat ive, in which t he unions had great ly out spent  voucher advocat es.)   

But  t he pat h-dependence st ories in ot her cont ext s t urn out  t o be less t han 
meet s t he eye when t he fact s are examined more carefully. For example, Paul 
David (1985) of fered t he persist ence of  t he QWERTY keyboard layout  as an 
example of  inef f icient  pat h dependence. This was refut ed by St anley Liebowit z 
and St ephen Margolis (1990), who found t hat  QWERTY was t he product  of  
much compet it ion and remains no less ef f icient  t han alt ernat ive layout s.  

Local public schools are likewise t he product  of  a long and cont est ed hist ory. 
The t ension bet ween economies of  scale, which once warrant ed larger dist rict s, 
and local-vot er cont rol, which is great est  in smaller dist rict s, was nowhere more 
evident  t han in rural America in t he lat e 1800s. Most  of  t he school populat ion 
was rural, and most  of  t hat  populat ion at t ended one-room schools, which 
usually lacked age-group progression f rom grades one t hrough eight . Dist rict  
size was largely det ermined by how far a child could walk f rom home t o school. 
Cit y schools, wit h t heir higher populat ion densit ies, had long had age-group 
grading, and by 1900, high schools were beginning t o become a norm in most  
cit ies (Goldin 1998). As rural roads were improved around t he t urn of  t he 
cent ury, legislat ures were persuaded by educat ion expert s t o consolidat e rural 
one-room schools so t hat  graded and, event ually, high school educat ion could 
be made available t o all (Carney 1912).  

Resist ance t o consolidat ion came f rom rural communit ies, which had f inanced 
and governed t heir local schools f rom t heir incept ion. Rural resident s regarded 
t heir schools a social cent ers for adult s as well as places for t heir children t o be 
educat ed (Reynolds 1999). Wayne Fuller was especially at t uned t o t his in his 
hist ory of  rural schools in t he upper Midwest . Wit hout  neglect ing t heir 
drawbacks, Fuller (1982, p. 45)  emphasized how closely t he school was t ied t o 
t he rest  of  rural communit y life:  
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[ The rural school dist rict ]  brought  scat t ered families t oget her in a 
common ef fort , provided a communit y where none exist ed, and gave t he 
people who lived among t he empt y st ret ches of  hills and plains a sense of  
belonging t o a place. They were invaluable laborat ories of  democracy in 
which rural Americans learned t he import ance of  t heir vot e, how t o make 
laws, and how t o govern t hemselves.  

The success of  t he rural consolidat ion movement  would seem t o have been a 
defeat  for localism, which might  suggest  t hat  it s social capit al reasons for 
exist ence were not  decisive. It  is not  my claim, t hough, t hat  facilit at ing adult  
social capit al is t he most  import ant  purpose of  schools. Schools exist  t o 
educat e children, and schoolsÕ value t o t he communit y as a source of  social 
capit al is incident al t o t heir educat ional funct ion. Yet  as is suggest ed by t his 
art icleÕs epigraph (Òbut  when t he school closes, you might  as well put  a fork in 
it Ó) , t aken f rom an art icle describing t he cont emporary t ravails of  declining small 
t owns on t he Great  Plains (Egan 2003), a t ownÕs school is st ill regarded as it s 
most  crit ical social inst it ut ion. It s cont ribut ion t o communit y life should not  be 
underest imat ed.  

Account s of  t he rural consolidat ion movement  of t en had a polemical t one 
t hat  cast s it  as a bat t le bet ween enlight ened professionals and ignorant  farmers 
(Cubberley 1914). The more balanced hist orical account s of  rural consolidat ion 
recognize t hat  parent s weighed t he virt ues of  localism against  t he educat ional 
advant ages of  consolidat ion, and in most  cases reluct ant ly acceded t o t he 
great er educat ional benef it s t hat  could be had in consolidat ed schools (Kaest le 
1983; Reynolds 1999). What ever regret  rural opponent s felt  were event ually 
assuaged by t he discovery t hat  t he same improved roads and vehicles t hat  
t ransport ed t heir children t o a consolidat ed school also enabled parent s t o 
widen t he geographical area t hat  t hey called t heir neighborhood. This was 
especially helpful as rural populat ion densit ies cont inued t o decline. The rural 
consolidat ed high school became t he locus of  communit y act ivit y early in t he 
t went iet h cent ury (Tyack 1972). Thus t he consolidat ed schools of  t he early 
t went iet h cent ury did not  erode social capit al as much as was feared, and t he 
American upper Midwest , where t hese bat t les were f iercest  (Fuller 1982), is 
t oday st ill ident if ied by Put nam (2000) as having t he most  social capit al.  

The previous remarks are not  t o say t hat  local social capit al was t he only 
noneducat ional considerat ion in t he provision of  public schools. From it s earliest  
days, t he syst em of  local f inance has lived in act ive t ension wit h st at e-level 
egalit arianism, which has long sought  t o have schools f inanced equally by t he 
st at e. The nat ure of  school funding was const ant ly on t he polit ical agenda Ñ  
of t en at  const it ut ional convent ions Ñ  of  every st at e t hroughout  t he ninet eent h 
and early t went iet h cent ury (Cubberley 1919; Keller 1994, chap. 2) .  
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The mixed syst em of  local funding and st at e subsidies t hat  charact erized 
most  st at es by t he 1950s was t hus t he product  of  a long and art iculat e 
st ruggle of  well-represent ed forces in t he legislat ures. Only in t he last  t hird of  
t he t went iet h cent ury, st art ing wit h Serrano v. Priest  in 1971 , have t he st at e 
court s dist urbed t his polit ical t ension by put t ing t heir considerable polit ical 
capit al on t he side of  cent ralizat ion of  funding. The renewed int erest  in 
vouchers may be an of fspring of  t he decisions of  st at e court s, decisions t hat  
are not  t he product  of  vot er discont ent  wit h t heir local public schools.  

Judge-made cent ralizat ion of  funding over t he last  t hirt y years appears t o 
have caused a decline in average educat ional result s (Hust ed and Kenny 2000; 
Pelt zman 1996). This in t urn has energized t he privat e-school movement  
(Downes and Schoeman 1998; Nechyba 2000), which had long been a 
complement  t o public schools, albeit  a dist inct ly subsidiary one. As ment ioned in 
sect ion 5 above, it  seems reasonable t o predict  t hat  vouchers will t end t o 
succeed in larger cit ies in which t he combinat ion of  excessively large dist rict s 
and low-qualit y schools overcomes t he at t ract ion of  public schools in promot ing 
local social capit al. In most  ot her places, however, local salvage operat ions of  
t he t ype seen in California will probably keep t he public schools polit ically viable.  

St at e supreme court  judges, t he modern force behind cent ralizat ion and loss 
of  local cont rol, seem impervious t o any crit icism of  t heir school-f inance 
decisions. Most  st at e judges forest all crit icism by wrapping t heir decisions 
around t he language of  Brown v. Board of Education despit e it s poor f it  wit h t he 
fact s of  school f inance cases (Fischel 2001, pp. 103-108). It  seems safe t o 
predict , t hen, t hat  t he pressure for vouchers will cont inue for a long t ime.  

This is hardly a bad t hing. A voucher syst em has many virt ues in promot ing 
more individual choice among families and creat ive compet it ion among suppliers. 
The present  paper gainsays none of  t hose benef it s. My purpose is t o point  out  
t hat  t he publicÕs cont inuing af fect ion for local public schools is not  irrat ional. 
However inchoat e Òcommunit y-specif ic social capit alÓ may be, vot ersÕ 
longst anding regard for it s everyday benef it s may be what  rest rains widespread 
support  for a general voucher syst em.  
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Figure 1 

Public School Syst em: All families  [ =      ]    at t end  

 

school [=          ] within the same  district. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Result : Social capit al among parent s is Òcommunit y specif ic.Ó 
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Figure 2 

Voucher Syst em: Families can choose schools in any dist rict . Half  choose a 
school out side of  t heir communit y. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Result : Social capit al of  each family remains t he same, but  Òcommunit y specif icÓ 
social capit al is cut  in half . 
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Figure 3 

Voucher Vote 1993, Los Angeles County
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Average Membership Rate in 32 National Chapter-Based Voluntary 

Associations, 1900-1997

1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000

World War I

Great 

Depression

World War II

US Total Fertility Rate, 1910-2000

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000

Figure 4: Twent iet h-Cent ury Tot al Fert ilit y and Social Capit al Trends 
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Table 1: Det erminant s of  St at e-Level Indices of  Social Capit al 

Dependent variable:  soc ial  cap i t al  index  [ Source: Put nam 2000]  
       
R-Square = 0.659    
Adjust ed R-Square = 0.627 
Observat ions = 48 
      

 Coefficients Standard 
Error 

t Stat bx sdx beta = 
bx sd x /sdy 

Int ercept  1.948 0.4002 4.87   
%met ro pop -0.009 0.0043 -2.14 -.197 -.252 
%black -0.039 0.0081 -4.82 -.378 -.483 
%college grads 0.069 0.0178 3.89 .321 .410 
%in b ig  d ist r ic t  -0.008 0.0038 -2.12 -.181 -.231 

  
                                       descriptive statistics  
                          mean    std.deviation    minimum       maximum   median state 
social K index       2.44 .783        1.00 (NV)      4.14 (ND)       2.43   
%met ro pop        64.5  21.9     20.4% ( ID)     100% (NJ)      67.5% 
%black               10.73  9.7         0.5% (MT)      36.6% (MS)     7.5%  
%college grads     24.6 4.65        17.3% (AR)    38.7% (CO)   23.9% 
%in b ig  d ist r ic t  26 .0  22.6     0 (7 st at es)    88.0% (FL)     21.0%  
 
                                             Correlations 

 Social K %metro pop % black %college  
social K index 1    
%met ro pop -0.302 1   
% black -0.694 0.243 1  
%college grads 0.330 0.467 -0.152 1 
%in big dist rict  -0.480 0.521 0.369 0.154 
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Table 2: Family Size and Social Capit al 

Adult social-capital activity 
 

number of 
children at 

home 

1975-1983 
(events per 

year) 

1984-1990 
(events per 

year) 

1991-1998 
(events per 

year) 
 

Volunteered One 5.5 5.5 5.8 
 Two 7.6 7.1 7.5 
 Three 8.3 7.9 9.3 
 Four 8.2 8.6 10.0 
 Five or more 9.7 9.2 10.6 

Worked on community project One 2.4 1.9 1.7 
 Two 2.8 2.0 1.9 
 Three 2.9 2.2 2.1 
 Four 3.0 2.6 2.1 
 Five or more 3.4 2.2 1.6 

Attended club meetings One 7.9 5.9 4.7 
 Two 9.7 6.4 5.3 
 Three 9.8 6.8 5.8 
 Four 10.3 7.1 5.5 
 Five or more 10.7 6.4 5.1 

Attended church services One 22.7 21.7 20.9 
 Two 25.3 23.2 22.6 
 Three 27.6 25.7 25.3 
 Four 30.1 28.0 30.0 
 Five or more 32.8 30.8 28.7 

Entertained at home One 15.0 11.3 10.1 
 Two 14.4 11.3 10.0 
 Three 14.3 11.4 10.2 
 Four 13.8 10.4 9.7 
 Five or more 13.7 9.9 8.9 

Source: DDB-Needham Survey, described in Put nam (2000, pp. 420)  and 
compiled by Robert  Put nam for t he aut hor, April 2002. 
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A ppend ix   

 
Below are t he dat a for t he regression report ed in Table 1, sort ed by Put namÕs 
social capit al index. School dist rict  dat a are f rom t he Nat ional Cent er for 
Educat ion St at ist ics for 1997-98 <ht t p:/ / nces.ed.gov/ pubs2001/ overview/ >, 
and ot her dat a are f rom t he 2000 Census. Put namÕs social capit al index is 
available at  <ht t p:/ / www. bowlingalone.com/ dat a.php3>. I added 2.43 t o 
Put namÕs index so t he minimum is 1.00 rat her t han Ð1.43. His Social Capit al 
Index is composed of  t he following fourt een indicat ors, gat hered f rom surveys 
and sources in various years around 1990  and weight ed by fact or analysis:  

1. Agree t hat  "I  spend a lot  of  t ime visit ing f riends"    2. Agree t hat  "Most  
people can be t rust ed"    3. Agree t hat  "Most  people are honest "   4. 
At t endance at  any public meet ing on t own or school af fairs in last  year 
(percent )     5. Number of  civic and social organizat ions per 1000 populat ion    
6. Average number of  club meet ings at t ended in last  year    7. Average number 
of  group memberships    8. Average number of  t imes volunt eered in last  year    
9. Average number of  t imes ent ert ained at  home in last  year    10. Average 
number of  t imes worked on communit y project  in last  year    11. Number of  
non-prof it  (501[ c] 3)  organizat ions per 1000 populat ion    12. Served as of f icer 
of  some club or organizat ion in last  year (percent )     13. Served on commit t ee 
of  some local organizat ion in last  year (percent )     14. Turnout  in president ial 
elect ions, 1988 and 1992 
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Dat a sort ed by social capit al index (highest  = 4.14, lowest  = 1)  

st at e Social K index  %in big dist rict  % black %college grad %met ro pop 

Nort h Dakot a 4 .14  (1 st )  0  0 .8  22 .3  40 .3  

Sout h Dakot a 4 .12  (2 )  0  0 .9  25 .6  29 .5  

Vermont  3 .85  (3 )  0  0 .7  28 .3  24 .4  

Minnesot a 3 .75  (4 )  22  4 .1  32  67 .7  

Mont ana 3 .72  (5 )  0  0 .5  24  23 .9  

Nebraska 3 .58  (6 )  26  4 .4  20 .4  48 .5  

Iowa 3 .41  (7 )  6  2 .5  21 .7  44  

New Hampshire 3 .20  (8 )  0  1  27 .2  61 .9  

Wyoming 3 .10  (9 )  0  1  22 .3  29 .6  

Washingt on 3 .08  (10)  23  4  28 .6  81 .7  

Wisconsin 3 .02  (11)  17  6 .1  23 .6  67 .4  

Oregon 3 .00  (12)  22  2 .1  26 .8  68 .5  

Maine 2 .96  (13)  0  0 .7  22 .9  40 .3  

Ut ah 2 .93  (14)  63  1 .1  27 .9  77 .5  

Colorado 2 .84  (15)  52  4 .4  38 .7  81 .5  

Connect icut  2 .70  (16)  8  10  33 .5  91 .6  

Massachuset t s 2 .65  (17)  12  6 .3  31  95 .4  

Oklahoma 2 .59  (18)  13  8 .3  23 .7  59 .4  

Missouri 2 .53  (19)  17  11 .7  23  66 .2  

Idaho 2 .50  (20)  20  0 .6  20 .8  20 .4  

Arizona 2 .49  (21)  39  3 .6  24 .2  76 .1  

Michigan 2 .43  (22)  15  14 .8  21 .3  80 .1  

Delaware 2 .42  (23)  18  20 .1  24  66 .3  

Rhode Island 2 .37  (24)  17  5 .5  26 .8  91 .3  

Indiana 2 .35  (25)  14  8 .8  18 .4  68 .5  

Calif ornia 2 .25  (27)  45  7 .4  27 .1  95 .7  

Ohio 2 .25  (26)  16  12 .1  25 .5  79  

Pennsylvania 2 .24  (28)  14  10 .5  23 .9  84 .8  

Illinois 2 .21  (29)  27  15 .6  25 .6  82 .7  

Maryland 2 .17  (30)  87  28 .8  34 .7  92 .8  

Virginia 2 .11  (31)  49  20 .4  31 .6  72 .5  

New Mexico 2 .08  (32)  33  2 .3  24 .5  48 .4  

New York 2 .07  (33)  42  17  26 .9  91 .1  

New Jersey 2 .03  (34)  8  14 .4  30 .5  100 

Florida 1 .96  (35)  88  15 .5  21 .6  90 .8  

Kansas 1 .93  (37)  21  6 .3  26 .5  40 .1  

Arkansas 1 .93  (36)  10  16  17 .3  53 .8  

Texas 1 .88  (38)  49  12  24 .4  81 .6  

Kent ucky 1 .64  (39)  21  7 .7  19 .8  46 .5  

Nort h Carolina 1 .61  (40)  40  22 .1  23 .9  56 .7  

West  Virginia 1 .60  (41)  10  3 .5  17 .9  36 .4  

Sout h Carolina 1 .55  (42)  31  29 .9  20 .9  60 .6  

Tennessee 1 .47  (43)  41  16 .8  17 .7  67 .7  

Louisiana 1 .44  (44)  50  32 .9  20 .7  69 .5  

Alabama 1 .36  (45)  30  26 .3  21 .8  67 .4  

Georgia 1 .28  (46)  45  29 .2  21 .5  65  

Mississippi 1 .26  (47)  6  36 .6  19 .2  30 .1  

Nevada 1 .00  (48 t h)  82  7 .5  20 .2  82 .9  

  


