Defining social capital as perceived access to time and money help from friends and family,
this article examines (a) the stock of social capital to which families have access, (b) the
trade-off between access to money and time help, and (c) the association between perceived
access to time and money help and conventional measures of family economic well-being.
Data come from the 1980 wave of the Panel Study of Income Dynamics, an ongoing
longitudinal survey of U.S. households. More than 9 out of 10 families reported access to
social capital. Some evidence for isolation from social capital among families with a
less-educated or older head was found. Surprisingly, families in very poor neighborhoods
reported more access to social capital, primarily in friend-based networks. Finally, geo-
graphic mobility leads to increased social isolation, because it reduces family ties.
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The physical materials, the financial resources, and the human skills and
capacities that facilitate productive activity we know as physical, finan-
cial, and human capital, respectively. Relationships among people consti-
tute a fourth form of capital—social capital (Coleman, 1988). Social
capital is conceptualized as a resource that, once accumulated, can be
drawn on or accessed as needed. The stock of social capital is hypothesized
to constitute an important potential resource for individuals and families
in achieving their interests, one that makes possible otherwise impossible
goals (Coleman, 1988).

Coleman (1988) distinguishes between social capital inside and outside
the household, with a primary source of intrahousehold social capital
consisting of the time parents spend with one another and with their
children. Although social capital within the household is important, be-
cause of its universality, it has been more widely investigated and we do
not pursue it here.
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Unique to the concept of social capital are relationships outside the
household, within the broader community. There are much stronger norms
for helping family members than nonfamily members. Consequently, we
expect more people to report access to social capital from extended-family
members than from friends. We include in our analyses both extended
family- and friend-based social capital and examine patterns of access to
these different forms of social capital.

Gauging the extent and nature of extrafamilial social capital is an
important research task, particularly in light of analyses such as Wilson’s
(1987) The Truly Disadvantaged, which suggested that poor urban neigh-
borhoods were increasingly socially isolated due to structural changes in
postindustrial society. The concept of isolation has several dimensions.
Physical isolation may be due to residential segregation in housing and
residential patterns, as well as the migration of employers from the inner
city to the suburbs. Social isolation can also result from the tenuous
relationships of inner-city residents to social organizations and the threat
posed by crime and drug activity to freedom of movement. Wilson (1987)
posited that members of the underclass suffer from a “lack of contact or
of sustained interaction with the individuals and institutions that represent
mainstream society” (p. 60). He also stated that they “seldom have
sustained contact with friends or relatives in the more stable areas of the
city or in the suburbs.” There is some evidence for this. Black males living
in census tracts with a greater concentration of poor residents were
significantly less likely to attend political or social meetings; Black
females were less likely to attend church (Fernandez & Harris, 1992).
Residents of concentrated poverty areas reported fewer network ties.
Males were less likely to report they were married and that they had kin
support (although females in these areas were more likely to report kin
support). The friends both males and females reported having were less
educated, less likely to be employed, and more likely to be on public
assistance than those in areas of less concentrated poverty (Fernandez &
Harris, 1992).

In this article, we focus on the existence or “stock” of social capital a
family has already built up and on which it could draw in an emergency.
Specifically, our measure of social capital is respondents’ reports as to
whether they expect to be able to access time or monetary assistance from
friends or relatives. Although similar to social exchange and social-
support networks, social capital differs from them in that it is the existence
of the relationship that is important, not the amount of actual exchange
that occurs. Social capital may exist but the need to draw on it has not
arisen. Thus immediate measurable reciprocity is not a necessary condi-
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tion for the existence of social capital. Our focus on access also avoids the
problem of delayed reciprocation.

Using data from a national sample of families, we show the patterns of
perceived access to social capital and how these patterns differ by family
and neighborhood characteristics. We examine the prevalence of these
forms of social capital; trade-offs between time and money forms of social
capital; and family and neighborhood factors leading to differential access
to social capital, focusing particularly on isolation from social capital.

PREVIOUS RESEARCH

There have been several attempts to operationalize social capital,
particularly intrahousehold social capital. Potential time spent by parents
with children is a commonly used measure. According to the dilution
hypothesis, the larger the number of children, the less time parents have
to spend with their children. Consequently, number of siblings serves as
an (inverse) indicator of social capital (Coleman, 1988). Other commonly
used indicators are the mother’s time spent in paid employment and
whether both parents are in the household, both believed to be related to
the amount of time available to spend with children. Parent-child commu-
nication (Parcel & Menaghan, 1993; Smith, Beaulieu, & Israel, 1992) is
another indicator of the presence of social capital.

A second operationalization is based on what Coleman (1988) called
the “closure” of social networks. This can be measured by whether
community networks overlap, as, for example, when parents of children
in private parochial schools have relationships through both church and
school. These overlaps provide a potential source of information and
control over children’s activities. Similarly, social capital can be measured
by the proportion of the parents of one’s child’s friends that parents know
(Kao & Tienda, 1995).

The involvement of parents in meetings of community organizations
has been used to measure family social capital (Fernandez & Harris,
1992). Finally, involvement of children in youth and church activities,
parent interest in school matters, and the presence/passage of a school
bond issue in the last 5 years have been used as measures of community
social capital (Smith et al., 1992).

In this article, the potential access o gifts and loans of money or time
assistance from nonhousehold members in an emergency represents the
stock of social capital, regardless of whether families actually request such
assistance. We use the term stock in its economic sense of a supply
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accumulated for future use rather than as a total accounting of all forms
of social capital. It is hypothesized that families who have social capital
stocks may make different decisions from those without them. It may be
that children’s capacity to access assistance when emergencies or other
unforeseen circumstances occur is more important than whether they
actually receive such funds, because they would call on parental assistance
only if the need arose but base their decision on having that back-up
available. Knowing that help is available may enable young adults to
engage in financially risky behavior—attending college, starting a busi-
ness, buying a home—that unconnected adults cannot attempt. Although
the social capital approach differs from what is commonly known as social
exchange or social network analysis, an examination of the research into
the actual nature of exchanges between kin and among nonkin can help
provide information as to what levels of social capital people typically
have access.

Although the notion of connectedness and exchange is important,
Coleman’s (1988) conceptualization went a next step to discuss the factors
related to building up the stock or account of capital in neighborhoods and
schools, the mechanisms by which these work, the potential network or
stock of social capital accumulated, and their consequences for the devel-
opment of children. This terminology enables us to think in terms of these
assistance networks and resources for children and families much as we
think of financial resources. Social capital provides a framework for
evaluating the differential investments and accounts of different sub-
groups of the population and the trade-off between time and money. This
article focuses specifically on the stock or account of obligations from
others that a family has accumulated. It does not examine the source of
this stock or its consequences. Those important topics are the focus of
ongoing research. Three research questions motivate our empirical analysis.

WHAT IS THE PREVALENCE
OR STOCK OF SOCIAL CAPITAL?

A number of recent studies describe the levels of exchange (including
money, time, and living arrangements) that take place between parents and
children. Access to advice and help with child care were widespread, with
few reporting no access to such assistance from kin (Hogan, Hao, &
Parish, 1990). About half of young Black women, and 20% of young
‘White women participated in a kin-support network, defined as living with
kin or receiving a large proportion of income or help with child care from
kin. Income support was less common, with fewer than 20% of Black and
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10% of White families reporting such assistance (Altonji, Hayashi, &
Kotlikoff, 1992a, 1992b; Hill, Morgan, & Herzog, 1994; Hogan et al.,
1990). Among Black males and females, fully two thirds to three quarters
of Black males and females reported access to family assistance; in
contrast, only about 15% to 20% reported access to friends (who could
help on a day-to-day or on a crisis basis) (Fernandez & Harris, 1992;
McAdoo, 1980).

WHAT IS THE TRADE-OFF
BETWEEN MONEY AND TIME HELP?

According to an economic perspective, families’ expected access to
time and money help should reflect the comparative advantage of friends
and family in providing such help. Because friends and family are likely
to be similar in level of resources (Feld, 1982, 1984), everything else the
same, lower wages and less formal labor market involvement should be
associated with less access to money and more access to the time of others.
Another way of looking at it is that the value of time rises as does income,
again assuming similarity of resources across networks. Both hypotheses
would predict that higher-income people would be more likely to have
access to money than to time, and low-income people access to time rather
than money.

WHAT ARE THE FACTORS RELATED TO
DIFFERENTIAL ACCESS TO AND
ISOLATION FROM SOCIAL CAPITAL?

In this article we are interested in describing differences in stocks of
social capital according to factors that may reflect differential need, such
as single-parent family structure, no earners, large family, younger head,
low income, and poor health; and factors that reflect differential cultural
factors and tastes, such as race/ethnicity, education of the head, and
neighborhood characteristics. We are also interested in examining factors
that may disrupt the stock of social capital and that may reduce its stock
in the new location, such as a geographic move in the last year (Coleman,
1988) or living in a different state or region from where one grew up.

Race/ethnicity. One of the issues that this descriptive research ad-
dresses is the much-cited part played by kin networks in Black families
(Stack, 1974). Although kin networks exist among Blacks, networks exist
among Whites as well. In contrast to early ethnographic reports (e.g.,
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Stack, 1974), recent studies have documented rather low levels of family
support except among single mothers, who tend to live with kin. Black
women are more likely to be single mothers (Angel & Tienda, 1982;
Hofferth, 1984; Jayakody, Chatters, & Taylor, 1993; McAdoo, 1980).
Several studies have shown that when race differences in marital status
are taken into account, White mothers are more likely than Black mothers
to receive substantial income transfers and thus to benefit from kin support
(Hofferth, 1984; Parish, Hao, & Hogan, 1991). Other research (Hogan
et al., 1990) has found that Black mothers’ kin networks provide living
quarters and free child care rather than income support. Recent work
looking at intergenerational support using the National Survey of Families
and Households continues to document the rather low levels of help and
assistance overall, with the exception of families with young children,
who are very much more likely to receive assistance than other families
(Eggebeen, 1992; Eggebeen & Hogan, 1990). Finally, work by
Rosenzweig and Wolpin (1992) on young males showed much lower
levels of family support going to Black than to White males, with the
exception of coresidence. Black males were more likely than White males
to live with a parent. Thus there are high levels of social support but low
levels of financial support overall.

Because of the generally lower incomes among Blacks, we might
expect them to have access to more time but less monetary assistance. One
common thread among the Black community is the existence of strong
“fictive kin” relationships, relationships that are kinlike but among per-
sons with no blood relationship (Stack, 1974). Consequently, we might
expect Black families to have stronger social capital among nonkin than
White families.

Family income. One important issue is whether there is a trade-off
between time and money. Because time assistance is less costly for them,
people with lower incomes may be more likely to have access to time
rather than money help, and people with higher incomes and a higher cost
of time may be more likely to have access to money rather than time help.
This assumes that people belong to networks with similar levels of
income.

Previous research (Fernandez & Harris, 1992) found that two thirds of
Black females and males reported access to kin support, with little
difference by poverty and employment status. In contrast, access to
friendship networks was related to income. Between 15% and 18% of poor
females, compared with only 8% of nonpoor females, reported that they
had no access to help from friends. Males were slightly more likely than
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females to report that they had no access to assistance from friends, but
income differences were small and not statistically significant.

Demographic characteristics. Head’s age, educational level, and fam-
ily size may affect access to social capital. Other research showed that
younger people were more often the recipients and older persons the givers
of assistance (Hill et al., 1994). Families with more children may need
access to more assistance than families with fewer children. Families in
which the head has a health limitation may be more likely to report access
to assistance.

Employment-family structure. The literature suggests that female fam-
ily heads are the most likely recipients of assistance (Hofferth, 1984;
McAdoo, 1980). However, two-parent families may also receive assis-
tance under certain circumstances, for example, if neither is employed.
Consequently, we created a variable that describes both the family struc-
ture and employment status of the head and wife. Is there a difference in
access to social capital by the combined family structure/employment
status of parents?

Neighborhood differences. The work of Wilson (1987) and others rests
on the presumption that poor neighborhoods lack social capital. Because
our data contain neighborhood-level as well as family-level measures, we
were able to assess the separate effects of neighborhood income level on
access to social capital. Are people living in neighborhoods with high
poverty rates more or less likely to have access to social capital? ‘

Geographic mobility. To what extent is social capital “location bound?”
One would expect that families who no longer live where they grew up or
who moved recently would have less family-based social capital than
those who have not moved or who still live near where they grew up. On
the other hand, the geographically mobile may be able to compensate by
building more friend-based social capital.

DATA

Our data came from 3,311 Black and White families interviewed in the
1980 wave of the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID). The PSID is
an ongoing longitudinal survey of U.S. households begun in 1968 by the
Survey Research Center of the University of Michigan (Hill, 1992).
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Low-income families were initially oversampled, but weights have been
developed and were used in this article to adjust for both the differential
initial sampling probabilities and for differential nonresponse that has
arisen since the beginning of the study.

The “following rules” of the PSID are designed to produce a continu-
ously representative sample of the U.S. population. Comparisons of the
1980 sample with that of the Current Population Survey show no note-
worthy differences (Duncan & Hill, 1989). Questions related to social
capital have been asked in two PSID waves—1980 and 1988. In many
respects, the 1980 data are more complete, because they ask both for a
family’s “investments” in its social capital network (i.e., whether the
family had given substantial time and money help to friends or relatives
over the previous 5 years) and for a family’s stock of social capital (i.e.,
whether the family could count on friends or relatives to supply substantial
amounts of emergency time or money help). The 1988 wave has invest-
ment questions only. Here we present some descriptive information on
social capital stocks.

Our sample consisted of all PSID families with children present’ in
1980. As a measure of the stock of a family’s social capital, we used
responses to the following questions:

Time Stock:

K74. Suppose there were a serious emergency in your household. Is there
a friend or relative living nearby whom you could call on to spend a lot of
time helping out? (If YES): Would that be a relative?

Money Stock:

K89. Suppose in an emergency you needed several hundred dollars more
than you had available or could borrow from an institution. Would you ask
either a friend or a relative for it? (IF YES): Is the person you would ask a
relative?

As detailed below, responses to these questions were used to distinguish
between (a) friends versus relatives and (b) time versus money help.
Explanatory measures, also drawn from the 1980 interview, include:

1. Family income/needs, constructed by dividing a family’s total cash income
by the poverty threshold (now about $14,000 for a family of four) that
corresponds to its family size

Race, which distinguished “Black” from all other responses

Whether the family reported moving in the previous year

Employment and family structure (couple with two earners, couple with
one earner, couple with no earner, female head who is employed, female
head who is unemployed, and other (including single fathers)

SN
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Education of household head

Age of household head

. Whether head lives in state and/or region where he or she grew up
Number of children in the household

. Whether the head reported a limitation on the amount or type of work he
or she could do.

© 0N o

The neighborhood information came from matching addresses of re-
spondents in 1980 to census tracts (or, if in an untracted area, enumeration
districts or minor civil divisions). As a measure of socioeconomic status
(SES), we used the fraction of nonelderly individuals in the neighborhood
living in households with income below the poverty line.

Although these data are among the best for determining whether a
family perceives that they have access to social capital at all, there are two
important limitations. First, the amount and diversity of social capital
available to families—the amount of help, the type of help, the sources of
help, whether help is repeated, and nonemergency assistance—were sim-
ply not ascertained. Second, the question wording does not permit respon-
dents to name both relatives and friends as potential sources of each type
of help. Respondents are asked, first, whether the source of friend or
relative help is a relative; a friend is coded as source only if respondents
do not say relative. Thus by time help from friends we generally mean
“when time help from relatives is not available.” Because the availability
and source of time and money assistance are separately ascertained,
respondents could report friends as a source for time help and relatives for
money help. Thus some joint assistance shows up when time and money
are pooled. However, it should be noted that the data underrepresent help
from friends. For this reason we have not interpreted the different levels
of perceived assistance from friends and relatives in this analysis as
differences in access.

Finally, we have not controlled for the gender of respondents, although
perceptions of males and females are likely to differ. This is not likely to
bias our estimates of the effect of family structure, because in one third of
two-parent families, the wife was the respondent. Thus family structure
effects (one vs. two parents) were not synonymous with gender effects.

RESULTS

Because of the potential differences between Blacks and Whites, we
present the results separately for the two groups and for the full sample.
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TABLE 1
Stocks of Social Capital for Families with Children, by Race

Both Time
Neither Time Only Money Only and Money Unweighted n

Percentage with access to
time help from friends or
relatives and/or money
help from friends or

relatives

Black 10 24 8 58 1,430
White 7 19 8 66 1,881
All 8 20 8 65 3,311

Percentage with access
to time and money help:
From friends

Black 73 10 10 7 1,430

White 81 13 4 2 1,881

All 80 12 5 3 3,311
From relatives

Black 24 27 10 38 1,430

White 14 19 16 51 1,881

All 16 20 15 49 3,311

WHAT IS THE PREVALENCE OF SOCIAL CAPITAL?

Social isolation characterized only a small proportion of families. Of
our sample of families with children, 8% considered themselves to have
no access to time or money from either friends or relatives (Table 1).
Almost two thirds of our sample reported access to both time and
money help from friends or relatives. Of those who reported access to
either time or money but not both, time was the more important, with
20% of families reporting access to time only and 8% reporting access
to money only. Race differences were surprisingly small in reporting
access to friends and relatives combined. About 90% of Blacks and
93% of Whites reported access to time or money help from friends or
relatives.

When we examined friends and relatives as distinct potential sources
of assistance, we found that they were not equally accessible (Table 1).
Not surprisingly, because of the question wording, social capital involving
relatives was much more common than resources involving friends. Some
84% (100% — 16%) of families with children reported access to either time
or money help from relatives, compared with 20% that reported access to
time or money help from friends.
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TABLE 2
Time Versus Money Classification of Social Capital Measures,
for Families with Children, by Race

Black White
Yes No Unweightedn Yes No Unweighted n

Access to Time Help from Friends

Access to Money Help
From Friends
Yes 40 60 199 33 67 115
No 12 88 1,231 13 87 1,766
X 36.90 53.25
p 0.000 0.000
G 0.656 0.522
Tau-b 0.279 0.137
Access to Time Help from Family
Access to Money Help
From Family
Yes 79 21 725 76 24 1,279
No 53 47 705 57 43 602
X 3475 113.69
p 0.000 0.000
G 0.532 0.421
Tau-b 0.271 ' 0.200

Potential access to support networks differed for Blacks and Whites.
Blacks’ perceived ability to receive support from family networks was
considerably lower than Whites’ (76% vs. 86%). The reverse was true for
friend-based networks; Blacks were more likely than Whites (27% vs.
19%) to perceive support from friends. This fits with research suggesting
the extension of networks through friends and fictive kin among Blacks.
Thus overall combined differences between Blacks and Whites in access
to time or money assistance from both sources were smail.

IS THERE A TRADE-OFF
BETWEEN MONEY AND TIME HELP?

We next explored two possible trade-offs among the dimensions of
social capital networks. Table 2 presents possible trade-offs between time
and money in stocks and investments in social capital networks. The
evidence suggests complementarity rather than substitution between time
and money help. In terms of friendship-based networks, Whites and
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Blacks who were more likely to perceive time help available from friends
were also more likely to perceive money help available.

There was no evidence whatsoever for time versus money trade-offs
involving family-based networks. Blacks and Whites reporting more
time-based access to family-based networks also reported more money-
based access. The positive relationship between time and money was
somewhat stronger for Blacks than Whites.

WHAT ARE THE FACTORS RELATED
TO DIFFERENTIAL SOCIAL CAPITAL?

Bivariate patterns of association between social capital stocks and a
number of demographic characteristics are presented in Table 3 for Blacks
and Table 4 for Whites. For each of the social capital measures we
distinguish: (a) access to both time and money help, (b) access to time but
not money help, (c) access to money but not time help, and (d) access to
neither time nor money help. All data are presented separately by race.
Only relationships that were statistically significant at p < .05 are reported.
Our discussion of this table focuses on statistically significant associations
between the demographic variables and whether the family reported
access to neither time nor money, that is, they were isolated from social
capital. Family and friend social capital are separately examined.

Income. There was a significant positive relationship between family
income and access to family-based help networks for Black families but
not White families. Black families in the two lowest-income quintiles
were more likely to report isolation from both family-based time and
money help than were Black families in the two highest-income quintiles.
Regarding friend-based help, Blacks who were in the two lowest-income
quintiles were less isolated from friends than those in the two highest-
income quintiles. Among Whites, there was no relationship between
income and access to friendship networks.

Education. The relationship between head’s education and access to
friendship-based help networks for Blacks and Whites was quite different.
Family-based access to help was strongly linked to head’s education
among Blacks, with the families of more educated heads being less
isolated from access to help from outside family members than families
with less highly educated heads. Among Black families, those with the
highest education were most likely to report isolation from friendship
networks. For Whites, the most highly educated families were neither
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more nor less likely to report isolation from family but were least likely
to report isolation from friend-based time or money help.

Neighborhood poverty. Neighborhood poverty, rather than isolating
families, appears to lead to greater access to friendship networks. Com-
pared with those living in areas of fewer than 20% nonelderly poor, White
and Black families living in areas of 30% or more nonelderly poor were
more likely to report access to friendship-based networks. The neighbor-
hood-based measure of family SES (percentage of nonelderly poor) was
not linked with access to family help for Blacks or Whites.

Age of head. There was some evidence that both White and Black
families with older heads (families that may consist of three generations)
were most isolated from kin. About 41% of Black families with a head
age 55 and older reported access to neither time nor money from outside
kin, compared with 23% of families with a head under age 25. The
comparable figures were 29% for White families with a head age 55 or
older and 8% with a head under 25. This reflects differential access to
outside kin among the generations, as well as the general finding that the
direction of transfers is primarily from the older to the younger generation
(Hill et al., 1994). The age of the head was not related to access to help
from friends.

Health limitations. Heads with health limitations appear to be isolated
from kin but not friendship networks. For both Blacks and Whites, heads
with health limitations were less likely than those without such limitations
to report help from kin. In contrast to access to help from kin, Blacks with
health limitations were less isolated from friends than those without health
limitations. There was no difference by health limitation status in access
to help from friends among Whites.

Geographic mobility. Whether the head lived in same state as where
he or she grew up affected access to assistance. For both Blacks and
Whites, moving away from one’s state of origin decreased the stock of
available family-based time and money help available. In contrast, mov-
ing away was associated with a greater stock of time and money available
from friends. For Whites, friend-based networks were stronger for mi-
grants than nonmigrants. For Blacks, friend-based networks were stronger
for migrants who moved across state lines but stayed in the same region.
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FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH SOCIAL ISOLATION

Table 5 combines friend and relative social capital to examine whether
families have access to social capital at all, controlling for a subset of the
background variables in a multivariate logistic regression.? Sample means
for variables used in the multivariate analysis are also shown in Table 5.
The lack of statistical significance of the coefficient for race in the
combined sample (column 1) suggests that race is not directly linked to
social capital. However, because of the chance that the relationship
between family factors and social capital may differ, the regressions were
run separately by race.

We see that, once other factors are controlled, the ratio of income to
needs is not associated with being isolated from social capital from family
or friends. This is contrary to our expectation that low-income families
would be more isolated than higher-income families. In fact, the area
measure suggests that families in low-income neighborhoods had greater
access than in higher-income neighbohoods. The greater the proportion
of nonelderly poor in the neighborhood, the less likely a family was to
report having access to neither time nor money help from friends or
relatives. The coefficients were similar in size and direction for Blacks
and Whites and for both combined; however, only the coefficients for
Blacks and both races were statistically significant.

As shown above, families with better educated heads were significantly
less likely to be isolated from social capital. The coefficients were similar
in size-and direction for all three groups, but only statistically significant
at p < .05 for Whites and both races combined. As in the bivariate tables,
older White heads appear to be more isolated from social capital, with the
extent of isolation declining with age. The coefficients for age and age
squared were statistically significant for Whites and both races, but not
for Blacks. Family and employment structure were unrelated to social
isolation, net of other factors.

The factor most strongly and consistently related to social isolation was
having made a geographical move from the region in which the head grew
up. The effect size for moving across regional boundaries was similar for
Whites and Blacks, but only statistically significant for Whites and the
pooled sample. The effect size was just as strong and significant for
moving across state lines for Whites and the pooled sample; it was weaker
and nonsignificant for Blacks.
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Fewer than 10% of American families with children are isolated from
networks of family or friends, according to families’ reported access to
time or money help from friends orrelatives in the event of an emergency.
Families who have less access to assistance from outside kin may com-
pensate through greater access to help from friends.

Contrary to hypothesis, we found no evidence of trade-offs between
time and money help. In fact, those who reported that they could count on
time assistance were also likely to report access to monetary assistance.
This was true for both Blacks and Whites.

‘What factors are associated with isolation from social capital ? Contrary
to hypothesis, we found no difference among income groups in access to
time or money assistance. Nor did we find support for the hypothesis that
low-income families have more access to time and high-income families
more access to money help.

We did find that families with a more educated head were less likely
to be socially isolated than those with a less educated head. The extent of
reliance on family and friend-based networks differed somewhat by race.
Blacks with a better educated head were less likely than those with a less
educated head to be socially isolated from family and more likely to be
isolated from friends. Whites with a more educated head were neither
more nor less likely than those with less education to be isolated from
family, but those with a highly educated head reported more access to help
from friends than those with a less educated head.

The multivariate analyses showed a surprising negative relationship
between neighborhood poverty and social isolation. The higher the per-
centage of nonelderly poor in the neighborhood, the lower the social
isolation. This appears to be due to greater reliance on friend networks.
Although both Blacks and Whites in areas consisting of more than 30%
nonelderly poor were neither more nor less likely than those living in areas
with fewer than 20% poor to report access to help from family, they were
more likely to report access to help from friends. This suggests a high
degree of resilience in such families; we could evaluate neither the
characteristics of the friends nor the effectiveness of these friendship
relations, however.

We found strong evidence that moving away from where one grew up
disrupts social capital. Moving away was associated with a decrease in
the stock of available family-based time and money help and an increase
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in the stock of time and money available from friends. This proved
particularly true for Whites. Thus, apparently, movement away from
family leads to greater dependence on friendship networks.

This article has found some differences in reported access to assistance,
an important aspect of social capital, differences that suggest that whereas
most families thought they had access to help in the case of an emergency,
a small proportion of families were relatively isolated from family and
friends. These people tended to be older, living away from where they
grew up, and living in a family with a less-educated head. Families may
compensate for living in a high-poverty area through developing strong
friendship networks. Further research will examine the development of
social capital and its consequences for children.

NOTES

1. The children are not necessarily the children of the family unit head.
2. The variables omitted had no significant coefficients in any of the exploratory analyses
and were dropped from the final regressions.
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