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ABSTRACT

The vast amount of theoretical and empirical wanksocial capital that has inundated the
social sciences, since the beginning of the nisgtban be roughly divided in to two
categories. Firstly there are those writers, nygudlitical scientists and economists, who
follow Putnam’s line of reasoning and tend to sagsbciational membership” more as a
source of social capital than as another form oSé&condly those, mainly sociologists,
who tend to treat the concept of social capitapasarily a social structural variable,
which can be used to refer to social network ahtlinkages between individuals and/or
organizations. The later theorists, representedvbiers such as Edwards and Foley
(2001b), and Lin (2001a, 2001b), usually assocsaigal capital with facilitating goods
and service flows among individuals and organizatioThrough a historical overview,
discussion on the major conceptualizations, as vasll special characteristics and
perspectives of social capital, we try to clarifyetsocial capital debate and clearly
differentiate between the two approaches. Subsgiguae present a thorough critique of
Putnam's approach to social capital, as well asowsrarguments questioning its
conceptualization and use. As a result, we argaethis line of argument leads to a dead
end, as it does not help to explain anything nesemver, we argue that in this approach,
conceptualization of social capital is vague arsdapplication problematic and almost
immeasurable. We propose that the future valueoofak capital lies in the individual
(personal/organizational) network analyses. Wihieemain part of this work concentrates
on the above analysis and comparison, we will alsamine the use and application of
social capital within the Czech Republic.



ABSTRACT (IN CZECH)

Rozsahlé mnozZstvi jak teoretickych tak empirickymiaci o socialnim kapitalu, které
zaplavily spoléenskoedni discipliny od p&atku devadesatych let, tde byt giblizné
roz&leno do dvou kategorii. V prvild® na autory, fevazr politology a ekonomy, ki@
sleduji Putnariiv zpisob uvazovani a maji tendenci nahlizet danstvi ve sdruzenich”
(“associational membership”) spiSe jako na zdra@j&niho kapitalu nezli jako na dalsi
z jeho forem. V druhdad na ty, gevazri sociology, kt& maji tendenci nakladat se
socialnim kapitdlem primaénjako se sociak strukturalnim faktorem, ktery e
poslouzit @i popisu socialnich siti nebo vazeb mezi jedineebb organizacemi. Ti druzi,
reprezentovani autory jako jsou Edwards and FA@@p1b) a Lin (2001a, 2001b), spojuji
socialni kapital ¥tSinou s usnadmim ol&hu zbozi a sluzeb mezi jedinci a organizacemi.
Snahou je progtdnictvim historickéhoiehledu, diskuse hlavnich konceptualizaci, stejn
tak jako charakteristik affstupi k socidlnimu kapitalu objasnit debatu okolo satdléh
kapitadlu a jasé rozlisit dva vySe zmimé gistupy. Nasledh piredkladame tkladnou
kritiku Putnamova fistupu k socialnimu kapitélu, stéjtak jako tizné divody, které tuto
konceptualizaci a jeji uziti zpoch§tyi. Zastavame nazor, Ze tato linie chapani soitial
kapitalu vede do slepé tky, protoZze neumaitije vyswtlit nic nového. Naopak tvrdime,
Ze konceptualizuje socialni kapitdl vé&gma Ze v jejim ramci je aplikace konceptu
problematicka a v podstatskoro nendtitelna. Domnivame se, Ze budouci hodnota
socialniho kapitalu se nachaziepazr v individualistickém, siovém gistupu, ktery se
zan®iuje na analyzu specifickych sociélnich siti jedmofl, skupin ¢i organizaci.
Zatimco se fevaznacéast této prace zatfuje na vySe zmimé analyzy a srovnani,
v kratkosti se také dnuje uziti a aplikaci konceptu socialniho kapitéuamci Ceské

republiky.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Perhaps no other subject in sociological researak &xperienced such enormous
expansion as has the concept of social capitdlaridast decade. It has become one of the
most successful “export commodities” from sociolagl the public discourse, as well as

into other social sciences (Portes 2000).

Social capital is currently a very popular terminc® Putnam’s (1993a, 1993b, 1995,
2000) conceptualization, mainly in his seminal veokaking Democracy Work: Civic
Traditions in Modern Italy and Bowling Alone: America‘s Declining Social Capitalt
flooded sociological disciplines and spilled ovatioi other fields of study (anthropological,
economical, political). Currently, the term “sdatapital” is used in a very wide range of

contexts to describe many different phenomena.

Several scholars emphasize its value (e.g., Wokland Narayan 2000, Svendsen 2006)
and see its popularity (e.g., Lin 2001a, Cook and B001) in cutting across and bringing
together many separate disciplines. “[A]s a soeiament, it may capture the essence of
many sociological concepts (e.g., social suppartjas integration, social cohesion, and
even norms and values) and serve as an umbreflatket can easily be understood and

transported across many disciplines” (Lin, Cook Bnd 2001, p. vii).

On the other hand, the popularity of social capitaé been accompanied by increasing
controversy about its definition, nature, and inmtpathere is an increasing divergence in
the way in which social capital is conceptualized aneasured. Portes (2000) explains
that the source of the controversy surroundingtémen ‘social capital’ probably stems
from its application to describe different typespobblems and its use in theories involving
different units of analyses. As a result, theaativeness of the concept has led to its being
used to explain almost everything from families aymluth behavior, schooling and
education (e.g., dropping out of schools, teen maagy, etc.), community life and
collective action (e.g. participation in civic as&dions), public health and environment, to
democracy and governance (e.g. effectiveness afigadlinstitutions), crime rates and
violence, as well as economic development. Thigege and uncritical application of the
term has endangered the heuristic value of so@gpital and reduced its potential



usefulness for future research. Indeed, sociatalap often claimed to have become “one
term fits all”, or a “cure-all for maladies affenty societies”, and its meaning has become
so blurred that it is often seen as “all thingsaliopeople”. (e.g., Harriss 2001, Lin, Fu,
Hsung 2001, Portes 1998, 2000, Stolle and Hoogldd,2@esely 2003, Kay, Pearce and
Evans 2004, etc.). In sum, the attractivenessabkcapital often results in:
...a multitude of perspectives (e.g. is social camtaollective or individual asset?),
definitions (is it community participation, socialetworks, or trust?), theoretical
propositions (are closed or open networks betteaf?), emphases (can social capital
operate in economic activities and organizatior&n it work in different social and
institutional contexts?). In fact, there is a loogy danger that the free flow of
understanding, application and interpretation afia@ocapital may soon reach a point
where the term might be used in whatever way isshie purpose at hand, and thus be
rendered meaningless as a scientific concept that meet the rigorous demands of

theoretical and research validity and reliability.
Lin, Cook and Burt (2001, p. vii)

There is no doubt that the concept of social chites become vague, insufficiently
conceptualized and controversially measured. Euribre, it often seems that
methodology and measurement is determined by desiécomes. As a result, several
scholars (e.g., Portes 1998, Lin 2001a, 2001b, Ettvand Foley 1998), stress the need
for a clear theoretical anchor of the concept ideorto preserve its heuristic value. For
example, Lin, Fu and Hsung (2001, p.57) remind“8sientific viability of the notion of
social capital depends on the development of apprahat integrates theory and
measurement of the concept. ... Without clear measemg it will be impossible to verify

propositions or to accumulate knowledge.”

Putnam’s work, as well as of other collectivisiso@e aggregating social capital to the
national level) has been substantially criticizé¢dowever, despite this, a great amount of
current research still fails to accommodate thcigim, often ignoring it all together. The
situation in the Czech Republic does not seem tarbexception to this general trend; it
just lags a little behind, since Putnam’s worksogegl a greater awareness in the United
States before they did in the Czech Republic.



1.1 Aims and Structure
The work is a theoretical exploration of the comstrof social capital. The goal is to

clarify the meaning of social capital by:
1. giving an overview of its historical development

2. discussing three major conceptualizations that |aojzed the term —
those of Bourdieu (1986), Coleman (1988), Putna®O3a, 1993b,
1995, 2000)

3. presenting the two major perspectives toward saagpital (individual
and collectivistic)

4. discussing other concept categorizations and shneak ties argument
5. showing the use of the concept within the CzechuRkp
6. presenting and discussing the criticism of the ephcand

7. accounting for the criticism and issues, while aseking to derive to

possible relevant, testable and still valuablerdigdin.

The possible usefulness of this dissertation Ireéaarily in discussing various criticisms of
Putnam’s very popular social capital conceptualiratind conclusions. This may help
future theorists and researchers to avoid pastakéstand misunderstandings, and help
them to develop richer conceptualizations and rekeapplications in the area of social
capital. In particular, we would like to clarifhé concept within the academic and
research environment of the Czech Republic, as anly during recent years that social
capital has begun to receive wider attention. Wellds hope that this work might help
Czech researchers (e.g., anthropologists, poliscantists, sociologists) avoid many of

the misconceptions and flawed arguments and legjarding the social capital concept.

Clarifying the social capital construct is not neavyast literature exists addressing this
issue. However, existing literature is diffuse, @hddispersed, and often not particularly

accessible. In this work, we have attempted, anodiher thing, to create — from an



extensive and wide-ranging literature review --oaprehensive exploration of the social
capital concept and to provide the reader with aalysis that shows the points of

differences, similarities, and commonality thatséxn social capital theory.

1.2 Methodology
Because we explore the social capital concept ¢tieaily, we draw on the essential and
relevant social capital literature, as well as erspnal conversations with sociologists. In
this way, we present a broad analysis of socialtalapith excursus to the use of the

concept in the Czech Repubilic.

In reviewing the literature, there are three woitkat we consider essential in trying to
clarify the concept of social capital. This digagon draws primarily on these works: A]
Bob Edwards, Michael W. Foley, and Mario Diani'slwoe Beyond Tocqueville: Civil

Society and The Social Capital Debate in CompaeaBerspectivewhich addresses the
guestions mirroring the work of Robert Putnam; BJn\Lin, Karen Cook and Ronald S.
Burt’s volume Social Capital: Theory and Researclvhich addresses the social capital
conceptualization and research mainly from theviddialistic perspective; and C] Nan

Lin’s monograplSocial capital: A theory of social structure andian.

While these sources are particularly helpful, weoakviewed and consulted an extensive
body of scholarly literature much of which can lseessed via the Internet. The reference
section of this work details this material. In canting this review we identified several
other works, in addition to the three mentionedvahahat might be very helpful for the
reader to gain an insight into the conceptualiratd social capital (e.g., Krishna 2002,
Svendsen and Svendsen 2004), although these wagks not be readily available, at this

time, in the Czech Republic.



2. DEVELOPMENT
Despite its current attractiveness, the term ‘domapital’ does not carry any really new
idea:
That involvement and participation in groups camehpositive consequences for the
individual and the community is a staple notiontirdaback to Durkheim’s emphasis
on group life as an antidote to anomie and selftrdeson ... [and] to Marx’s
distinction between an atomized class-in-itself amobilized and effective class-for-

itself.
(Portes 1998, p.2).

Similarly, we consider Tocqueville’s (1992) stressthe association of citizens as being
the only way to act — either for personal (speritdrest in/formal associations) or public
benefit (political parties, church, etc.) — and,aameans to overcome individualism and
state’s despotism. As Portes (1998, p. 2) poinils “the term social capital simply
captures an insight present since the very begywiithe discipline [of sociology].”

Probably the first scholar to use the actual tesatial capital’ was Lyda J. Hanifan, while
discussing the rural school community centers (8r2@01, Vesely 2003, Woolcock and
Narayan 2000). Hanifan (1916, p.130 cited in Wookcand Narayean 2000, p. 228)
described social capital as “those tangible suls&gfthat] count for most in the daily lives
of people... [such as] good will, fellowship, sympathy, and social inteucge among the

individuals and families...” Up until the 1980s, ttegm had not attracted wider interest.
Several scholars (Homans 1961, Jacobs 1961, Lof@@r)1had each used the term
independently of one another, but interestinglyheased it in the similar meaning to

describe the vitality and significance of communigs (Woolcock and Narayan 2000).

The first systematic analyses and solid definitiohssocial capital appeared during the
1980s in the works of French sociologist Pierre ifleau (1986) and those of the American
sociologist James C. Coleman (1988). Howeverstiogal capital boom started only at the
beginning of 1990s with the seminal work of Amenicsociologist Robert D. Putnam

(1993a, 1993b, 1995, 2000). Since Bourdieu, Cofgenaad Putnam have had such an
influence on the way in which social capital hagrb@mployed, we will now consider

each of their contributions.



2.1 Pierre Bourdieu (1930 — 2002)
In order to understand Bourdieu’s concept of socegbital and subsequent theoretical
concepts, as well as their critiques, it is essétdi have a clear understanding of capital in
general, as well as the way in which Bourdieu aber®d capital, since the concept of

social capital was initially derived from theseadeof capital.

2.1.1 WHATIS CAPITAL ?
Lin (2001a, 2001b) provides an excellent answethie question by summarizing the
problematic nature of capital. According to LirO(@&b, p. 4), the notion of capital can be
traced back to Marx who conceptualized it as at‘pérthe surplus value captured by
capitalist or the bourgeoisie, who control the nseah production, in the circulation of
commodities and monies between the production amswmption processes.” Here
capital represents first, theurplus valuegenerated and pocketed by the capitalistand
second, “it represents amvestment.. on the part of the capitalists, with expectedinres
in the marketplace”. The theory (Lin callgheclassical theory of capitais based on the
exploitative nature of social relations betweentthe classes, and it is the dominant class

that makes the investment and captures the surplue (Lin 2001b, p.4).

In subsequent theories, which are summarizehinle 1 capital remains “a surplus value
and represents an investment with expected returins’ (2001b: 4-5) gives the following

examples:

1. Human capital theory sees capital as an investifgegt, in educations)

with expected returns (earnings).

2. Cultural capital represents “investment on the padominant class in
reproducing a set of symbols and meanings, whiehnaisrecognized

and internalized by the dominated class as their’ow

However, Lin stresses that these theories divergm fthe classical theory of capital
because ‘the oppressed classes’ can now investtharsdacquire capital of their own.
Furthermore, they can also generate surplus vajugalticipating in the production and
consumption markets. In Lin’'s words, “theoretiedlention have moved from a class-

based perspective (where capital is invested aodied by the bourgeois only) to an



Table 1. Theories of Capital

Explanation Capital Level of Analyses
The Classical Theory
(Marx) Social Relations A. Part of surplus value between the use value (in  Structural (classes)
Exploitation by the consumption market) and the exchange value
capitalists (in production-labor market) of the commaodity
(bourgeoisie) of the B. Investment in the production and circulation of
proletariat commodities
The Neocapital Theories
Human Capital Accumulation of surplus value Investment in technical skills and knowledge Individual
(Schutz, Becker) by laborer
Cultural Capital Reproduction of dominant symbols Internalization or misrecognition of dominant Individual/class
(Bourdieu) and meanings (values) values
Social Capital Social Relations
(Lin, Burt, Access to and of resources Investment in social networks Individual
Marsden, embedded in social networks
Flap, Bourdieu
Coleman)
(Bourdieu, Solidarity and reproduction  Investment in mutual recognition and Group/individual
Coleman, of acknowledgement
Putnam) group

(Source: Lin 2001b, p.5)



actor-based perspective (where the actors, whetbdesiduals or communities, invest and
accrue such resources)” (2000, p. 786). Lin dhkse neocapitalist theories, and argues
that social capital concept reflects similar lifeacgument. Bourdieu’s conceptualization

of social capital is exemplary.

2.1.2 BOURDIEU’'S UNDERSTANDING OF CAPITAL
Pierre Bourdieu (1986, pp. 241) treats capital actimulated (...embodied form [of])”
labor, which makes social gamiésther than simple games of chance.” Bourdieg.(e.
1986, 1998) differentiates between four types gfiteh— economic, cultural, social and
symbolic. Essentially the possession of (accesthse forms of capital is advantageous
to people in their "social games". Also, for Baerd (1986) all forms of capital can
ultimately be converted to economic capftal.

! Bourdieu often uses the term field instead of gamg fields he understands systems of objectilagtioms
composted by various types of capital (Bourdieu Watquant 1992). Moreover, as Lande (2005) points
out, “[for Bourdieu] something counts as capitalyoto the extent that possessing it incurs an gbit
access profits specific to the field...” Simply, ‘@apital does not exist and function except in i@fato a
field” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992, pp. 101). RBbeu also talks about “habitus”, by which he means
customary practices and behavior within those $igBlourdieu and Wacquant 1992). Furthermore, Lande
(2005) explains that capital is very simplisticaliyhatever has an effect”. As a result, what apital (has

an effect) in one social world may not be capitee an effect) in another (Lande 2005).

2 Bourdieu (1986, pp. 243) says: “Depending onfidle in which it functions, and at the cost oétmore
or less expensive transformations which are theqgmition for its efficacy in the field in questiooapital
can present itself in three fundamental guisese@momic capital, which is immediately and directly
convertible into money and may be institutionalizbedhe form of property rights; as cultural capitahich

is convertible, on certain conditions, into economapital and may be institutionalized in the foaofn
educational qualifications; and as social capitahde up of social obligations (“connections”), whiis
convertible in certain conditions, into economipital and may be institutionalized in the form ofitee of
nobility.” Symbolic capital relates to differencbstween identities; so while individuals may bptssess
economic capital the degree of the difference nisgy be perceived by those within the society in lsglic

terms.



In sum, for Bourdieu capital is the product of aoclated labor that can be embodied,
preserved, recognized, and used within differertiadosystems (“fields”). Bourdieu
distinguishes between four types of capital, allvbich can be converted, albeit with loses

in efficiency, to economic capital.

2.1.3 BOURDIEU’SSOCIAL CAPITAL
While discussing cultural, economic, social and Bght forms of capital, Bourdieu
(1986) defined the social capital concept as “thgregate of the actual, or potential,
resources which are linked to possession of a thraletwork of more or less
institutionalized relationships of mutual acquant& and recognition — or in other words
to membership in a group” (1986, p. 248). The grauovides its members with the
collectively-owned capital, which allows them citedior Bourdieu social capital is “made
up of social obligations (‘connections’)” (1986243), and depends “on the size of one’s
connections [network] and on the volume or amountapital in these connections’

possession”, and is a production of the group’s besi(Lin 2001a, p. 22).

As Portes (1998, p. 3) points out, Bourdieu trelagsconcept instrumentally, focusing on
“the benefits accruing to individuals by virtue [tieir] participation in groups and on the
deliberate construction of .[social networks] for the purpose of creating thesource
[social capital].” Simply, individuals “intentiofig build their relations for the benefits
that they would bring later on” (Portes 2000, plp3Portes (1998) shows how Bourdieu’s
definition allows for decomposition of social caiinto: A] the social relationship that
allows individuals to claim access to resourcessessed by their acquaintances, and B]

the amount and quality of those resources.

It is worth mentioning that Bourdieu had developgbd concept in order to study the
reproduction of social classes and was concerneditathe convergence process of
different forms of capital (economic, cultural, dyolic) (Sedlékova and Safr 2005).

Thus, Portes (1998, p.4) demonstrates “throughakoapital, actors can gain direct access
to economic resources (subsidized loans, investrmpst protected markets); they can

increase their cultural capital through contacthwixperts or individuals of refinement



(i.,e. embodied cultural capital); or, alternativetiiey can affiliate with institutions that
confer valued credentials (institutionalized cuucapital).” Following the same logic,
the acquisition of social capital requires invesimef economic, as well as cultural

resources.

Lin clearly and elegantly summarizes Bourdieu’srapph toward social capital:

Bourdieu sees social capital as a form of capitadspssed by members of a social
network or group. Through connections among thembegs, the capital can be used by
members as credits. In this sense, social cadpitatollective asset endowing members
with credits, and it is maintained and reinforcedifs utility when members continue to
invest in the relationships.

(Lin 20014, p. 22-23)

2.2 James S. Coleman (1926 — 1995)
Coleman (1988) introduced the concept of sociaitaaguring his research on educational
performance in schools; specifically students dnogmut of high schools. He explored

the role of social capital in the creation of huncapital.

While Coleman’s definition of social capital lacggecesion, he used the concept, as did
Bourdieu, for describing a resource of individu#liét emerges from their social ties
(Portes and Landolt 1996). For Coleman, sociailtabponsists of two elements: A) it is
an “aspect of social structures” and B) it “facité[s] certain actions of actors — whether
persons or corporate actors — within the structurBhus, social capital “inheres in the
structure of relations between actors and among@rsict(Coleman 1988, p. 98).
Consequently, Coleman defines social capital irmserof its function. Following
Coleman’s logic, any structural aspect is capitélew it serves a function for certain
individuals engaged in particular activities. Téfere, Coleman’s “[s]ocial capital is not
fungible across individuals or activities ... [it] tee resources, real or potential, gained
from relationships” (Lin 2001a p. 23). Itis “asmurce for action” (Coleman 1988, p.95).

Social relationships form the basis of Coleman@aaapital concept, since through them
the actors exercise control over the resourcesr(sophysical, monetary, etc.) in which
they have interest (Lin 200l1a, Portes 2000, Poated Landolt 2000). Simply put,
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Coleman sees the basic function of social capitédcilitating actor action (either personal
or collective) within the structure (Sedkibva and Safr 2005).

Coleman (1988) uses several examples to illustrigtgoint. In one of the examples, he
depicts the mother of six children moving with Hersband from Detroit to Jerusalem
because she felt it is a safer place for her amldrColeman explains it by the difference in
social capital available in the two cities. Inukalem, the presence of norms ensures that
“unattended children will be ‘looked after’ by athiln the vicinity”, while no such norms
exists in most of metropolitan areas of the Unitethtes (1988, p. 100). It is a
demonstration of “how individual actors adapt tce teocial capital available in a
collectivity — the community” (Lin 2000, p. 23).

In sum, Coleman’s social capital is embedded inouar social relations, through which

the actors can exercise the control over theirgmesr future resources. The previous
example showed that by social capital Coleman sefier‘relations among persons that
facilitate action, embodied in the collective normiscommunities that extend beyond
immediate family members and the trustworthinesshef social environment on which

obligations and expectations depend” (Jackman 14p16-14217). In Coleman’s (1988)
understanding, social capital can have various $orkte stipulates three:

1. obligations and expectations,
2. information channels, and

3. social norms and sanctions.

Coleman (1998, pp. 101-105) understands these asfulu capital resources for
individuals” and “the value of these aspects ofiaostructure to actors as resources that
they can use to achieve their interests... All so@&tions and social structures facilitate
some forms of social capital...” All these form afcgl capital (e.g., obligations, norms,
sanctions) not only facilitate certain actions, bigo constrain others. Simply, in the
words of Stolle and Lewis (2002, p. 3): “Dependimg the context, [Coleman’s] social
capital may have different pay-offs to the indivadkiin the social relation or to collective
as an externality of the interaction. In the lattense, social capital is a public good by-

product of social interactions.”
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Thus, both Coleman and Bourdieu focus in generdherbenefits accruing to individuals
or groups (families, corporations, etc.) by virafaheir ties with others (Portes 2000). For
both of them, “dense or closed networks are seg¢heaseans by which collective capital
can be maintained and reproduction of the groupbeaachieved” (Lin 2001a, p. 23). But
in general, such collective social capital is usu#the by-product of individual social

capital of social interactions. It is this propgertvhich is crucial for understanding the

difference from the Robert Putnam’s approach.

2.3 Robert D. Putnam (1941 - )

Putnam uses a rather different conceptualizatiosoafal capital. While Bourdieu and
Coleman, as well as subsequent sociological arglygeounded their works in
relationships between actors or between individesdr and the group, and while they also
focused on potential benefits accruing to actassnfnetworks or broader social structure
of which they are part of, Putnam stretched thecephby equating the extent of social
capital with the level of involvement and partidipa in civic associations within a society
(Portes 1998, Portes and Ladolt 1996, Lin 2000).

Putnam introduced his conceptualization of socadital in two famous analyses of 1)
performance of regional governments in Italy Making Democracy Work: Civic
Traditions in Modern Italy(1993b) and 2) declining social capital in theiteth States -
“Bowling Alone: America‘'s Declining Social Capital(1995) article and subsequent

publicationBowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of Ameri€ammunity(2000).

In the later, he explains declining public partatipn and trust in governmental institutions
in the United States (declining social capital) by declining membership and
participation in civic associations (characteraflic in bowling clubs) (Putnam 1995). In
the former publication, he explains the differenicegovernmental performance, as well as
in levels of economic development between Northi¢tiand South (un-civic) Italy by the
variations in civic engagement and patterns of aoaetworks (civic associations),
measured by political participation, newspaper eestiip and the density of voluntary
associations (football clubs, choirs, and bird-\watg societies) (Putnam 1993b). As
Jackman (2001, pp. 14217) points out, “[Putnamtgligtical analyses explain current

performance as a function of social networks ircgla century earlier, and at various
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points, regional differences are traced back alm@§i0 years.” While this aspect of
Putnam’sMaking Democracy Worlwvas substantially criticizedsée Section 5.1.1).,4his

major achievement (apart from thorough 20 year langlyses of local governments in
Italy) is probably, as Tarrow (1996) pointed out dombination of quantitative and

qualitative cultural and policy research. As Tard996, pp. 396) argues:

Putnam’s achievement is to have gone considerabyporid the statistical mode of
cross-sectional comparison with which he began &mdhave integrated both
guantitative and qualitative historical sources hwthis findings on contemporary
institutional performance. ... The strength of Putisaacthievement was to go outside

the comfort of his data into the less certain farcd narrative and qualitative history...

While the qualitative analyses was inconsistentrastchs thorough as it should be (Tarrow
1996), and while the work in general was subjed¢tedevere criticism, neither of these
factors undermine the initial accomplishment in barmg the two types of the research.
Here what we find laudable, as also Skovajsa (2Q@ihted out, is not about the
correctness of objective conclusions, but rathesualthe manner by which Putnam

introduces cultural dimension to his explanatiohmstitutional affectivity.

For Putnam (1993a, 1993b, 1995, 2000), social @iapiteans the features of social
organizations, such as networks (of civic engagéntiest are organized horizontally),
norms (especially of generalized reciprocity) amdst; which facilitate action and
cooperation for mutual benefit. Putnam follows i&m communitarian logic as
Tocqueville. While accordingly for Tocqueville @3), political associations function as
schools where all citizens learn the virtue of aggmn (and therefore are schools for
learning democracy), Putnam (1993b, 1995, 2000% s@@c associations as schools
teaching citizens to trust each other (interperstrnat). Subsequently, people who learn
to trust each other in the civic association wilrmeasily trust even non-members of their
association, government, parliament and other pubistitutions - would develop
generalized trust (Putnam 1993b). Trust is fomBot (1993b, 1995, 2000) the essential

component of social capital because it “lubricatesal life [cooperation]”.

Simply, Levi (1996, p. 49, italics by author) sumrimas Putnam’s logic by noting that bird
watching clubs, choral groups etc. develop “sugitiinterpersonal trust and assurances to
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that citizens are able to overcome the free rideblpm, organize, and thesffectively
sanction governmentshat are not performing well. Moreover, the plista and
crosscutting cleavages of an active citizenry engliat the demands will be democratic in

overall effect.”

Accordingly, Putnam (2000) prefers weak and desuséal ties to strong
interpersonal ties because, according to his vieak ties are more likely to link
members of different groups together than the gtrbas concentrated mainly within

particular, often closed groups (families, kin,sgeknit minorities, etc}.

As a result, Putnam implies that “[w]orking togetieeasier in a community blessed with
substantial stock of social capital” and that “@jfaneous cooperation is facilitated by
social capital” (1993b, pp. 167). Putnam undeddasocial capital as a “resource that
benefits all individuals in a given society, indegent of whether they all actively
contribute to its production or not” (Stolle andwis 2002, p.4). Putnam (1993a, 1993b,
1995, 2000), contrary to Bourdieu, sees socialtapps a property of communities and
nations rather than individuals. For him it condés a public good and not the private
property of those who benefit from it. Putnam (@Q06ften understands the concept as an
alternative for the term civil society or ‘civicregs Accordingly, as Muller (2003) points
out, Putnam’s treatment of the concept is moreess lin line with the concept of civic

virtue, except that Putnam refers to linkages aldes of social interactions.

In sum, Putnam sees the basis for social capitaivic engagement and in features of
social organization (e.g., generalized trust, noramel networks) that can improve the
efficiency of society by facilitating coordinatedtimns. He equates social capital with the
number of, and level of membership in, civic apcdit (mainly special interest)

associations (e.g. bowling and bird watching club®nong others, he suggests that whole

societies may be differentiated in terms of theuial capital (Harriss 2001).

% These assumptions are questioned irSiaetion 5.1.1

* For discussion on strong/weak ties Seetion 3.1.1.
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3. PERSPECTIVES AND CONTROVERSIES

Even though the central idea behind the notionoofad capital might be quite clear - it is
some kind of investment in social relations thapected to generate certain returns - and
consistent with the various conceptualizationslbgeholars who have contributed to the
discussion (e.g., Bourdieu 1986, Coleman 1988, dnith993b, 1995, Foley and Edwards
1996, 1999, Brehm and Rahn 1997, Edwards and F®88, 2001, Portes 1998, 2000,
Fukuyama 1999, Lin 2000, Burt 2001, Uslaner 20@4.),ethere are nevertheless various
aspects of social capital which have been the stlbfemuch debate and which deserve
greater clarification.

This section will discuss and attempts to clafidy: further theoretical, as well as
measurement differences between Bourdieu’s, Colenand Putnam’s approach toward
social capital, 2] individual and collective contegdization of social capital, and 3] other
social capital perspectives and characteristics

3.1 Further Differences between Bourdieu, Coleman ariddm
Previous section introduced the three pioneerooafkcapital and their understanding of
social capital concept. While there are many anehsre Bourdieu, Coleman, and
Putman's conceptualization and/or the measurenfestaal capital are clearly different
and divergent, there are other areas that reqaire snore elaboration. We address this

issue along two lines: theoretical and measurement.

3.1.1 THEORETICAL
Even though certain features of Bourdieu’s, Colesjaand Putnam’s understanding of
social capital might be similar (e.g., it is somedkof investment in social relations), there
are also major differences among their conceptattia of social capital (for summary see
Table 3.

The theoretical base of Bourdieu and Coleman cdnokgocial capital is quite close.
Both “emphasize the intangible character of socepital ... [that it] inheres in the
structure of their [peoples’] relationships [an@tih[tjo possess social capital, a person
must be related to others, and it is those otlmshimself, who are the actual source of
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his advantage” (Portes 1988, p.7). Moreover, lsmtiologists treat social capital as a
context dependent variable. Still, the two congalitations are not exactly the same. In
Bourdieu’s case, social capital serves as the fatiorl for inequality (Portes 1998). For
him, “social capital is another way of maintainiagd reproducing the dominant class. ...
[he] views social capital as class (privilege) ggo@Lin 2000, p. 24). For Coleman,
however, social capital is embedded in social i@tat but may take variety of forms
(norms, social organizations, etc.) and his definiremains rather vague. Still, even
though Coleman discusses collective social cafatad its subsequent public benefits), for
him “community ties were important for the benetitey yielded tandividuals' (Portes
2000, p. 3).

Table 2. Social Capital: Theoretical Differences

Characteristics Bourdieu Coleman Putnam

Social capital related to social defined by its function are features of social organization
Obligations an aspect of social (networks, norms, trust)
(connections) structure that facilitates that facilitate cooperation for

action in others mutual benefit

Level of social individual individual collective (aggregate)

capital benefits

Attribute of individual/group individual/group community as whole

Context dependent dependent independent

Indicators of size of network context specific e.g., aggregate indicators (e.g., number

social capital connections and the obligations, expectations, of certain civic associations, their
amount of capital information channels, membership, newspaper
embedded there sanctions readership, perception of trust)

Source (Author)

On the other hand, contrary to the Bourdieu’s amie@an’s conception, Putham used
social capital at the aggregate level to explasplocesses beyond the immediate social
network level, that is at the regional, or evenaratl level. Putnam treats it as context
independent. In his influential works, “social tapbecame an attribute @bmmunity
itself‘(Portes 2000, p.3). The benefits, in his versidm,not accrue to individuals, but to
the “collectivity as whole in the form of reducednae rates, lower official corruption, and
better governance (Portes 2000, p.3). Moreovemdpu's (1993b) high/low levels of
social capital serve as explanations for theseflisrertain community is enjoying. This,
in our opinion, made the concept popular, as itlcde used and applied to explain

various situations and features of reality. ltsedikely that it is precisely this move from
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a micro to a macro phenomenon, from an individaa tommunity issue, that has caused
Putnam's analysis of social capital to be so di@and has led, unfortunately, to over use
and over generalization, as it could be used apliepto explain various situations and

features of reality.

3.1.2 MEASUREMENT
Consequently, the different conceptualizations loé three authors lead to different
approaches regarding the measurement of sociabtapVhile Boudieu’s construction of
social capital may not be as easy to understarigeasne of Putnam, his “understanding of
how we might measure and weight social capitalehakarity and coherence not found in
Coleman and Putnam” (Edwards and Foley (2001b).pE8r Bourdieu (1986, p. 249)

The volume of the social capital possessed by angagent ... depends on the size of
the network of connections he can effectively niabibnd on the volume of the capital
(economic, cultural or symbolic) possessed in g oight by each of those to whom

he is connected.

A typical example of a technique measuring the atare position generators (thoroughly
discussed in th8ection 6.3.1.1)2

Coleman (1988) is particularly interested in effeof social capital on the creation of
human capital (especially in the next generation)l applies respective measuring
techniques. Depending on the operationalizatiosazial capital, Coleman concentrates
on measuring one, or several, of its froms thatralevant to his conceputalization (e.qg.,
obligations, expectations, information channelsjamorms and sanctions). For example,
when Coleman (1988, p. 110) operationalizes saapital of the family as “the relations
between children and parents (and when familielsidlecother members, relationship with
them as well)”, he measures the social capitallabia to the child from parents by the
strength of the relations between parents and dleild., number of parents, siblings,
mother’s expectations for child’s education). E#eough Coleman often uses trust as one
of the social capital indicators, it is not gened trust, but rather a feature of the specific

context in which specific individual/group can bbested (Edwards and Foley 2001b)
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In contrast to Bourdieu and Coleman, Putnam primanses aggregate indicators,
available from existing (national and cross natipsarvey data sets, e.g., number of bird
watching organizations (certain types of civic asstons), membership in these
organizations, newspaper readership, citizens’gmei@n of trust. But, as stressed in the
Section 2.3he doesn’t hesitate to use various qualitatigeasch methods to support his
findings.® When researching social capital, Putham focussesuctural analyses drawing
on the quantitative data from general surveys,heutloes not hesitate to use qualitative
research methods (historical analyses) to explaid give deeper meaning to the
quantitative data (and his quantitative finding3his approach might be inspirational for
other researchers, as understanding of socialatagithout at least minor context analyses

might be rather limited.

Consequently, similarly to the various theoretiaproaches toward social capital, there is
no general consensus on how to measure sociahtapiespite growing academic interest
in social capital, many authors (e.g., Coffe an@$$%005) see this lack of consensus on

how to measure it as primary weakness of the cancep

3.1.3 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
To summarize, Bourdieu and Coleman see socialatagst primarily individual resource,
while Putnam as a collective one (Stolle and Le2@92). Portes (2000, p.3) argues,
“individual and collective benefits derived fromimpordial ties are not incompatible... But
social capital as a property of cities or natiangjualitatively distinct form its individual
version...” Unfortunately, the majority of the resdathat blossomed in the 1990s failed
to recognize or accommodate the differences andnofnixed the three different
conceptions. Consequently, many of the resultiogke/on social capital are unclear and

ambiguous.

Putnam’s understanding of social capital became rtiost popular one. After its
introduction enormous amount of studies concernawdiective social capital was
conducted; for example, the World Bank (2006a, P0@)06c) made an official social

capital policy for evaluation and enhancement®tigvelopment projects. We believe that

® Even thought their use is somewhat arbitrary asofia(1996) might suggest.
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growth and popularity of Putnam’s social capitab&sed on A] relative ease with which it
can be measured, B] it is truism, as well as causk effect characteristic (thoroughly
discussed in the Section 5.1.2.3 and the Sectibr2.8) that allows for explanation of

almost everything and C] possible convertibilitytio¢ findings into specific policies.

On the other hand, Putnam’s conceptualization,elsag statistical results were subjected
to various degrees of criticism (e.g., Portes 199®)0, Portes and Landolt 1996, 2000,
Stolle and Rochon 1998, Stolle and Hooghe 2004, 2001a, 2001b, Harriss 2001,
Newton 2001, Levi 1996, Edwards and Foley 1998,12086nd some scholars even
question the usefulness of the whole social capgatept (e.g, Navarro 2002).

The discussion of the various approaches towardsilscapital conceptualization might
clarify current trends in social capital researod debate. Furthermore, discussion on the
critique of individual and especially Putham’s (asubsequently collectivistic) approach to
social capital and introduction of some major isselecompassing the social capital debate
will add to clarification of the understanding bktconcept. The subsequent parts address

these issues.

3.2 Individual vs. Collective Social Capital
The above analyses of Bourdieu, Coleman and Pugwptained the major differences
among the three social capital concepts. As desdrithey mainly differ in terms of level
at which the benefits, outcome or utility can beessed. Accordingly, current research
could be divided into two main conceptualizationsdividual andcollective The first
one mirrors Bourdieu and partially Coleman and gskeond Putnam and again partially
Coleman. Coleman fits both because his conceptian bridges the two distinctive and

opposing positions of Bourdieu and Putnam.

At the individual level the benefits of social capital accrue toivitihal or closed group
(family, kin) — it is a private social capital, vidniat thecollectivelevel they accrue to the
whole society — it is a public social capital. Foe purpose of this work, those following
individual social capitalapproach are called individualists, while thosénemohg to
collective social capitalare addressed as collectivists (or sometimes caomanians).
Among the proponents of, or at least the sympathingth, the former are Portes (e.qg.,
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1998), Lin (e.g., 2001a, 2001b), Burt (2001), Eddgaand Foley (e.g., 1998, 2001a,
2001b), Svendsen (2006), Mgt (e.g., 1993, 2006), etc. The followers of theelatthe
collectivists, include Putnam (e.g., 1993a, 199395), Fukuyama (1999), Knack (2002),
Marschall and Stolle (2004), Beyerlein and HippQ2)0) Coffé and Geys (2005), etc. In
general, the World Bank, the European Union oroteidevelopment agencies use the
concept in the collectivists meaning - e.g. Kayaree and Evans (2004), The World Bank
(e.g., 2006a, 2006b).

3.2.1 INDIVIDUAL SocIAL CAPITAL
Individual social capital is an investment made by individuat groups with expected
returns, some benefits or profits, to the individigroups (Lin 2001b). According to Lin
(2001b, p. 8), “aggregation of individual returiscabenefits collective. Nonetheless, the
focal points for analysis in this perspective at¢ fow individuals invest in social
relations, and (2) how individuals capture the eddleel resources in the relations to
generate returns.” Vesely (2003, p.29, italicsriiginal) clarifies,individual social capital
is based on the aphorism, “It's not what you knatig, who you know’... In this view,
social capital belongs to eaatdividual, at times at the expense of others.” Social ahpit
is simply seen as the access of an individual ougg to favorable personal networks and
as quantity and quality of connections to potertigpers. For this reason, an individual
level approach to social capital is often alsoethla network approach. According to
Edwards and Foley (2001b, p. 11), the individuairork) approach is more in line with
social structural versions of social capital praggb®y Coleman and Bourdieu, due to its
emphasis on the role of individual and organizatiaocial ties in predicting “individual
advancement or collective action”. Individualigienerally propose that social capital
enhances the possibilities of instrumental reteng., better jobs, higher earnings, mental
health) (Lin 2000).

A clear example of a social capital definition frone individual perspective is Lin’s (e.g.,
2000, p. 786). He defines social capital mvéstment and use of embedded resources in
social relations for expected returns.” This definition looks at quality and quantitf o
resourcesaccessedy oravailableto actor and their location in social networksptigh

which the resources are accessed.
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Individualists measure social capital by followingrious quantitative and qualitative
research methods — in-depth unstructured interviesmowball techniques analyzing
interpersonal networks, name and position genesagte® Most often they are concerned
with actors (individuals or organizations) and thgbosition in networks and

conscious/unconscious connections to the relewsources.

3.2.2 COLLECTIVE SocCIAL CAPITAL

On the other hand, theollective level social capital is seen as a capacity folectve
action or something that allows individuals, groapsl communities to resolve collective
problems more easily or prosper economically. dtph social cohesion and allows
development to be sustainable. It is a glue hglanstitutions within the society together
(The World Bank 2006a, 2006b). Here, the discussasts on “(1) how certain groups
develop and maintain more or less social capite @&sllective asset, and (2) how such
collective asset enhances group members’ life @snc [T]he central interest of this
perspective is to explore the elements and prosesshe production and maintenance of
the collective asset.” Another interest of the jamognts ofcollectivesocial capital is “how
norms and trust, as well as other properties (sangctions, authority) of a group are
essential in the production and maintenance ofcthlkective asset” (Lin 2001b, p. 8).
Simply, collectiveperspective sees social capital as an importdtgn(mational) resource
available to societies for promoting collective iawct for the common good (having
influence on all, economic, social and politicaldg. Collectivists often argue that
societies with high levels of social capital oughitoutperform those societies where its

levels are low.

Putnam’s (1995, p.67) definition might serve as @dy example of the collective
perspective. He defines social capital as “featafesocial organization such as networks,
norms, and social trust that facilitate coordinatamd cooperation for mutual benefit.” An
example of a typical operationalization, which es@nts the concept as a tight relationship
between civic engagement and interpersonal trsistThe more that citizens participate in
their communities, the more that they learn tottatkers; the greater trust that citizens
hold for other, the more likely they are to papate.” (Brehm and Rahn 1997, p.1002)

® Some of the techniques are discussed irSéwtion 6.3.
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Collectivists usually measure social capital byrgitative research methods - aggregating
data from general (nationwide) statistical surv®ost often they are concerned with voter
turnout, levels of generalized trust (measuredcslbi by questions such as “Generally
speaking, do you believe that most people can usdettl, or can’'t you be too careful in
dealing with others?”), the number of certain tygecivil associations, membership of
these civil associations, etc. Yet, as stresse@raketimes throughout this work, the
qualitative research methods might be useful as (4., for analyzing certain aspects of

collective social capital, for understanding theteat)'.

3.2.3 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
In sum, while bothindividual and collective social capital perspectives may differ about
the level of analysis and the implications of thaalysis, both generally agree about the
basic features of social capital. Both perspestiwederstand this core concept rests on

outcomes anticipated from social relations.

The two differ with respect to whom the returnsraec— individuals (small groups) or

collective (cities, nations). It is worth mentiogirthat benefits derived from social
networks and ties are not incompatible, nevertiseies evident that there is qualitative
difference among social capital as a property dafividuals and collective (cities or

nations). It is clearly illustrated in ti@ble 3 which summarizes the types of information
sought during research and respective indicatose@al capital measurement.

To appreciate researchers’ social capital indisatas well as their measuring and data
generating methods, it is essential to understarttetiver and individualistic or
collectivistic approach has been used. Often threceptualization of individualists and
collectivists may appear initially similar; howevire further examination of the research
methods will clearly distinguish the two camps.r Egample, aggregated statistical data,
especially on the voters’ turnout, associationainiership or trust, can be almost always

associated with collectivists in our social capttabate.

" Putnam’s (1993) attempt to support quantitativia dey qualitative research is discussed in thei@ec?.3
and implicitly in the Section 5.1.1.4.
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Table 3. Basic Social Capital Conceptualizations and Examples of Indicators

Social Capital
Conceptualization Types of Information Examples of Indicators
Collective aggregate statistical # of civic/professional associations
(communitarian) data (in the locality)
membership in the civic associations
proportion of donations toward the sum of
personal income
# of hours spend by volunteering
individual responses inquiry concerning the membership in the
civic/professional associations
trust of other citizens
Individual interactive frequency of societal activities
mobilization ability to mobilize social network in one's
own benefit (e.g. acquire scares
goods)

(Stachovéa and Safr 2005) Adjusted and translagealithor from Czech

In addition, while individualists are primarily coerned with networks and effects of
social capital on, for example, the outcomes ofviddals in job search, promotion in
organizations, or outcomes in attaining variousseconomic statuses, collectivists focus
on aggregation of individual attitudes and behaviororder to explain, predict and
understand collective well-being (e.g., economicveligpment, effective political

institutions, low crime rates, etc.).

Although the two approaches are in certain aspepatsdistinct, nevertheless all scholars
(from both camps) remain committed to the premisth® social capital concept that “it is
the interacting members who make the maintenandergproduction of this social asset
possible” (Lin 2001a, 2001b).

Still, it is worth to keep in mind these two difést approaches to social capital when using
the term, as the individual and collective levelsotial capital, although drawing on the
same premise, represent almost incommensurableeptsc In the first instance
(individual), it represents individual dispositiotransferable to other forms of capital or
feature of certain social group, while in the set@eollective), it represents the positive
glue of the society contributing to common goodon€equently, as demonstrated above,
this individual/collective division reveals itsetf measuring techniques as well (employed
at the individual level — e.g. individual, househobrganization; or aggregated — town,

region, and nation).
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Finally, as Sedikova and Safr (2005) maintain, in western, mainlpgk-Saxon,
literature the term social capital is currently disgespite the severe criticism, much more
frequently in the collective meaning with its pagteffects on the whole soci&tyvhile in
the Czech Republic the individualistic conceptuaians with the benefits accruing to an

actor (individual, organization) is more common.

3.3 Other Social Capital Perspectives and Charactesisti
Some scholars do not see the division of sociatalagsearch on individual/collective as
sufficient and add/develop other categories (etgpating social capital as context
dependent or independent; determined by socio+alltwrces or economical-political
ones; perceived as positive or negative; or comaeng on strong (bonding) social ties or
weak (bridging) ones, ett)To list all the perspectives and categorizatisnseyond the
aim and the scope of this work. Moreover, we abersthe majority of the other divisions
(beyond individual/collective as) unnecessary, eitiee individual/collective perspectives

are the central issue, while the others often ocayplicate the picture.

As is obvious from the previous sections, the cphoé social capital, both individual and
collective, may have various features, charactesistind components. Again, there can be
the issue of whether the conceptualization is cdntédependent, whether the outcomes
of social capital are positive or negative (Po(t898), or whether the concept accounts for
the influence of government (Woolcock and Naray@@®@. These categorizations usually
follow one line of argument that dictates the natuof the distinction (e.qg.,
individual/collective categorization concerns itseith the level at which the benefit of
social capital accrue or at which the researchoisdacted). It is important to note that
while individual/collective division is crucial founderstanding the different lines of

arguments in social capital debate, the other idingsoften only clarify one of the aspects

® E.g., the articles in the Social Capital Gatewayatase viww.socialcapitalgateway.contonfirm this

tendency.

° For example, Woolcock and Narayan (2002) categdtie social capital research into four perspestigg
the communitarian view (is identical with the colige perspective), 2) the network view (mirrore th
individualistic perspective of social capital), BBl institutional view (groups the theories thaatrsocial
capital as an outcome of the political, legal, araditutional environment), and 4) the synergy viaitempts

to integrate all three previous perspectives, wialking advantage of each of them).
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of the conceptualization, or research, or distisgubetween qualities of social capital,
which are often included under the initial indivadicollective categorization.
Furthermore, the other conceptualizations oftenyafpboth individual/collective social
capital, and obscure the debate. For examplesatodé conceptualization of social capital

can be either context dependent or indepertent

In addition, there is one characteristic of socapital discussed by majority of scholars.

This is the weak/strong social ties argument, withelmefore requires closer attention.

3.3.1 WEAK AND STRONG TIES

Scholars often use weak/strong ties concept taachenize the relationships in and among
the groups, families or institutions (as a proxy $ocial capital). The weak/strong ties
concept (e.g., Granovetter 1973, 1983 Lin 2001ae¥e2003, Edwards and McCarthy
2004) rest on a similar base and is almost identictdn the concept of bridges/bonds
(bridging/bonding capital) (e.g., Putnam 2000, Bkye and Hipp 2005, Svendsen 2006)
or closure/structural holes (e.g., Burt 2001). eik\vhough, collectivists (e.g., Putnam
2000) use the weak/strong ties division to exptartain features and processes within the
society related to their understanding of socigited and even though sound as a concept,
it is certainly not easy to measure. Granoveft878) proposed the concept as analyses of
social networks that would link micro and macroelsvof sociological theory. By putting
emphasis on weak ties, Granovetter (1973, pp. 1860¢s in original) opens up a
discussion about “relationsetweengroups and to analysis of segments of social tstreic
not easily defined in terms of primary groups.”illSbecause the concept of strong/weak
ties looks at single relations and networks (mieneel) it is generally more appealing for

research from an individualist perspective.

The basic premise behind the concept is as follgwirClosely related and integrated
groups and communities (e.g., families, kin, clésends) are rich in strong - bonding -
ties (inwardly-focused relations) not availableotdsiders. They serve as social protection
mechanism during times of need. On the other hamdk — bridging — ties refer to the

(personal/group/community) connections to othemuugsdcommunities located outside the

19 Context dependency and independency of sociatatapidiscussed within th&ection Son criticism of

Putnam’s social capital line of reasoning.
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scope of strong ties. Weak ties link people ofedént backgrounds (socio-economic,
religious, ethnic etc.). Simply, strong ties lisiknilar people (in homogenous groups), e.q,
family members, colleagues, close friends etc, edemweak ties link people with those
dissimilar to themselves (e.g., distant second iosu$riends, colleagues, etc.), or simply
disparate individuals and communities. Whereasolired, intimate and emotional

relations may characterize weak ties, strong tiecharacterized by non-intimate and low

emotional involvemerit.

The social capital available through weak and strives is qualitatively different and its
positive/negative effects are situation-dependdfdr example, while strong ties to a kin
may support this member (e.g., provide necessanurees) facing problematic life period
(e.g., unemployment) — social capital accessedigiirahe ties has positive value, and the
effect of strong ties may be completely oppositgétive social capital) when the member
seeks resources or takes actions (e.g., job, pariwhich are not acceptable to kin.
Similarly, weak ties might help the member of certelosed group (and therefore the
group itself) to generate resources (e.g., edutstexpertise, finances) not available in the
group, which can improve member’'s and group’s pwsifthereby contributing to positive
social capital); while on the other hand, weak nesy pull the member apart from the
community (negative social capital), which may tesuthe break of strong ties producing
unpredicted community effect that may be negativeimimally positive.

More specifically, as Lin (2001b) argues, not aleak ties (bridges) lead to better
information, influence or reinforcement. He expki a bridge that links individual
seeking new job in a corporation with those occngyinfluential positions in some
corporations will probably be more valuable to timatividual than a bridge to others who

are members of a health club.

Still, the argument favoring one of the two tiegyipical. For example, the World Bank

(2000) sees weak ties (bridging social capitahasmost beneficial with respect to socio-

1 Closure/structural holes argument follows the séogie. Closure refers to social capital thatrisated by
“a network of strongly interconnected elements” waae structural holes to the one created by “a onétin
which people can broker connections between otlserdisconnected segments.” Similarly as in the oés
weak and strong ties (bridging/bonding social apit[b]rokerage across structural holes is tharse of

value added, but closure can be critical to readizhe value buried in structural holes.” (Bur020p. 31)
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economic development of the whole society. Siryjas already described in tBection

2.3, Putnam (2000) also prefers week ties and oftgards them as better than strong
ones. Today, as Svendsen (2006, p. 57), pointstoog ties (bonding social capital)
should be “recognized ggst as beneficial as” the weak ties (bridging sociglitzd). As

current research suggests (e.g., Schulman and #od&€t001, Edwards and McCarthy
2004, Svendsen 2006), their value depends on toatisins, kinds of networks and
activities. The problem of weak/strong ties (bigbonding social capital) is illustrated

by Figure 12

In addition, some authors (e.g., Vesely 2003, ThaltVBank 2006c¢) use the term linking
ties in a manner synonymous with social capitalmwitegerring to vertical connections and
ties among the groups of people with different igaftsocio-economic status (e.g., those
having access to power and resources and thoselevhot). While this term might clarify
the picture, we think, it should be avoided, as ribaity it tries to describe is included

within the weak ties concept already.

At this point, there is a space for a short exaursnto the treatment of social capital

concept in the environment of the Czech Republic.

2 Eor a comprehensive discussion on strong/weak, elsas direct/indirect ties see Nan Lin's (2001a)

Social Capital: A theory of Social Structure andigc.
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Figure 1. Bridging and Bonding Social Capital
Adjusted version of Svednsen’s (2006) figure
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4. EXCURSUS. SOCIAL CAPITALIN THE ENVIRONMENT OF THE
CZECH REPUBLIC

In contrast to western countries, where it has e@opular issue and widely discussed
concept for almost two decades, social capital islatively new concept to the Czech
Republic. While the term was known among Czechosogists, as several works suggest
(e.g., Mozny 1991, Maju 1993, Vajdova 1996), there was not major resedwith
exception of Mafji 1993) that attempted to deal with the problematture of social
capital.  Similarly, an in-depth analyses or cistc of the concept, as well as
comprehensive conceptualization like that of ekEdwards and Foley (1998), Portes
(1998), or more recently Lin (2000), has been mgswithin the Czech environment.
This section touches upon the past use/absenbe ebnhcept within the Czech Repubilic.

4.1 Application of the Concept
Partially due to communism and the period of restmalization and transformation
following the Velvet Revolution, the Czech enviroemb (research) missed the initial wave
of interest in social capital caused by BourdieoJe@an and Putnam. Still there are
several works that address the social capital issigubstantial differences among
individual and collective social capital approactake useful to discuss the Czech

Republic’s case along these two lines.

4.1.1 INDIVIDUAL SocCIAL CAPITAL

Ivo Mozny (1991) was probably the first sociologisat used individual conceptualization
of social capital within the Czech environment. his work Pro¢ tak snadno..(Why so
easily...), Mozny (1991) applied the social capitahcept, in line with Bourdieu, in
discussing the break up of Czechoslovak socidi#e sand in interpreting the differences
in status of the dissident and non-dissident (“ooning”) families. Mozny (1991)
understands social capital as emerging from thetskilevelop a complex thread of social
networks, to comprehend how the threads are coetheantd to use this knowledge for
one’s own benefit, mainly by shifting oneself arldse associates within them to obtain

strategic positions that were most beneficial. sHkill can be accumulated.
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Mozny (1991) points out that the positions of powlering the communist times were
highly dependent on person’s social capital, whighcontextually dependent. Such
dependency makes social capital disadvantageous wh@pared to economic capital,
which is contextually neutral. That is why soatalpital is very fragile good — the only
place where it could be reliably stored is ownenind. It is impossible to move with it
and every change in the social environment reqlatesrious effort to sustain it. Simply,
a small mistake could devastate a whole careerchwinas social capital dependent.
Mozny (1991) sees the Velvet Revolution as restilpr@ssures for principal systems
changes of which the most pronounced was to gatfriie dependency on social capital
and transform it into an economic one. On the rolfaad, even though social capital as
the warp for functioning of large society systemresdime obsolete, modern society, Mozny

(1991) stresses, cannot function properly withtout i

Another Czech sociologist - Petr Mpt (1993, 2006a, 2006b) - extended on Mozny's
work and understanding of social capital. He dlsats social capital as an individual
variable. In the studpeterminants of Economic Success in the First Stdgbe Post-
Communist Transformatiome empirically analyzed, among others, A] the evawn of
social capital acquired by “nomenclature cadrestinycommunism to other forms of
capital during transformation period, and B] itéeet on the upward social mobility. He
used Bourdieu's approach to social capital, andtataip general, to operationalize the
concept, as Sedlkova and Safr (2005) pointed out, as a respondability to mobilize
his/her informal network of contacts in the timdsneed. Maiji’'s (1993) results show
that convertibility of social capital (to economtapital) increased the life chances of
former cadres to maintain their income privilegespecially among those equipped with
social networks, which they were able to mobilizeurthermore, the study confirmed the
effect of social capital accumulated during comremmion (and as a predictor of) the
functional (bureaucratic) advancement (to leadingitmns), as well as on entering the
entrepreneurial activities (starting the enterpriglter the year 1989. Mgt (2006b)

continues to be involved in the individual sociapital research.
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4.1.2 COLLECTIVE SOCIAL CAPITAL
While Putnam’s collective approach to social cdpitavery popular among western
countries, it started to be cited and used moensively in the Czech environment, or in
the studies involving the Czech Republic, only @mywrecent works. It does not mean that
ideas discussed by Putnam (e.g., influence of,tmgtms, and civic associations on
economic and political culture/development, goveznth were not present here. On the
contrary, these issues were popular topics accoyimgnwide discussion about the
usefulness, positive/negative effects and buildofgcivil society in the process of

economic/political transformation.

However, whereas in the West almost every analgsisust, social networks or even
performance of governments would at least marginluch on the concept of social
capital, it was usually not present during disaussiof these topics in the Czech works up
till 1999 (e.g., Vajdova 1998, 1999, Bustikova 1988sal 1999,) and some works do not
mention it until as late as 2004 (e.g., Kabele 20®RySavy 2004a). While for example
Vajdova (1996) discusses Putnam’s seminal vidaking the Democracy Workithin her
essay dealing with the history and genesis of é¢hm folitical culture, interestingly, there
are several other texts and studies concernedvaiibus aspects of (generalized) trust or
social networks (e.g., Bek 1996, Vajdova 1998, 1999, Stachova 2001) thanob
consider Putnam’s social capital at all. Similafiyr example, Borecky's and Prudky’s
(2001) study, orPublic Perception of Local Government in the CzBepublic lliner’s
and Wollmann’s (2003) articlBecentralization: Lessons for ReformensSwianiewicz’s
(2001) comparison ofitizen’s Perception of Local Governments Reformd &ocal
Democracy in Central and Eastern Eurgmdso do not consider Putnam’s perspective.
We believe that the discussion of social capitauidoe certainly (at least marginally)
present in such types of studies, if conductecha western countries (especially U.S.).
Although, for example, Vajdova and Stachova (200B¢ Putnam’s (1993bMaking
Democracy Workit is not in relation to social capital. Theseniot a single working paper,
since 1989 up today, in Institute of Sociology ofaflemy of Sciences of the Czech
Republic Working Papers edition that includes #rent Social Capital in its title. While it
is possible that social capital might appear witthie texts of these Working Papers, it is
clear that the concept did not enjoy the prominethe¢ would bring it into the titles of

these documents. Several other works theoreti@amgesearching trust, civil society or
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civil associations do not use Putnam and his saapltal as well. For example, Karel
Miuller's (2003a) comprehensive monograpzechs and Civil Societgdoes not draw on
Putnam or any other social capital theoreticiaenethought the issue of trust is mentioned
substantially. Moreover, it barely discusses g®ie of social capital. While some may
argue that social capital is not a primary focusMiiller's work, it is, especially in
Putnam’s understanding, highly connected to, ifsyotonymous, with civil society, which
is the focus of Mller's monograph. Interestingly,the same year &zechs and Civil
Society Muller (2003b) does quote Putman but in the cdnté the conceptualization of

civil society.

Similarly, Tereza Vajdova (2005) in her summaryanfalysesAn Assessment of Czech
Civil Society in 2004: after Fifteen Years of Deyghentdoes not discuss social capital.
The analysis was part of the CIVICUS Civil Socigtgex project of the international civil
society network CIVICUS: World Alliance for CitizdParticipation. Therefore, it is clear
that the analyses have to be in line with CIVICUf&glines and if these do not access the
problematic of social capital, a Czech analysis natsaccessing it as well. On the other
hand, it is interesting that Putnam’s collectiveiabcapital was not used for final report of
the study because the research asked respondgmsa question used by Putnam and
several other collectivists in accessing socialtabfe.g., “Generally speaking, would you
say that most people can be trusted, or that yait ba too careful in your dealing with
other people?”) (Vajdova 2005, p. 42).

To clarify, we do not use these examples to blameauthors for neglecting Putnam’s or
collectivist's social capital. We also do not wdatbuild a picture that social capital
concept has been completely absent in the Czecinoement. Rather, the mentioned
texts point to interesting difference when compandith western works. During specific
analyses and discussion (concerning e.g., trusil, ®bciety, civic associations, social
networks) in which western authors often use ortroer{even though marginally) concept
of social capital, quite a lot of Czech authorsmd. This shows that the concept either
might not be thoroughly discussed within the Czenkironment or that it might not be
found valuable or important for the above worksor Example, the absence of collective

social capital in Vajdova’s (2005) report does damage her work because it avoids the
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relabeling of already defined, even though stilbegnous, variable of trust by the term of
social capital (which is often the case in the West

Still, several short articles, discussing collegtisocial capital together with aggregate
generalized trust, or Putnam’s neo-Tocquevilliardarstanding of civil society, have
appeared recently (e.g. Stachova 2003, 2005a, 8vad006 ). Also, for example Vesely
(2003) employs the collective social capital concap his study orKnowledge-Driven
Developmentto explain its potential for influencing econondievelopment and quality of
life, especially education. In addition, the Cerftg social economic strategies (CESES
UK FSV) has been recently pursuing the researdatolbéctive social capital in the Czech
Republic (Stachova and Safr 2005).

4.1.3 SYSTEMATIC CONCEPTUALIZATION
As pointed out already, Czech Republic misses asitido would aim for in depth,
systematic conceptualization of social capital caraple to e.g., Lin (2001a) or Edwards,
Foley, and Diani (2001). There is only one shoticke by Sedldkova and Safr (2005)
that gives brief overview of the theories, appr@s;hiesearch development, variables, and

various social capital measurements.

The first serious more in depth attempt to concal#e social capital (or even synthesize
the individual and collective social capital aparoes) was made by Mgl and Vitaskova
(forthcoming). They try to contribute to the copttealization and measurement of social
capital, mainly with respect to its role for the spcommunist countries. They
conceptualize and develop measurement strategiesdth forms of social capital,
individual (has a capacity to shed light on patacwuleterminants of life-success) — called
social capital 1 — and collective (has capacitgdatribute to the explanation of economic
growth) — called social capital 2 —, and treat tha&sncontext specific. They see social
capital as one of the key issues in transformirgiesies because it helps in explaining the
process of change. Moreover, they see the useéheftwo social capital forms in
transforming (post-communist) societies as probtemas they generate basically the
opposite effects (than in the Western countrie§r example, solidarity or informal
cooperation among the villagers in Russia increassinactive, ineffective government

(O'Brian as discussed by Mgt and Vitaskova, forthcoming). The potential follective
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social capital (stemming from generalized trusgnse to be, according to Mai and
Vitdskova (forthcoming, p.11), quite weak in theseuntries, while the individual
(network) social capital may “hinder ... effectivenfilioning of market mechanisms and
... economic growth.” Therefore, it is crucial toveéop research strategies that consider

the specific socio-economic and historical contéxhese countries.

The concentration on both social capital conceptgiteresting; as prior works of Ml
(1993) show that he is probably more inclined talwardividual than collective social
capital. Nevertheless, Mgt (2006) remarked that he has a problem with udiegtérm
social capital in collectivist understanding, assitisually associated with trust and he does
not see the need and/or relevance to rename tyusbdial capital. Social capital should
explain something new. Consequently, &iat(2006) admitted that he uses the term

“social capital” for the collectivist case, justftidlow the current trend.

4.1.4 SUMMARY
To conclude, Bourdieu’s understanding of socialteafindividual approach) is present in
the Czech sociology ever since the break up ofctramunism. It was introduced by
Mozny and further used especially by ¥t

The use of social capital concept in line with Rut's understanding was sporadic during
the nineties and started to be used more oftenreabntly. Still, it is not widely used, nor
even in studies perfectly fit for it. It might bee to lack of in depth discussion concerning
Putnam’s collective social capital concept or duehie understanding of the problematic
issues accompanying his work. Maybe there is mal rikickily) in the Czech Republic to
use new trendy terms for old readily available epts.

As a result of this, coherent, in-depth concepradilon of social capital (either collective
or individual) such as that of Portes (1998), L#®@la) or Edwards, Foley, and Diani
(2001) is missing in the Czech Republic. Bfatand Vitaskova (forthcoming) try to make
the first step in this direction, while conceptaadg social capital for comparative
analyses. The future of social capital researcthéenCzech sociology lies most probably
within the individualistic framework, as it mighelp to clarify the process of change that

took part in the Czech Republic since the fall @ihenunism.
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5. SociAL CAPITAL CRITICISM

While there is general consensus abadividual social capitalcollectivesocial capital,
ever since Putnam introduced it, has been condibereriticized. Nevertheless, a
considerable amount of analyses, researches atgldexsocial capital does not account
for such criticism. We find it essential to brimgo the debate the majority of up to date
critiques. This may help to avoid the uncriticakwf the concept and may also help in
avoiding past mistakes. Because Putnam’s workregphe majority of research on social
capital, the systematic discussion of its probléeniasues is essential for the clarification
of the concept®

5.1 Criticism of Putnam’s (and Collective) Social Capit
As discussed, Putnam’s work introduced a new sampital perspective and research,
which gained a wide popularity almost immediatelWhile Putnam’s handling of the
concept and research contains of certain integesdimd valuable features (e.g., use of
gualitative research to support findings from theamtitative analyses), it also includes
several questionable assumptions, which have beejeded to severe criticism. As a
result, alongside the popularity, the critique aft’Am and collectivists (sometimes also
called neo-Tocquevillians or communitarians) isoalgery wide, starting with minor
corrections of his/their conceptualization and aesle methods, to severe disapproval of
his/their theoretical base, operationalizationha toncept, as well as the research results
and conclusions. The following sections addressishue. We will start with low-level
criticism and then move toward more in-depth cuég. At the end of this section, we
present the severe and specific critique of Putaathcollectivists from Vicente Navarro,
professor at John Hopkins University.

5.1.1 Low LEVEL CRITICISM
The first set of criticism does not question théembive aspect of Putnam’s social capital,

but is concerned about certain features of his eptu@lization and measuring methods.

13 Individual social capital is usually quite clearly definederefore there are not many major critiques or
disputes that would address this conceptualizabiomesearch. Still, some weaknesses of individtiali

approach are discussed in tection 6.4
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This section discusses and questions: 1) Putnase’'®iitrust, 2) the same origins of social
and political trust, 3) his main indicator of sdaapital, 4) social capital as a precondition
for good governance and path dependency perspedctiegplain the currergtatus que

and 5) overly positivistic treatment of social d¢api

5.1.1.1 Putnam’s Use of Trust
Trust is for Putnam essential component of socigital. It “lubricates” cooperation,

facilitates action or makes associating possibléae advantage of using trust as one of
social capital indicators is clear. The majorifygeneral research surveys (especially in
the U.S.) had been asking questions regarding irudellow citizens or local/state
governments for long period of time already. Aseault, there had been considerable
dataset readily available for analyses. Moreoitenas/is quit easy to include the trust
guestion into the new surveys in the states andtdes that were initially missing it. As a

result, it gave an opportunity for comparative lsirad researcfi

Even though trust may play a role in certain preessand might have some advantages
with respect to research, it still needs to bertfedefined. Putnam fails to do that. He
does not offer a precise definition of trust anovles insufficient explanation of how it is
developed and maintained within the society. lbuth be recalled that in Putnam’s
(1993b, 1995, 2000) logic, civic apolitical assdiolas (e.g., bird watching clubs, bowling
teams) develop interpersonal trust that allowzeits to overcome free rider problem and
makes it easier to trust non-members of their agsoo (develops generalized trust) and
then sanction governments that are not performiedl. wAs Levi (1996) pointed out,
Putnam believes that the pluralism of such actitreenship ensures that the overall effect

of the demands on government will be democratic.

However, it is not clear how bird watching and biogylclubs produce dense networks and
norms of reciprocity with those outside the cluhevf 1996). Several scholars have
argued (Levi 1996, Portes and Landolt 1996, PAre&8), some of them supported by the

research (Kim 2005), that civic associations mighte just the opposite effect. Moreover,

4 Comparability of social capital, as well as trdata generated from various contexts (states itUtBe or

countries around the World) is questioned inSleetion 5.1.2.1.
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by focusing on apolitical, predominantly horizontibic association’s, Putnam fails to
acknowledge that “under certain conditions, veltregationship may also facilitate trust,
reciprocity, and, certainly, coordination [e.g., \M# (Levi 1996, p. 52) and that political
institutions, associations and parties are oftemmaving force of these (e.g., Tocqueville
1992, Whittington 20015.

5.1.1.2 Origins of Social and Political Trust
In Putnam’s (1995, pp. 73) words: “The close catieh between social trust and

associational membership is true not only acras® tand across individuals, but also
across countries.” He supports this argument byethdence from the 1991 World Values
Survey. Consequently, Putham (1995) also sugdleatspolitical trust evolves from the
same origins as social trust - generated by integpal trust as an outgrowth of vibrant
associational life in society. Nonetheless, emplrevidence suggests that political trust is
not always positively correlated with associatiomalolvement and social trust (social
capital) (e.g., Brehm and Rahn 1997, Newton 20Glanér 2004, 2006). For a negative
correlation among social trust and political pap@tion, plus the contrary effects of social
capital on economic development in A] transformi@mpst-communist) societies see
Mateja and Vitaskova (Forthcoming) or in B] South Korese Kim (2005). Also, it is
hard to expect a significant contribution from vulary apolitical associations in
facilitating political trust as the majority of @ens are not engaged in such apolitical
associations and even those who participate spelydaclimited amount of time in their
activities (Newton 1999 as cited by Kim 2005). &= scholars have argued that one of
the most influential factors on citizens’ politicidust is actually the performance of
political institutions — political context (e.g.,eBnan 1997, Mishler and Rose 2001,
Uslaner 2002). As Berman (1997, p. 571) points, OMtilitia movement, business
improvement districts, and home schooling sociesiksarise out of dissatisfaction with
how the public institutions are doing their jolsu{] all of them should be seen as signs of

sickness rather than signs of health [as Putnanidrsuggest)].”

5 putnam (1993, 1995) stresses several times thioheal, in contrast to vertical ties, represerdren
productive social capital.

'® UpcomingSections 5.1.1.2-develop the argument and discusses these ideagreater detail.
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5.1.1.3 Associations as Indicator of Social Capital
As presented, civic apolitical association playaci@l role in Putham’s concept of social

capital. He uses the density of associations &aed tmembership as an indicator for
examining the formation and destruction of colleetfpublic) social capital.

However, “not all types of associations will be aliy effective in their relative capacity to
create generalized, or public, social capital” [tand Rochon 1998, p. 47). For example,
Stolle and Rochon (1998, p.61-62) found, A] “diffet facets of public social capital are
connected to associational membership in varyirgredes”, B] “different types of social
capital are found in different sectors of assoorai, C] “the level of diversity of an
association has an effect on the connection betwsmaal capital and association
membership”, and finally D] “there are ... variatiohstween countries in the types of
associations most productive of social capitalFor example, the most politically active
membership is in political associations or “thestediverse associations are less likely to
have membership with high levels of generalizedtteund community reciprocity” (Stolle
and Rochon 1998, p. 62). Nonetheless, the mendfdvswling clubs are usually quite
homogeneous; consequently by using them as amatadiof social capital, Putnam fails to
accommodate for the fact that there might be o#lssiociations more suitable for such
purpose. In addition, it is almost impossible & wimilar organizations (bowling, bird
watching clubs, and church associations) acrossnsats proxies for generalized trust,
since their functions often vary from country tountry and therefore differ in the
production of social capital. In sum, “the role \afluntary associations as creators of
social capital, particularly generalized trustn@ yet established by empirical evidence.
... Furthermore, there is considerable doubt that beeehip in voluntary associations
captures the whole range of civic activities thatstitute social capital” (Stolle and Lewis
2002, p.16).

Clearly, mere associational density as an indicafasocial capital does not capture the
complexity of the problem (e.g., mere existenceceftain norms does not make them
social capital). “Social structures must be ‘appiable’ by individuals and groups to

really be ‘social capital” and density of assomas certainly does not have the same
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meaning in all social and political contexts. ¢t the social context that makes the
difference (Foley and Edwards 1996).

5.1.1.4 Social Capital as Producer of Good Governance: Path
Dependency Approach

Putnam (e.g., 1993b, 1995) also argues that scaymial (specifically norms and networks
of civic engagement) produces good governance (disoussed in th&ection 2.3
Putnam argues that whereas the subnational govatarseemed “identical on paper” (in
his 20-year Italian research), their quality of gmance varied significantly. Specifically,
“[v]oter turnout, newspaper readership, membershghoral societies and football clubs —
these were the hallmarks of a successful regiontn@m 1995, pp. 66). Furthermore,
Putnam stresses that his historical analyses stsgggleat the networks of organized
reciprocity and civic solidarity (social capital)eve a precondition for it. Consequently,
Putnam concludes that for variety of reasons, thfeasier in a community blessed with a

substantial stock of social capital” (1995, pp..67)

However, opponents disagree: A], there might berotauses that promote/hinder good
democratic governance and B] it is not clear howsdenetworks of civic engagement
produce it. These two arguments are interconnecRatticularly, during his analyzes of
socio-cultural elements, Putnam neglects the o#ssential economical, political and
today even technological factors. Sheri Bermar®T19P. 562) illustrates, “examining
societal and cultural variables in isolation frone toroader context. misinterprets some
of the most important dynamics of political devetegmt.” She argues that civil society
organizations are shaped significantly by spedéiatures of broader national political
context and, therefore, can in some condition wealiedemocratic regime as well.
Interestingly, she demonstrates the point with Wai@ermany. It did not lack civil
society organizations; however, because variougiqal groups had the ability to take
over them, instead of “alleviating” the country’'szidions, it “exacerbated” them, to use

Sherman words, leading toward Nazism.

As might seem obvious, Putnam treats governmeat @spendent variable. He uses the
concept of path dependency to explain the civitedBhces in Northern and Southern lItaly

7 Context-dependency of social capital is discussé¢ide Section 5.1.2.1.
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by historical development dating far back to thte Iliddle Ages (1993b). Nevertheless,
“...it remains an empirical question ... that good goweent is a result of an interaction
between a civic minded citizenry and civic-mindem/grnment actor. ... [G]Jovernments
also may be a source of social capital. [And] poperformance can be a source of trust,
not just a result [of it]* (Levi 1996, pp. 58) Tarrow (1996, pp. 396) elaborates: “[W]hile
the indicators of malaise [in southern Italy or fterd World countries] may be civic, the
causes are structural.” If the absence of civiengsin Tarrows (1996, 396 ) opinion, “the
by-product of politics, state building , and so@#auucture,” then the causes of the despair
in southern Italy or in the Third World “are mor&dly to be found in such structural
factors as the flight of real capital, ... the ingliagbof commodity prices and the presence
of exploitative governments...” Tarrows (1996) exiethe argument; policy makers who
attempt to solve the lack of social capital by pobdimy association would be addressing

the symptoms and not the causes of the problem.

Tarrow (1996, pp. 396) further explains that Putrenfted his focus from “twenty-year
time frame of the study and the expectation thatlamation would come from direct
inference on behavioral variables ... to a much lotigee frame in order to interpret and
explain what he had observed. The key to that decame historically develop tradition
of civic competence.” However, Tarrow (1996, p@63 rightly asks: “[HJow can a

concept that is derived from contemporary demacrpblitics be transposed to other

periods of history to other political systems?”

It is the context that plays the crucial rSle However, Putnam is very pessimistic, as
Jackman and Miller (1996a) note, about the chafaresocial capital creation in absence
of deep historically based traditions. Levi argud996, p. 46), “Past events may
circumscribe contemporary choices, but they neitleermine nor predict the decisions at
all crossroads since the initial starting poinEurthermore, contrary to Putnam, Jackman’s
and Miller's (1996a, 1996b) results suggest thatdhltural accounts of political life are

substantially overstated. They have found no engdein their study, to support the view

8 The cause and effect relationship among sociaitalagnd government is thoroughly discussed in the
Section 5.1.2.3.
¥ Tarrow (1996, pp. 396) stresses that “Putnam’sveiable intersected with a wide variety of ingiional

and sociological contexts” and therefore changeningavhen traveling through history.
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that cultural factors have systematic effects ditipal or economic outcomes. Moreover,
in using Putnam’s Italian data they found no evademo suggest, “that the indicators
examined by Putnam can be meaningfully combinea amt overall measure of political
performance” (Jackman and Miller 1996a, p. 653heyl question the empirical analyses
of Putnam’s Italian research. Jackman and Mill&96a, 1996b) further point out the
limiting explanatory value of political culture, dthus propose that future research should
acknowledge the role of institutional variations, @ powerful explanation of political
participation. In their view, “institutions condih the distribution of both political and
social resources” (1996a, p. 655)In addition, they see more useful strategy ak lopon
the institutions as being result of “conflict ovélre allocation of valued goods... [and
actually] condition the distribution of both potiil and social resources [e.g., social
capital]” (19964, p. 655).

In addition, Tarrow (1996), in line with argumemscussed above, questions Putnam’s
reconstruction of historical development of northand southern Italy for validation of his
model of social capital (as well as his ltalianeash findings and conclusions) and
therefore questions civic, social capital traditiomndation for the performance of good
government. It is not clear, why Putnam chosdateemedieval period in order to explain
the difference in twentieth century civicness ie outh/North Italy. First, the fact “that
the early Italian city-states had associationaling did not make them inherently civic, or
even ‘horizontal™ (1996, pp 393). Second, Putnamse of historical evidence is rather
arbitrary. There were also other important his@rimilestones (not necessarily civic) in
South-North relations, which Putnam fails to discis.g., collapse of northern Italian
region in sixteenth century, conquest of the Southnineteenth-century, 1919-1921

generation of fascism or 1980’s corruption-fed esoit growth). In Tarrow’s (1996, pp.

20 Jackman and Miller (1996a) acknowledge that difiees in institutional forms themselves might simpl
reflect cultural variations, but in such case theyuld be divorced from their political origins. dthis why
they view institutions as the result of conflicteovthe allocation of valued goods. In their words,
“Institutions ... acquire stability when groups withe resources to alter the rules of the game a¢hepe
rules; institutional change occurs when group(ghwufficient power are able to challenge and ficns
those rules” (1996a, p. 655). As a result, theyppse to analyze institutions with respect to: Ajvhdo
procedures and rules structure the choices maddiffeyent political actors?, and B] how does poti

conflict generate these procedures and rules?
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393) words: “None of these phenomena were exacthc’; by what rules of evidence are
they less relevant in ‘explaining the northern o&gi civic superiority over the South than
the period of 800 years ago when republican govemsnbriefly appeared in (some of) its

cities?”

In sum, Putnam’s use of historical analyses forlarmg the dependent relationship of
government on social capital was questioned. Ias clear why presence/absence of
social capital should be the major factor affectiegformance of governments. Example
from Sheri Berman (1997) work showed how vivid chass (social capital) was used for
something that is surely not understood as goo@mawice today. This example, as well
as the argument of Levi, Tarrow or Jackman and aviiBhowed that contexts (other
factors), apart from socio-cultural variables, asry important in developing social
capital. That is why, Tarrow (1996, pp. 396) seatham’s main weakness “in the lack of
a structural perspective with which to interpretaivhe found...” Moreover, the authors
suggested that it seems more plausible that gowentsplay major role in developing
social capital or that at least there is reciproekdtionship between government and social
capital where one might be enhancing another. dutitian, Tarrow (1996) pointed out,
Putnam, during his historical reconstruction inrskaf present civicness of northern Italy,

misses the crucial points of Italian history.

Putnam’s stress on government as a dependent astdnds also behind more sever
problems of his approach: A] confusing the causekedfects of social capital (discussed
in the Section 5.1.2.3) and B] one-sided explamatid the reality, as well as truisms
(discussed in the Section 5.1.2.4).

5.1.1.5 Positivistic Approach toward Social Capital
Putnam (e.g., 1993a, 1993b, 1995, 2000) (as disdusstheSection 2.3 defines social

capital as features of social organizations thatlifate action for mutual benefit (e.g.,

effectively democratically sanction badly perforgiimgovernments). It is a resource
benefiting all individuals in the given society.octal capital, as described in the previous
section, Putnam says, leads to better performahgewernments or reduced crime rates.
Simply, Putham and collectivists see social capdallective endeavors and activist skills
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as a predominantly good thing (e.g., Levi 1996,t¢x0and Landolt 1996, Berman 1997,
Portes 1998, Fukuyama 1999, Edward and Foley 2001).

Yet, it is clear, as we showed on Berman’s Weimarn@any example that waste civic
society and social capital do not have to generalg positive results. It is also apparent
that the Mafia, Ku Klux Klan, al Qaeda or horizdnteollective action (guerilla
movements) in Bosnia or Rwanda refute such assomptiEven though these groups
cooperate on the basis of shared norms, they peodegative externalities for the larger
society within which they operate. Putnam focusedy “on the positive effects of
community participation without considering its pilde negative implications” (Portes
and Landolt 1996). Portes (1998, p. 18) emphasimds'sociability cuts both ways”. For
example, as we briefly discussed in tBection 3.3.1“The same strong ties that help
members of a group often enable it to exclude sther[for example] in industries with
strong social ties, newcomers often find themselwezble to compete, no matter how
good their skills and qualifications ... [and] thereakinds of ties that sometimes yield
public goods also produce ‘public bads’: ...prostintrings, and youth gangs'.(Portes
and Landolt 1996). Also, membership in communifyem 1) brings demands on
conformity, therefore restricting the individuak&dom and business activity or 2) exposes
individuals to “downward leveling pressures” oneatpts to enter the “mainstream”
lifestyle. Family and friends requesting suppooii successful entrepreneurs is example
of the former, and the inability of ghetto membgrsise above their poverty (or member
of prostitution ring to find a different job), evehought a considerable amount of social
capital may be present in example of the latter.these cases, group pressure may hold
the members down instead allowing them to rise Rprtés and Landolt 1996). In
addition, Levi (1996, p.51) brings another argunegdinst “good” social capital idea, “By
themselves dense networks support localism, wisiagften extremely resistant to change.
... Neighborhoods (and certain other networks ofccemgagement) are a source of trust
... [as well as] distrust. They promote trust ofsagou know and distrust of those you do
not...” Moreover, Edwards and Foley (1998) point,doy adding moral, ethical or
cultural ‘value’ to the concept of social capitBlitnam blunts “the fundamental heuristic

value which was the basis of the concept’s inagbeal.”
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In sum, it is crucial not to be overly optimistibaut the effects of social capital. The
mutual “positive” benefit for one group (e.g., Mafigenerated by social capital may not
be viewed as “positive” within other groups or axis. As Edwards and Foley (1998)
rightly emphasize, social capital should be valuee fconcept in order to preserve its

heuristic value.

5.1.2 IN-DEPTH CRITICISM
The previous section have not questioned Putnaoilective approach to social capital,
instead it concentrated on emphasizing and disogissertain theoretical, as well as
research/measurement deficiencies of his work.s $action advances on the “low-level”
criticism by presenting a more serious (in-depttifique of Putnam’s conceptualization
and research of social capital, and subsequentiyasie who have followed Putnam’s line
of argument. It centers on the following majoruiss. 1) context in/dependent social
capital 2) public/private good, 3) confusion of sasl and effects, and 4) one sided

explanations and truism.

5.1.2.1 Context In/Dependent
As was discussed several times throughout this wBtknam treats social capital as

independent variable. Contrary to the prior cohga@zation of Coleman that social
capital “must be understood in its context and gjpesituation [context dependent], which
makes it harder to generalize and to utilize in ielcgd investigations” (Stolle and Lewis
2002, p.4), Putnam (1993b, 1995, 2000) and otlegs, (Flora, Sharp, Flora and Newlon
1997, Knack and Keefer 1997) use social capitalamasindependent variable, where
generalized attitudes and norms are seen as indepeaf their context and therefore can
be captured with nation wide survey questionnair&sich an approach is very helpful,
especially for comparative analyses. If socialtedps an independent variable, it does not
depend on the specific contexts and its levelsuatity can be compared among states (in

the case of the U.S.), countries, regions or ete&gsc

However, we have already touched upon certain proatic aspects of treating social
capital or civicness, as an independent variablpr@viousLow-Level Criticism Section

and there are several scholars who disagree wath &conceptualization (e.g., Brehm and
Rahn 1997, Stolle and Rochon 1998, Foley and Edwa@®9, Lin 2000, Paldam 2000,
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Newton 2001, Svendsen 2006). For example, Folay Edwards (1999) reason that
generalized attitudes and norms occurring in imtligls are context-dependent and that
social capital cannot be conceived as an individbaracteristic, which would constitute a
fully portable resource that would not change afue as the individual moves in and out
of different social contexts. As Edwards and Foley (1998) suggest, norms ahtesa
held by individuals become ‘social capital’ only evhthey facilitate action by others. As a
result, they are context specific since they hawte | value outside that context.
Furthermore, treating social capital as an independariable rests on assumptions that it
can be generalized (through aggregation). Howesgarial capital, as well as access to it,
is unevenly distributed in any society, making aamegful aggregation impossible (e.qg.,
Edwards and Foley 1998, Navarro 2002, Svendsen)2006

Foley and Edwards (1999) clarify the point thordyghlin their view, neither attitudes
(norms, trust) nor infrastructure (networks, orgations), can be treated as social capital
without acknowledging the issue afcesswhich is neither divided equally nor distributed
evenly among the citizensAccess Foley and Edwards (1999) argue, is essential for
converting social relations into social capital dras two components: 1) “the perception
that a specific resource exists” and 2) “some fainsocial relationship that brokers
individual or group access to those particularaa@sources.” As such, brokerage can be
socially organized at various levels (informal netks, voluntary associations, religious
institutions, cities, national movements, etc.g thpecific social contexts in which social
capital is embedded not only influence its ‘uski®a they also shape the means by which
access to specific social resources is distribatetimanaged.” Foley and Edwards (1999)
further acknowledge that treating social capitalcastext dependent creates conceptual
and methodological difficulties for analyses tha @0 explain the kinds of macro-social,
political and economic outcomes. They also arthat the more straightforward the
measures of social capital and the higher the le¥edocial organization processes the
analyses try to explain, “the more the model muasitghat all social capital is of equal

L This line of argument is in accordance with Mo&agxplanations of the Velvet Revolution discussed i

the Section 4.1.;bout the use of individual social capital witkiile Czech Republic.
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value and that all brokering relationships prowdgal access.” The above arguments also
serve to explain why social capital cannot be agregpate of individual capital — an issue

discussed in upcoming section

5.1.2.2 Whose Property Is Social Capital
(Public or Private Good?)

In this section we would like to further extend thdividualists/collectivists debate from
Section 3.2 There is no doubt that Putnam views collectiveia capital as an aggregate
of individual one (aggregate, generalized sociast)t However, as Portes and Landolt
(1996) underline, collective social capital canbetthe sum of individual social capital. If
it is “a resource available through social netwotke resource that some individuals claim

come at the expense of others” (p. 2).

Lin (2001a, p.26, 2001b, p.9) explains, “Most senelagree that it [social capital] is both
collective [public] and individual [private] good.”It is obvious that “institutionalized
social relations with embedded recourse are exgaotbenefit both the collective and the
individuals in the collective. At the group levefcial capital represents some aggregation
of valued resources (e.g., economic, politicalfueal, or social, as in social connections)
of members interacting as a network or networkbklbwever, the problem arises when
social capital is regarded as collective or pulgionds, next to trust, norms and other
collective or public goods (Lin 2001a, 2001b). doch cases it makes the concept
problematic because it often leads to the situatibere some terms become alternative

and substitutable terms or measurements.

Portes (2000) indicates that the transition frordividual to community, or national
resource, has never been sufficiently or expliditgorized thereby confusing the meaning
of the term. Portes and Landolt (2000, p. 535y hbét the heuristic value of the concept
suffers when in one sentence, “social capital imsset of children in intact families”; in
the next “an attribute of networks of traders; andthe following, it becomes the
explanation of why entire cities are well goverrmad economically flourishing while
other are not.” The confusion is evident when walize “that the individual and
collective definitions of the concept, though cotiga in some instance, are at odds in
others” (Portes 2000, p.4). Portes (2000, p.4¢gan example of how “...the right
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‘connections’ [individual social capital] allow ¢am person to gain access to profitable
public contracts...”, while undermining collective cgl capital by “...bypassing

regulations binding on others.”

Treating the concept of social capital as collectiwvoperty, especially in relation to trust,
norms and other collective public goods often cadgdher problems. It makes it hard to
distinguish between its causes and effects

5.1.2.3 Confusing the Causes and Effects
Putnam’s conceptual stretch often confuses theceswsf social capital with the benefits

derived from them (e.g., Portes and Landolt 1996wa&ids, Foley and Diani 2001).
Jackman and Miller (1996b, p. 706-707) demonstriayeemploying Putnam’s (1993b)
own data and estimating procedures, how he confasasmptions with conclusions and
how “absent his strong assumptions there is nslasithose conclusions.” Simply, they

show how Putnam’s own data do not support the csiats he draws.

Portes (1998, p.19) shows how social capital “gsaperty of communities and nations
rather than individuals ... is simultaneously a caarsa an effect.” “As a property of cities
and nations, measurable in ‘stocks,’ social capstalaid to lead to better governance and
more effective policies, and its existence is stan#ously inferred from the same
outcomes” (Portes 2000, p.4). The mixed causes efetts of social capital as a
collective trait gave rise to circular reasoningres and Landolt 2000). Example derived
from Putnam’s analyses of North and South Italystitates this point, social capital in the
North Italy leads to positive outcomes (civichessmocracy, economic development, etc.)
and stands behind the success of North Italiaronggihile the lack of it explains the
“backwardness” of the Southern one. In other woliflyour town is ‘civic’, it does civic
things; if it is ‘uncivic,” it does not” (Portes 98, p.20). Similarly, Portes and Landolt
(1996) demonstrate, a student who obtains neceésarycing from relatives to support
his/her studies is thought to have social capitél.he/she does not obtain necessary
financing, he/she does not have (lacks) socialtaapiThis reasoning, however, fails to
accommodate for the possibility that the unsuccésgtident has dense and supportive
social networks that simply lack the economic resesito provide for such expenses.
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Such approach has further consequences: first,oés dnot allow for alternative
explanations of the studied problematic, and secemdn if not circular, the arguments

still take the form of truisms. Both issues arscdssed in the next section.

5.1.2.4 One-Sided Explanation and Truisms
Portes (1998) maintains that tautology in Putnamidinitions stems from the two

analytical decisions: 1) to start with the effeicé.(civic versus uncivic cities) and work
retroactively to find out what distinguishes theamd 2) to try explaining all of the
observed differences. Portes (1998, p. 20) ctmiiffin principle, the exercise of seeking
to identify post-factum causes of events is legitien provided that alternative
explanations are considered.” Jackman and Mill&96b), as discussed in tiction
5.1.1.4about path dependencgliso view the ® postanalyses of Putham and others as
problematic.

Nevertheless, Portes (1998, p. 20) indicates tfsgdtich retrospective explanations can
only be tentative, however, because the analystneaer rule out other potential causes
and because these explanations remain untestedsas other than those considered.”
Moreover, even more cunning for Portes (1998) ésaihest for a full explanation of all the
observed differences since such a search often epdby “relabeling” the original
problem to be explained. Simply, seeking to explall cases, gradually results in
eliminating all exceptions leaving no space for ¢basiderations of other possible causes.
In our case, “the assertion that generalized ‘ocess’ leads to better political results
obscures the possibility that extraneous causesuats forboththe altruistic behavior of
the populations and the effective character ofjagernment” (Portes 2000, p. 5, italics in
original)?*> So, for example, population’s education and inecsn democratic struggle
may affect both associative behavior and responss& of government (Portes 2000).
Figure 2on the next page demonstrates this argument.

Portes (1998) illustrates such a process on Pumamalyses of Italian cities (in a way
similar to our own analysis in a previous sectiokle suggests that factors like difference
in levels of economic development, education, olitipal preferences proved to be
imperfect predictors in Putnam'’s cases. Henceséasch for a single determinant of the

?2 This issue was also thoroughly discussed in titi®e5.1.1.4.
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I. The Social Capital Argument

Higher Media Exposure Greater Better Political
Higher Associational Membership —_— “Civicness"—’ Outcomes

(Collective E.g.: Sound government,
Greater Expressions of Trust Social Capital) effective economic policies,

and public programs

II. The Spuriousness Argument

Higher Average Education of the Population
Higher Average Income
Past Democratizing Struggles

— ' T~

Higher Media Exposure, etc. <———> Social Capital <———> Better Political Outcomes

e Hypothesized casual relationship

———>  Spurious effect

Figure 2. Collective Social Capital: Alternative Causal Argiment

Source Portes (2000)
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differences among the cities “narrowed to sometlahgled ... civic virtue” (p.20). The
consequences were shown in the previous sectieie: \@rtue is then present in the cities
where citizens are active, cooperate, vote, obeyaW, leaders are dedicated to the public
good, etc. (Putnam 1993b, 1995). As an outconeethbory asserts that, “civic virtue is
the key factor differentiating well-governed comnii@s from poorly governed ones.
[However,] [i]t could hardly be otherwise given tlgefinition of the causal variable”
(Portes 1998, p. 20). These statements take thedbtruisms and furthermore are saying
the same thing twice. “Cities where everyone coaes in maintaining good government

are well governed” (Portes 1998, p.20).

However, as pointed out above, the external fagtuteer than social capital) might be the
key in the processes under the study. Portes anddlt (2000) admit that there are cases
where high levels of community solidarity do gorajowith sustainable development and
economic growth, but it is erroneous to concludd tine causes the other. In addition, as
Edwards and Foley (2001, p.228) suggest, Putndm®ric leads to “a zero-sum tradeoff
between social capital as a motivating and requatactor and the sorts of regulation

embodied in institutions and laws.”

5.1.3 PARTIAL CONCLUSION ON CRITIQUE OF PUTNAM
In sum, “Putnam too often seems to place the bl&anecontemporary economic and
political failings on the decline in secondary asations and traditional family structure”
(Levi 1996, p. 50-51) failing to accommodate forciay technological and political
change. More importantly, Putnam fails to recogni¢her forms, sources and uses of
social capital. He “tends to focus on social aphiat correlates with outcomes he seeks”
(Levi 1996, p. 52).

Moreover, Putnam’s and subsequent collectivistgisoaing suffers from “explaining
major social outcomes by relabeling them with aahderm [social capital] and then
employing the same term to formulate sweeping p@iescriptions” (Portes 1998, p.21).
The truisms and self-evident character of the amgus) resulting from the above
reasoning, stand behind the growing popularityhef ¢oncept as the ‘truth’ derived from

such statements is immediately graspable and duasered any additional explanations
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(Portes 2000, Portes and Landolt 2000). To ilatetthe argument: “...Why are some
cities better governed and richer than other? &sxdhey are ‘blessed’ with substantial

stocks of social capital” (Portes 2000, p.4).

The issues discussed in tBections 5.1.and5.1.2have not been resolved. Today’s social
capital analyses still do not take into accountftirelamental criticism of the concept. Itis
true that some address one or two issues; howeven, they remain silent about others, or
make incautious use of these faulty assumptiortbeir research (e.g., Fukuyama 1999,
Kay, Pearce and Evans 2004, Coffé and Geys 200%erBe and Hipp 2005). For

example, Beyerlein and Hipp (2005) discuss theeisdusocial capital as predominantly a
good thing, but then use voters turnout and assoca membership, as indicators of
social capital, even though this methodology hanbeavily criticized. Not only do they

use this problematic methodology, but they alsbdaher to discuss or to recognize the

issues stemming from their decision.

5.1.4 VINCENT NAVARRO'SCRITICISM
Vincent Navarro accesses the social capital froenuhique perspective of a person who
has lived both in Europe and United States. Thdugim in Spain, he had to leave the
country for political reasons, and therefore livedsreat Britain and Sweden. At the end,
Navarro was invited to join Johns Hopkins Universit 1965, where he was a student of
James Coleman. Today, he does not only teach, tbhatein Barcelona as well. The
following part is based on his article “Politicsprer, and Quality of Life: A Critique of
Social Capital; which is expanded version of the speech Navarre gavthe Annual
Congress of the Eastern Association of Social $egnWashington, D.C., February 22,
2002, where he was invited to share his thoughasitathe concept of social capital.

In his article, Navarro (2002) discusses the samgital in relation to communitarianism,
of which the most articulate description, Navartaims, was put forward by Robert
Putnam. In his classiBowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of Ameri€ammunity,
Putnam (2000) describes how Americans’ deep engagenn the life of their
communities was increasing during the first twaodhiof the twentieth century and how
they were pulled apart from one another and froeir tommunities over the last third of

the century. Putnam calls for increased engagemehe American communities in order
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to overcome their collapse. According to Navag002, p. 426): “It is precisely this sense
of community that Putnam ... callsocial capita] defining it, as did de Tocqueville
(though not using this term) as a major resourdenet the major resource — for ensuring
safety, good schooling, health, and other dimemsiohwhat Putnam calls ‘quality of
life’.”

Navarro (2002) explains, the above call for inceglparticipation and involvement has
been a longstanding feature of the American pop#rticularly the Republicans, where
communitarianism is seen as an alternative to aegavernment. In contrast, the version
of communitaranism in European (Christian democyatiadition is not anti-state - it

complements government. This is crucial, as the teas different connotations on the

two continents and researches often fail to ackadg# it.

Navarro continues to summarize Putnam’s classicpamts out the solutions that Putnam
has proposed, which are intended to reduce furtde¢erioration of quality of life in
America. Mainly, in Navarro’s words, Putnam cdtis “profound change, similar to the
changes occurring in the Progressive Era [UnitedeStin the 1930s], that would lead us
... to a new future in which people will participate all sphere of private and public
life...” (2002, p. 426). Navarro then continues with critique of Putnam’s

communitarianism.

Navarro observes, Putham’s communitarianism appraacA] absent ofpower and
politics and B] his analysis of togetherness and participatompletely omits the political

element opurpose.

5.1.4.1 Absence of Power and Politics
Navarro sees the absencepofver and politicsnot only in political science, but also in

other branches of social science in the UnitedeStads a consequence of the supposed
triumph of capitalism (being taken over by econonaicguage). This had closed any
debate about “what type of society and economitegysve want, focusing the debate
instead on how to manage the only system we ha#&es.a result, “the purpose of all social
action is reduced to accumulating more capitalhst the individual can compete better”
(2002, p. 427). Social capital is not exceptidhis seen as accumulation of capital that
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individual uses to seek scarce resources — soefalonks enhance the process. In
Navarro’'s (2002, p. 427) words:
Participation, organization, and togetherness makdividuals stronger, more
resourceful, and finally more competitive, by iresing their capital. Thus the purpose

of increasing social capital is to increase thera@mount of capital by making more

social capitalists.

This, Navarro argues, points to Putnam’s lack chr@mess about the possibility that the
absence of togetherness may be actually rootedpitatism and competitiveness, and
these forces may be the cause of alienation amdization of the citizens. Consequently,
the contradiction between Putnam’s desire for fogeiess and his call for the
competitiveness among citizens caused by capitalssravident. Navarro concludes:
“Togetherness would be encouraged not by exparahipdalist relations but by its precise
opposite...” (2002, p. 427).

5.1.4.2 Absence of Purpose
Navarro (2002) asks, what is the purpose of Putedogetherness and participation? Is

participation in labor union or Mafia example ot&d capital? According to Putnam yes,
however Navarro disagrees. Navarro contends thatay be social, but is it capital?
Often, the solidarity may be an objective in itselAs a result, Navarro (2002, p. 428)
discusses: “To see solidarity as a means of gettioge capital in order to become more
competitive is to fail to understand the history abdiss struggle...” Labor movement

struggled to achieve human emancipation, not scoiasiveness.

In Putnam’s analysis of Northern ltaly the absen€eolitics and struggle is evident.
Putnam welcomes de-ideologization of North Itallge(telimination of the Communist
party), but fails to recognize the well being (sbdaapital) brought about by the party's
struggle based on ideology. Putnam’s failure ¢knawledge such facts makes his
analysis, according to Navarro, very superficidl.reduces social change to a mere social
engineering carried out by enlightened elites [Aignam’s] term) with the participation of

social agents in the background” (Navarro 2002.28).

Similarly, Navarro criticizes Putnam’s understamndof the Progressive Era in America —

one of communitarianism and involvement. Accorditogy Navarro, Putham again
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attributes the success of that period’s reform&stagial engineers with the right ideas who
found themselves in position of power” and todalscior the same (2002, p. 428-429).
Navarro contends that such an approach neglectaurderlying political movements
(tensions and conflicts among social classes) eddréf® intervention. Simply, ‘pressure

from below’ is a factor missing in Putnam’s anabl/séthe period.

In sum, Navarro explains, “...the Progressive Era avasry complex period, but it is just
plain wrong to see the changes in those years @srotg outside enormous conflicts, of
which class conflicts were of key importance” (9% Furthermore, major reforms of
those times took the direction opposite to thosenpunced by Putnam and
communitarians. For example, the progressivegeadtir active federal interventions and
less power for state and local communities usiatest rights and communitarianism as a

mean to prolong their privileges.

Similarly in hisBowling Alone,Putnam sees the declining membership in labomsnas
an issue of cultural values among the young (lessifmotivation to join, etc.). However,
as Navarro notes, Putnam fails to account for tnegmental and employers pressure
against unions. This, Navarro stresses, expl&iesdecline in labor unions membership
much better, especially when more Americans expttesis willingness to join a union
today than 20 years ago. As a result, “Social tabjm this case depends on political
power, highly skewed in favor of employers agalabbrers” (2002, p. 430). According to
Navarro, the reversal of the dynamics discussedieah® rooted in major change in
distribution of political power within the Unitedt&es (e.g., current financing of political

parties — example of class power).

Navarro explains that ‘political misunderstandimgarsBowling Alone Putnam does not
understand power distribution and this “makes Putsasolutions so insufficient and,

frankly, irrelevant.” Further, “Putnam’s apolitseh (and moralism) even lead to a

% The division to and relationship among the stateegnments and federal government is typical foitésh
States. Federal government, one seated in WashiigitC., has certain powers that are not dedicated
state governments of the Union (e.g., internatioektions, defense). On the other hand, statergovents
are autonomous of the federal government in sewaeals (e.g., education, traffic or partially cnadilaw).
Typical example are different driving ages for ygsters in various states of the Union or the faat some

of the states use death penalty, while others demploy this kind of punishment.
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weakened sense of the community ... he is advoca(@02, p. 430). Navarro stresses,
the problem of current social capital researchhet it dismisses class as an irrelevant

category.

Finally, Navarro (20002, p.431) calls for care Bing the term ‘social capital’, if we want
to deal with solidarity, as it “carries with it atof values that run contrary to the objective
of solidarity...” Simply, the “progressives” whilesing the language of social capital have
forgotten its value. Navarro stresses, even th@mlrdieu’s use of social capital is very
different from that of Coleman or Putnam, usingsttérminology that is embedded in
capitalism has “hindered the full realization ofBdieu’s critical work” (2002, p. 431).
Navarro’s argument is that by employing a langulgs is essentially a product of
classical economics and capitalism (social capita)abandon the discourse of solidarity.
He sees this use of “social capital” as indicatimg strength of the corporate class which

denies that such classism exists in America.

5.1.4.3 Navarro’s Conclusion
In conclusion, Navarro sees the concept of so@gital as put forward by Putham and

communitarians as superficial. It fails to discyesver and politics, and consequently
misses the part of today’s reality.  Furthermdiee purpose of togetherness is not
discussed and is not clear. Togetherness, Nawptains, is social, but it may not
constitute capital. Simply, the purposes of togathss might be exactly the togetherness
in itself and not accumulation of capital. Morepuhere is a certain contradiction within
the social capital term. While in the heart of tbecial part lies cooperation and
togetherness, the essence of the capital parttigiderived from theory of capital, lies in
competition. Finally, due to the absence of poveed politics, Putnam fails to
accommodate in his analyses for other relevantgss®s that might serve to explain better
the processes being analyzed (also discussed abdiie Section 5.1.2.4n One-Sided
Explanation and Truisms At the end, while social capital concept, adaog to Navarro,
may have a great value, it has been “stained bglodg”, and means too much to too
many people — particularly within a class settingeve Navarro considers that capitalists
have lost sight of/or abandoned social capitaledated to purpose (especially the one

related to solidarity), therefore its value is lost
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5.1.4.4 Discussion on Navarro
The majority of Navarro's objections can be accoutaed and indeed have been in our

argument. Even the apparent paradox produced wsumial capital” is decomposed into
"social" and "capital" can be reconciled; we shoubd reject the concept because of such
issues. The concept of social capital is stillfuisen explaining the processes used by
individual in accruing other resources and benefithe fact that we compete for the
resources with some individuals, does not meanwlgatannot cooperate with others in
order to gain such resources more easily. Whde,ekample in the case of financial
resources, firm merges or associates with othersfito realize higher return on financial
capital, still these firms are in competition witiose outside their merger or association.
Similarly, while using the networks (e.g., crediiens) in order to compete at the market,
the individual still competes, even with those witsuch union. We believe Navarro is
aware of this fact. He, in our opinion, uses tbeat@diction objection against Putnam

because Putnam completely fails to discuss thiisshis works.

5.2 Summary and Conclusions on Criticism of Putnam
(Collectivists)

The major assumption of the collectivists that abcapital can be aggregated in order to
produce a measurement of the resources availaldeciety was questioned several times
throughout the analyses. Edwards and Foley (1298)pare it to the mistake the
economists make in using GNP per capita as valdicator of national economic
‘development’. The same level of GNP per capita ls@e essential variations in income,
wealth and opportunities distributions among thégsoups within a society. They
explain, “In both cases [aggregate social capital aGNP per capita], analysts
inappropriately mix levels of analysis by aggreggtmeasures [of social capital, income]
that have their primary meaning only at the levieihe individual, networks or subgroups
of a society and using them as indicators of thatheof the whole ... [T]he resulting

configurations bear almost no relation to the cphbeing measured” (1998).

Several other collectivists’ assumptions were daesetl thoroughly as well. Social
scientists need to be aware of the criticism amtblpms associated with collectivist line of
argument, if they wish to use the concept in magininvay. Most of all, they need to be

aware of the fact that:
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Divorced from its roots in individual interactiorend networking, social capital
becomes merely another trendy term to employ oldogem the broad context of
improving or building social integration and solita... Causal propositions may be
formulated (e.g., that collective assets, suches, tpromote relations and networks and
enhance the utility of embedded resources or viessay... ), but it should not be
assumed that they are alternative forms of soeipital or are defined by one another
(e.g., trust is capital; Paxton 1999).
Lin (2001a, p.26)

It is evident that it is of no use to apply theiabcapital as a ‘sticker’ for the features of
the society already described — be it politicakund, civicness, generalized (or political)
trust.>* There is not much of an added value in re-labetines already defined concepts.
We do not question these concepts here. We quesitie use of social capital in
substitution of these terms. It is true that ethenconcepts like generalized trust were/are
being put under sever criticism as well, but sudtuksion is beyond the scope of this

work. %®

Does the criticism suggest that we should givehgpconcept of social capital? Certainly
not, the critique simply points to the problemsoassted with collectivist's line of social

capital argument. As a result, if we define conadsocial capital with greater care, and
if we accommodate for the discussed objectionstjlitmight be very valuable and useful
concept. It might not be as popular as a curretiédivistic (communitarian) approach,
but it might gain in accuracy in describing certgirocess within a society. Thus, the

concept has to be revised. The next section askldhis task.

% In these cases, the original, traditional ternoggl (political culture, trust, participation, civiess, etc.)
should be used instead of social capital to desdhb studied phenomena.
% For example, for discussion of trust and its cptealization see Uslaner (2004) or for possibleatieg

aspects of active civic associations in specificterts see Berman (1997).
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6. IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS (CONCEPTUALIZATION )

6.1 Initial Considerations
The section on criticism emphasized several isfwaeed to be taken into account when
conceptualizing and measuring social capital. Uimmarize, solid conceptualization, as

well as meaningful analyses of social capital need:
A] to account for the following features of soatalpital:
1. context dependency and specificness (e.g., Lin 0@&dwards and

Foley 1998, Foley and Edwards 2001b ),

2. its uneven distribution among social groups in gmepower contexts
(e.g. Maloney, Smith and Stoker 2001, Svendsen)2006

3. the various types of social capital — it is notyogbod (in a positive
sense) but also bad (negative) (e.g. Portes andoliat996, Portes
1998), and

B] must also conform with the following patternslogic (based mainly on Portes 1998):
1. separate the concept’s theoretical and empiricdinilen from its
effects,

2. establish direction controls that demonstrate thesgnce of social
capital prior to, and independent of, the outcomhes it is expected to
produce,

3. control for other factors that may account for bsticial capital and the

outcomes we ascribe to it,

4. identify the historical origins of community soctzpital in a systematic

manner
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5. distinguish among:

a) the possessors (those making claims)
b) the sources (those agreeing to or providing thizsms)

c) the resources themselves

Consequently, as Woolcock (1997, p. 35) arguediritiens of social capital should focus
primarily on its sources rather than its conseqagngsince] long-term benefits, if and
when they occur, are the result of the combinatiodifferent but complementary types of
social relations, combinations whose relative ingoace will in all likelihood shift over

time...”

6.2 Conceptualizing Social Capital
While taking the above factors into consideratignis useful to make the attempt to
produce a conceptualization on the general ideasitagocial capital with which the
majority of scholars would agree. These have ldgstussed several times already, but are

repeated here for convenience:

A. Interacting members are the ones making the mainten and

reproduction of this social asset possible.

B. Itis an investment in social relations with exgekcteturns.

Moreover, in order to possess social capital, “esqe must be related to others [has to
haveaccesgo the resources], and it is those others, noséiinwho are actual source of
his or her advantage” (Portes 1998, p. 7). Simihg, others link person to necessary
resources. The issue afcessas pointed out in th®ection 5.1.2.lis crucial here because
the resources possessed by others (individualgigyaare of no use without access. As
Foley and Edwards (1999) rightly point out, if theis one person present in our
neighborhood, who adheres to the norm, previouskcdbed in theSection 2.2about
Coleman, to look after unattended children, hefsimuch more valuable to us, if we have
a relationship that allows us “to count upon himJtfeave access to him/her); without that
relationship he/she is valuable to us only in ualisituations when our children are in

need of help and he/she is around to help.
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Furthermore, it is crucial to acknowledge, as salvecholars have pointed out, that
resources in general (no matter which kind), atégiand norms (e.g., trust), or social
infrastructure (networks, associations and theimivership) cannot be defined as social
capital in themselves. It is necessary, as has beghasized several times throughout
this work, to account for the specific context hesmathat context determines — as argue,
among others, Foley, Edwards and Diani (2001, @) 26whether “[s]ocial relations may

or may not facilitate individual and collective iact — and therefore operate as social

capital...”

As a result, conceptualization of social capitad ba pay attention tthe social relations
and social structures in which social resources ambedded. This is in line with
Bourdieu, Coleman, Lin, Burt, Portes and Edwarddéeyand Diani. Moreover, the social
structures, “can be mobilized when an actor wighascrease the likelihood of success in
a purposive action [provides gains for those irdinals acting for a purpose]” (Lin 2001a,
p. 24). That is why it is essential to pay attemtio the kind and degree of access social
relations and social structures provided to indigig or groups (Edwards, Foley and Diani
2001). Consequently, the concept of social caitaluld consist of three components,

which are also relevant for its analyses as well:

1. resourcegembedded in social structure)
2. accesqto such social resources by individuals)
3. use/mobilization(of such social resources by individuals

in purposive action — for their benefits/gains)
There are several conceptualizations of socialtahfhat well serve our purpose. An
excellent example is that of Foley and Edwards $)99

Social capital is defined as theetworkedaccessto resources

available in a specific setting

and that of Lin (2001a):

Social capital is defined as resources embedded isocial

structurewhich areaccessednd/or mobilized irpurposive action
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It is easily recognized that these two definitigas highlighted) are essentially the same,
emphasizing the social capital existence withinaawetworks, the key role of access in
order to be used, and some kind of action in otdeacquire the resources, which is
perfectly in line with our previous assumptionshe$e two definitions, however, differ in

the stress they put on the different aspects ottimeept. While Foley and Edwards stress
the specific context and networked access, Lin esighks that it is the purposeful action
that leads to specific assets, embedded withinstwal structure, being identified and

accessed.

Social capital may be accordingly defined, in kmi¢h Lin, Portes and Foley and Edwards
asthe resources embedded in social networks (avaéaibl a specific setting — context)
accessed and used by actors for actiohlternatively, it can be viewed as an “investment
in social relations with expected returns” (Lin 280 p.6). Furthermore, the definition
suggests that “[s]ocial structures must be ‘appatye’ by individuals and groups to really
be social capital,” to quote Edwards, Foley andnb{2001, p. 272). In other words, if a
person or group cannot use social network as tvair (cannot appropriate it for their own
goals or purposes) they cannot be said to havalswapital. The above definition clearly
makes social capital context-dependent and therefocounts for its unequal distribution
in the society - resources spread unevenly andsadcethem varies across the society.
Simply, “use-value” of resources varies from onenteat to another (e.g., Foley and
Edwards 1999, Edwards and McCarthy 2004).

The definition is quite complex. It shows, as (2#9001a), and Foley, Edwards and Diani
(2001) pointed out, that networks and social retetithemselves do not make for social
capital. Social capital requires embedded andsseceresources. There is a reciprocal
relation between network and social relations @ndhe side and embedded and accessed
resources on the other because embedded resoarves be accessed or captured without
the existence and availability of specific netwoiksd relations. Simply, “[n]etwork
locations are necessary conditions of embeddediress’ Lin (2001b, p. 14). Therefore,

in order to judge the value of social capital aafalé to individual/groups, it is essential to
examine both, network position and quantity andliguaf the available resources
(Edwards, Foley, Diani 2001).
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Furthermore, there are two other important featafesocial capital which are discussed
by Lin (2001a):

A. access of resources through direct or indirect &ied

B. access of a person who may actually possess thesfheh personal
resources) or may be able to access them throigfheh social
positions (his/her positional resource)

The condition indicated in A] points to the factath'social capital is contingent on
resources embedded in direct and indirect tiesamadssible through these” and that it is
not limited to direct connections and simple twdesi relationships. Point A] simply
accommodates for common situations when “socialta@apctivates chains of multiple
actors” (p. 44). If we want to get access to ¢enmesource, we may contact someone who

does not have such resource, but may know somdsmevbo does.

Pont B] emphasizes that networked resources carfsegicessed person’s (a) more or less
permanent resources and (b) those they controughrdheir position in a hierarchical
structure (e.g., organization). Lin (2001a) acoatds that the latter are much more useful
than the former because they do not generate dimdyrésources embedded in positions in
an organization, but also the power, wealth anditegfpn of the organization itself” (p.
44-45). As and illustration of how these networkedources might work, Lin gives an
example of two equally competent professional paogners with the same personal
resources (e.g., university degree, knowledge,imgynwhose positional resources might
be rather unequal (differ in quality) due to thetfthat one of them works for Microsoft,
while the other for a small local software companyioreover, if we access these two
programmers, we gain access not only to their peemaand positional resources, but
possibly also to “resources through their connectio the organization, as well as the

power, wealth and status of the organization it¢pl#5).

In addition, it is worthwhile emphasizing that assdo social capital, as defined above,
can be manipulated and shaped by conscious stréddyyards and McCarthy 2004).

Simply, social capital is not only a determinantsotial action, but also an outcome of it
(Diani 2001). This is the focus of Diani’'s (200Iadyses of social movement and their
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capacity to create new forms of social capital €¢astble and embedded resources in social
networks). Similarly, Edwards and McCarthy (20p446-647) argue that under certain
conditions “[g]roup leaders can pursue strategiesitrease reserves of social capital by

expanding the range of social networks spanneddaypgmembers.”

6.3 Researching Social Capital

At the beginning of our work, we have pointed duittseveral scholars see one of the
primary weaknesses of the concept of social capittie lack of consensus about how to
measure it. It is clear that the issue will notresolved as long as there are various
approaches to social capital (e.g., individualedive). The discussed (network)

definition of social capital is suitable only forertain research techniques, both
quantitative, as well as qualitative. In this walelps to clarify the discussion, on how to

measure social capital, at least for individual\reek) oriented conceptualization. Some
possible, quantitative and qualitative, researchrgues and applications of the concept
are discussed.

6.3.1 QUANTITATIVE APPROACH
The quantitative measurements of social capitaloolthe two major conceptual
components of the network social capital definitterembedded resources and network
location. Table 4illustrates the issue. This section is predontlyabased on Lin’s
(2001b) articleBuilding a Network Theory of Social Capital.

Table 4. Social Capital as Assets in Network
Focus Measurement Indicators

Embedded resources Network resources Range/variety of resource, best
resources, composition
(average resources; contact
resources

Contact statuses Contact's occupation, authority,
sector
Network locations Bridge or access to bridge Structural hole/constraint
Strength of tie Network bridge, or intimacy,
intensity, interaction, and
reciprocity

Source Lin (2001b)
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Logically, the first line of measurement concergsabn the valuable resources possessed
by others and accessed by individuals through thetworks and relationships. Lin
(2001b) differentiates it further on A] network oesces and B] contact resources. He
explains: “Network resources refer to those embéddeone’s ego-networks, whereas
contact resources refer to those embedded in dsnized as helper in an instrumental
action, such as job searches. Thus, network ressuepresent accessible resources and
contact resources represent mobilized resourcesmsinumental actions. For contact
resources, the measurement is straightforward -€dheact’s wealth, power and/or status
characteristics, typically reflected in the con®ciccupation, authority position, industrial
sector, or income” (2001b, pp. 13). Thus, he s&gaetwork resources that the individual
is able to access in normal circumstances, andBfact resources, which are potentially
available in instrumental actions (such as job@ess) and which are made available by

the person's status, power, reputation, etc.

The second line of measurement concentrates orornefvocations. It argues that weak
ties (bridges), their strength or access to thefailitates returns in actions” (p. 15).

Indicators for all these measurement approachesitoeluced inTable 4

6.3.1.1 Measurement Techniques
Lin (2001b) discusses three sampling methods usefulconstructing social capital

measurements: saturation survey, name-generatdrgp@sition-generators. Advantages
and disadvantages of each of the three technigeeprasented imable 5on the next
page. While the saturation sampling techniquebmwemployed only for definable social
network and therefore is useful merely for studMssocial capital in organizations or
small networks, “ego-network” sampling techniquaslhsas name and position generators
are used for large and less definable networks ZDiiLb). These “ego-network” sampling
technigues are discussed in a greater detail.
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Table 5. Measurement Techniques

Technique Advantages Disadvantages
Saturation survey Complete mapping of network Limited to small networks
Name-generator Customized content areas Lack of sampling frame
Ego-centered network mapping Biased toward strong ties
Position-generator Content free Lack of specificity of relations
Sampling of hierarchical
positions

Multiple “resources” mapped
Direct and indirect accesses

Source Lin (2001b)

6.3.1.1.1 The Name-Generator
As stated, the name-generator is useful for lefsatde and larger networks and, as Lin,

Fu, Hsung (2001) point out, is more common thanitipmsgenerator. This technique
generates list of names (ties) from a person byngskne or more question about
respondent’s contacts (names) in specified sociatexts or situatior8 or for specific
periods of time. By such approach the technigeatifies the relationships between and
among these names (ties). Such data are usedrtput® locations of respondent and
these ties, relative to one another.Name generator technique can be also applied for
identification of network resources (Lin 2001b).

Lack of a theoretical or empirical framework thaduwid identify the population to be
sampled is a major problem of name generators rgakie comparative analyses
impossible. Furthermore, respondents usually agically name strong ties (closer

contacts), rather than the weak ties. Also, naererator tends to “locate access to

% These may range "from role or content (neighbammortant family or work matters) to closeness

(confidences, intimacy, etc.), geographic limitsin Fu, and Hsung 2001, pp. 62).

%" Lin, Fu and Hsung (2001) stipulate that the namewmegator technique has been adapted to measue soci
capital in two different but related ways. Insfimpproach, the characteristics of networks arated as
indicators of social capital, as collective so@apital (e.g., density of relationships among dd@&@s) or as
access to social capital (e.g., respondent’s looatlative to their contacts in the network — bedor near
to it). In the second approach, compositions eot&ct characteristics are constructed, either@asdhective
resources possessed by the contacts (e.g., meaange, diversity and heterogeneity of education,
occupational prestige, or income) or the best-pissiesources (e.g., the highest education, ocitunat

prestige, or income) characterizing contacts, dieators of social capital (Lin, Fu and Hsung 2001)
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individual rather then social positions” (Lin, Adsung 2001, pp. 63), while “as in many
structural theories, the concerns focus on soasitipns” (Lin 2001b, pp. 17).

6.3.1.1.2 The Position-Generator
The position-generator technique developed by hith Rumin (1986) tackles these issues

by “sampling positions in a given hierarchy repregagve of resources valued in the
collective (e.g., occupational status or prest@ethority positions, sectors, etc.)” (Lin
2001b, p. 17).

Position generator is a technique that: A] usesampde of systematically organized
structural positions, which fundamentally charaezgesociety positions (e.g., occupations,
authorities, work units, class or sector); B] askspondent to show contacts (e.g., those
known on a first-name bases) for every given pasifiLin, Fu, and Hsung 2001) (for
practical example see footnote 29 at the bottoth@ipage 69). Simply, the respondent is
asked to indicate, whether he/she knows someonadgb/position that is presented to
him/her in the given list - sample of positions lwidentified valued resources, e.g.,

authority positions, occupations, etc. (Ling, Fd &sung 2001).

The responses make possible the construction @drelift “network resource indexes”,
e.g., the extent of accessibility to different hrehical positions in the society (number of
accessed positions), range or heterogeneity cd¢hess (the distance between the highest
and lowest accessed position), and upper reactyabilaccessed social capital (prestige or
status of the highest accessed position). Moreower responses make possible the
identification of direct/indirect relationships leten respondent and his contact for each
position (Lin 2001a, 2001b, Lin, Fu and Hsung 200Also, we should keep in mind, as
Lin, Fu and Hsung (2001, pp. 63) stress, that th&tipn generator is itself based on
certain theoretical decisions, such as, “it choosesample positions in hierarchical

structure, rather than sampling ego-centered iategmal ties®

% Lin, Fu and Hsung (2001, pp. 63-4) explain: “Te #xtent that social capital reflects embeddeduress

in the structure, then this approach should yielganingful information regarding ego’s [responddnt’s
access to such structurally embedded resource nigmsurement is also deliberately content-free and
role/location-neutral. Only after accessibility doposition is ascertained can the actual relatipner its

content between ego and the contact be accessmutei@ably, the generator casts a wide net ovange of
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Lin (2001b, pp. 17) stipulates three main advardagfethe position-generator technique:
“(1) it can be based on a representative samppmsitions meaningful to a given society;
(2) it can directly or indirectly identify linkage® such resources; and (3) it can be based

on multiple resource criteria (e.g., occupatiorihatity, and industry).”

6.3.1.2 Examples
Several examples of quantitative research on samgital, in accordance with our

definition, are in the volume Soci&apital: Theory and Researakdited by Nan Lin,
Karen Cook, Ronald S. Burt (2001) or in the voluB®yond Tocqueville: Civil Society
and the Social Capital Debate in Comparative Pectipe edited by Bob Edwards,
Michael W. Foley and Mario Diani (2001) - espegidhe analyses of Charles H. Heying
(2001). As an illustration we will discuss the warf Nan Lin, Yang-chih Fu, and Ray-
May Hsung (2001), which uses the position generaiciiique to study social network in
Taiwan. In addition, the analyses of Edwards arChtthy (2004) concentrating dine
Contingent Value of Social Capital in the SurvighlLocal Social Organizationsill serve
as more recent example of an analysis that usesgriesocial capital definition (the one
conceptualized in the previous section).

6.3.1.2.1 Lin’s, Fu’'s, Hsung's Study
Their analyses uses data from an island-wide swwagucted on the stratified probability

sample of 2,835 Taiwan adults administered in pgegonal interviews. They used
position generator technicileand developed the various indexes listed abovéhén

Section 6.3.1.1.2e.qg., extensity, upper reachability, range). &bwer, they differentiated

relationships. It may be that social capital,ts1dapacity to affect many aspect of well-beingyudth also
contain social resources scattered throughout tmtintium of relationships’ strength or intensits a

measurement tool, it does not preclude such link&gen presenting themselves in the data.”

? The generating question was: “Among your relatiféends or acquaintances, are there people whe ha
the following jobs? If you don't know anyone withese jobs, and if you need to find such a person f
private help or to ask about some problems, whomwrgnthose you know would you go through to findrsuc

a person? Who would he/she be to you? What j@s tie/she do?” The respondents were choosing from
fifteen “job” positions “sampled from two structlirdimensions: occupational prestige and class”,, e.g
Physician, lawyer (to name the most prestigious andupper class), electrician, truck driver, office
workman/guard (to name those among the least giess and in the lower class) (Lin, Fu, and Hsu@g12

p. 66).

67



the access to social capital by household compaositespondent’s social status, extensity
of social contacts and whether the access wasitorknon-kin.

The results for this Taiwan case generally sugtiedtsocial capital generates returns in
job prestige and income, however “[m]ales benetfitimmore from access to social capital
and nonkin relations in getting more prestigioussjand higher incomes [generating return
from social capital] than females do.” Femaleseh&v rely more on “human capital
(education) to gain [the same] job prestige anddrgncome [economic attainments].”
Moreover, “entrepreneurs need to use both kin amkin contact to locate beneficial
social capital” (Lin, Fu, Hsung 2001, p. 73-75h dddition, their findings show that “the
extensity of daily contacts [ties], rather than Wiee such contacts tend to be close or not
[weak/strong ties], facilitates access to betteraaapital in general.” On the other hand,
when specific social capital needs to be accessgddertain specific position in the social
structure), the study shows that, nonkin and priybakaker ties are useful. The authors
also found that “better network locations incretise likelihood of reaching better social
resources” (Lin, Fu, Hsung 2001, p. 75-76)

6.3.1.2.2 Edwards’s and McCarthy’s Study
Edwards and McCarthy (2004) employ the conceptoeofas capital to social movement

organizations (SMO). They ask whether the insidvantages of social capital, crucial for
SMO mobilization, persist when SMO develops. Inadance with our line of argument,
they treat social capital as “a precondition th@hes facilitates or constrains the
mobilization of SMOs” (Edwards and McCarthy 2004682).

They investigated the above through broad empidegh from a survey of 376 Mothers
Against Drunk Driving (MADD) local chapters condadtin 1985. The survey accessed
the factors affecting the short-term persistencehese MADD'’s local chapters. Their
findings indicate that A] [g]roups with initial aess to patronage or with a greater stock of
weak ties in the community are more likely to suevihan those without it, B] “SMOs that
emerged from preexisting groups and those withdesagreviously tied to one another
through civic engagement were less likely to pé&rssd C] “groups that pursued
networked recruitment strategies were generallyhmmuore robust than those that did not”
(Edwards and McCarthy 2004, p. 621-645).
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The results suggest that the initial advantagebuifling up an SMO by co-opting the
resource of existing organization may be lost thhmut the time as the organization tries
to establish itself firmly within the society. Edvds and McCarthy (2004) explain, if the
core leadership is interlinked through “shared orgaional involvements”, the competing
demands flowing from such involvements will make tlocal SMO vulnerable. The
preliminary short cut (of tying the SMO to otheganization) may prove unreliable and
detrimental in the long run (as it may pose demamd¢he leaders of the local SMO that

are not in line with the activities of SMO).

6.3.2 QUALITATIVE APPROACH
To restrictively employ quantitative techniquesr@searching social capital would hinder
the full potential of the concept, since socialitdan be explored effectively using both
quantitative and qualitative approaches. Unforteigathere are not many studies that
analyze social capital, understood as accessedroesoembedded in social networks, in a
gualitative way, since the use of qualitative resledechniques in this field is relatively
uncommon. Qualitative methodology (especially gsitong, loosely structured
interviews), as Svendsen (2006) points out, hagrgélg been neglected in social capital

research.

Actually, the research focus of quantitative reskegroposed by Lin in the aboVable 4
might serve the same purpose for qualitative reseaSimilarly, to Lin’s categorization
concerning the focus of quantitative research, itpisle research may also concentrate
either on the investigation of networks or on enumedresources. The application of
qualitative techniques, among others, due to ityanicontext specific perspective, might
be especially useful for exploring various aspettsocial capital that might prove elusive

to capture using broader quantitative techniques.

Qualitative research, due to its micro, contexcgeperspective, is particularly useful for
exploration of unequal distribution of and variaso(positive/negative effects) in social
capital. Also, while for example position generatare helpful in identifying various
structural relationships in a specific social canteualitative techniques might help to

specify, as well as to access the nature of suatiaeships.
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While qualitative measures would seem to have gwormant place in understanding the
nature or social capital, it is interesting that lvase not found any generic examples in the
literature. While quantitative approaches have becovell established (such as network
generators), the same cannot be said of qualitappeoaches. Nevertheless, the following

example provides a sample of an interesting arete¥ke qualitative measure.

6.3.2.1 Example — Svendsen’s Study
An exemplary application of qualitative researcthteques is provided by Gunnar L. H.

Svendsen(2006)° in his in situ study of social capital in a Danish municipalityHe
employed qualitative interviews to analyze formatmf bridges/bonds (weak/strong ties)
in order to understand the processes that staniddshcial traf’. He (Svendsen 2006)
stresses that this is “an inductive and highly esaiive method...” His case study
specifically looks at the relationship among lopabple and newcomers in rural Danish
municipality of Ravnsborg, and reveals processed thuild bridging/bonding social
capital. Itis a kind of micro-level study thatfees on “amctual in situbuilding of types

of social capital, inseparably related to concreigcourses, social classifications, and
identities in specific time-space contexts” (Svend2006, p. 42).

Svendsen’s study pays particularly attention to pinecesses that transform potential
resource of bonding social capital into bridgingiabcapital, which may benefit the whole

community. He conducted around 70 loosely strectu¢taped) interviews with the

%0 There are not many qualitative studies on socipitaa Apart from the discussed work of Svendson
(2002), we have identified another three. MicHaeSchulman's and Cynthia Anderson’s (2001) parytial
use qualitative interviews, aside of other mainlaititative research techniques, to demonstraténpact

of economic restructuring on production of and asd® social capital in Southern U.S. textile comityu

In the study of 69 Indian villages Anirud Krishn2002) combines quantitative and qualitative redearc
techniques to find out the answers to following sjiems: What is social capital? How does it operate
practice? What results can it be expected to me®u Similarly, Svendsen and Svendsen (2004)ampl
gualitative research techniques in addressing kaeipital as another factor of production, crudat
economic decision making. They analyze main factaffecting the creation and destruction of social

capital.

31 Social trap, as defined by Bo Rothstein (2005isituation where individuals, groups or orgarizas
are unable to cooperate owing to mutual distrust lank of social capital, even where cooperationladio
benefit all” (as cited in Svendsen 2006, p. 42).
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municipality citizens lasting up to 3 hours. Tm#lover-representation problems, he also
carried out 30 short, mainly unstructured, informmérviews/chats with arbitrarily chosen
Ravnsborg citizens. His analysis reveals the cdlség arise in the municipality,
particularly among newcomers, due to alienation ianthtion caused in the main by their
physical and psychological distance from the Iquabple; and the role bridging/bonding
capital plays in this process. His case studwiithtes the formation of “exclusive social
networks... [bonding social capital] ...that are morig®al by a specific group of people”
with strictly inward oriented connections, as wa#l the production of bridging social
capital, here built primarily by volunteer assomas (2006, pp. 65). The case study is
also, according to Svendsen a typical example afmiation of generalized distrust and
ultimately ‘social trap,” mirrored in prejudicesyrsbolic violence, group isolation,
nepotism, and lack of cooperation (or even outrightk against the other party).” In the
Revnseborg situation the bridging social capitaha$ able to outweigh “the social and
economic burdens stemming from excessively bonéedarks” (2006, p. 65).

6.3.3 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS ON RESEARCH
We have attempted to demonstrate that both quawéitand qualitative methodologies
could be used within the framework of network sbcapital concept. From a review of
the literature, there is no doubt that quantitatesearch predominates. However, while as
we have argued quantitative techniques can recartdine network of relationships and

embedded resources, their ability to clarify theureand quality of these indicated

relationships is rather limited. On the other hamhlile qualitative techniques can provide
more fine-grained information (e.g., on various ex$p of the character and nature of
structural relationships under the study), theyratieer costly and time consuming.

Also, in constructing the network of relationshijs quantitative research) it is useful to
have some knowledge about the actors under thg,sasdvell as the context. As a result,
it might be very useful to combine both, quanttatand qualitative, techniques. It can
help to eliminate the identified problems assodatgh strictly quantitative social capital
research technique, for example in the case of mganerators the lack of the frame, or
position-generators the lack of specificity of tieéations. Importantly, “findings at micro

levels [from qualitative research] can help to hgtt, and interact with, key result
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[generated by quantitative research] at the mesbnaacro levels” (Svendsen 2006, pp.
42). 1t should be noted that preliminary findirgsnerated from initial qualitative social
capital research are often very useful for the tanson of protocols for subsequent

quantitative social capital research.

6.4 Matters that May Cause Concern
Our work has substantially criticized the colledtvwconceptualization of social capital, as
well as their research. It is clear that networkiedividualistic) social capital, despite
certain general agreement concerning its concepéatian and measurement, is also not
without flaws. The issues or criticism of netwadks&ocial capital are not as great as those
associated with Putnam’s collectivistic concepuatlons; however, it is still necessary to
discuss them, in order to highlight these concéonghose working with, or making use
of, networked social capital. We consider 1] tmebtematic aspect of its research and
generalization of the results, 2] the “overnetwalkperspective toward social capital, 3]
the issues with its indicators, 4] skimming of diffnces between social capital and other

forms of capital, and 5] indirect ties and posidbresource.

6.4.1 RESEARCH AND RESULTS
There are certain specific issues accompanyingdbmlogical research and interpretation
of results when using the network/structural/reseutefinition of social capital. We will

discuss three.

First of all, we have previously explained thatiabcapital is context specific (dependent).
As a result, it is an empirical task to identifyp#e locally meaningful measures of social
capital for a given society/network. The premissimple; as social capital is contextually
dependent, measuring methods are contextually depems well. Therefore, employing
certain method in one specific context may notdytble desired measurements in another.
That is why, for example, when using a position egator, the researchers will most
probably have to develop a new sample of systeaiBtiorganized structural positions,
which form the base for the position generator temle, for every new society/network
under study. In addition, those working with cqptcelization of network social capital

should be aware that the context specificnesseottmcept makes comparison with other
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studies, as well as generalizations of their resalimost impossible and essentially
undesirable. Moreover, as Foley and Edwards (188%)er acknowledge, treating social
capital as context dependent creates conceptual nagithodological difficulties for

analyses that aim to explain the kinds of macraasggolitical and economic outcomes.

Second, as discussed in previous section, “netaoakysis tools [quantitative technique —
e.g., name or position generators] are no substitot a proper understanding of the
specific relationships being analyzed” to use Edwafoley and Diani’s words (2001,

p.276-7). Some understanding of context (e.g.jviddals, characteristics of ties,

resources available through networks) is cruciakfwalyzing the amount of social capital
possessed by individual or a group under study.sulch a case, the use of qualitative
research techniques is almost indispensable. 8irppt, because the research of
networked social capital often concentrates on rttiero level analyses, usually some
qualitative research techniques have to be usedder to adjust the quantitative research
instruments according to the specific context afghBon. This may make the research

less convenient, a bit complex and most likely noostly.

Third, similarly even if the analyses is macro lewss in the case of Lin, Fu, Hsung’s
(2001) Taiwan study, the employed quantitative aes® techniques do not rely on the
readily available or relatively easily obtainablggeegated data, as is for example the case
of Putnam’s research (e.g., survdysecondary data analyses). The designed survey in
the Taiwan study was pre-tested with 400 resposdamd, as pointed out in the research
Section 6.3.1.3,1t]he finalized instrument was administered merpersonal interviews
with respondents in an island-wide stratified (leva urbanization) probability (by district
and household) sample of adults...” (Lin, Fu, Hsur@@®1, pp. 65). It is obvious that
such a technique, even though quantitative, i$ gtilte costly, challenging and time
consuming, especially when compared with technigeesployed by Putham and

collectivists.

As we can see the research of networked socialtatajs rather complicated. In

comparison to readily available data and relativedpy statistical methods of analyses

%2 Typical is the use of data generated by questiotrust from various national and cross nationaveys

and data sets.
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used by collectivists to study the social capitadderstood as norms and attitudes (e.qg.,
trust, reciprocity), it is A] evident, why collegg social capital concept gained on its
popularity, and B] clear that the network/structinesource (individualistic) approach
would probably never gain such momentum. Its meses rather complicated and results
cannot be used to explain the variety of proceasésdevelop vast governmental policies
as is the case of collectivist’s social capital.

On the other hand, it is exactly the specific focak proposed social capital
conceptualization that makes the concept valualiiecannot be as easily attacked and
criticized for misconception or misuse, as colMsts’ social capital, because it is defined
more clearly and robustly. In addition, as EdwarBleley and Diani (2001, p.273)
correctly point out, it avoids “the methodologicdifficulties inherent in aggregating
individual attitudes [discussed in tigection 5.1.2]2or actions into a single measure of

political culture with effects posited at the leeélthe polity or region.”

6.4.2 OVERWORKED NETWORKS

Edwards, Foley and Diani (2001) warn against uialit‘overnetworked” conceptions of
social capital. It is essential, as we have pdiagt several times, to avoid concluding that
the number of individual's network ties corresportdsthe amount of social capital
possessed by this individual. It is true that urmitain conditions, higher number of ties
allows an individual to access more resources, kewéthere are also substantial
differences among networks in the sorts of resauenred the character of the ties they
offer” (Edwards, Foley and Diani 2001, p. 275). Whowed in theéection 3.3.1which
dealt with weak and strong ties, andSaction 6.3.1.3,2which provided examples from
Edwards and McCarthy on SMOs, that it is the intgraf ties (and not the number) that
matters and which makes different resources availaiMoreover, Edwards, Foley and
Diani (2001, p.276) underline that “while more,more diverse, network ties increase an
individual’s likelihood of accessing crucial resoes in a given socio-historical context,
resources are accessed one tie at time.” As diedugknowing just one reliable person

who adheres to the norm to look after unattendédreim in the park allows us to benefit
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from this single social tie. Simply, “more tiesdetter, but one tie might be sufficient to
gain access to a crucial resource” (Edwards, FafelyDiani 2001, p.276). Overall, it is

not appropriate to consider social capital as bdirggtly related to the number of ties.

In addition, the amount of access an individuahgdiom network depends not only on its
structure and individual’s position within it, batso on “the social location of the entire
network within the broader socioeconomic conteitts it “shapes the ways that specific
network can and cannot link their members to resegir(Edwards, Foley and Diani 2001,
p.276-7). Clearly, even if an individual has aagramount of access to resources in his, or
her, network; it does not yield to him, or her, mugenefit, if the network itself is
embedded in a stagnating/declining sector (EdwandsFoley 1998).

In sum, “network analysis tools are no substitoreaf proper understanding of the specific
relationships being analyzed.” If we are to jutlye amount of social capital possessed by
individual or a group, some understanding of theumeaof ties, and resources accessible
through networks is necessary (Edwards, Foley ar@hil?001, p.276-7). Access to

network is only one social capital component (Poft@98).

6.4.3 |INDICATORS OF NETWORK SOCIAL CAPITAL
However, some researches are still not sure abeuinticators of network social capital
and see them as problematic. As we showed alr@dwn we define social capitas the
resources embedded in social networks (available specific setting — context) accessed
and used by actors for actipthere are two components of the social capitherAbedded

resources and B] networks that make access torsgolrces possible.

However, it is not fully clear whether these tw@ess of network social capital have
similar weight. As Lin’s, Fu’'s, and Hsung’'s (2004, 76) analyses (from th8ection
6.3.1.3.), showed “better network locations increase tlkelihood of reaching better
social resources.” As a result, the authors atesume “whether it is advantageous to view
both network locations and social resources agatois of social capital or to postulate
network locations as a precursor of social capited,social resources accessed” (Lin, Fu,
Hsung 2001, p. 76).
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The possible consequences of the later are obwalite networks play a crucial role for
the networked social capital concept, the socisbueces are those indicating it. In the
extreme, the network part of the definition coul dropped. Even though, we feel that
networks and especially the access are cruciaidororked social capital definitidh the

above point is relevant, as if accepted, it chatigesvhole definition.

6.4.4 SKIMMING OF THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FORMS OF CAPITAL
The situation gets even more complicated when vmsider the respondents contacts and
the resources of those contacts as social capHiale, the skimming of the differences
between social capital and other forms of capitddmes the problematic aspect of the

networked social capital conceptualizatidn.

To explain the issue, if we are able to secureifupébr our studies (and here, it does not
matter whether as gift or interest free loan) froor acquaintances and relatives, we are
said to have social capital. However, do we really have social capital or de kave
economic (financial) capital? Similarly, if ourm@ct is in a certain position in a certain
institution, is it our social capital or is it ontys/her human (cultural) capital? Or, might
we argue, are these processes of transformatiorevame capital is transformed to another
as discussed by Bourdieu (1986)?

The answer is not obvious. An illustration of firat example might clarify the picture.
We would say, in accordance with network socialitedpthat the person in the first
example has social capital when his acquaintanceks ralatives have the financing

(economic capital) he/she seeks and when he/shlelasto access it (actually acquire it).

% We agree with Edwards, Foley and Diani (2001,3%8) that social capital = resources + access.céen
“measures of network attributes should not be égkats direct measures of social capital, any niae the
mere presence of some sort of resources should IndiVidual cannot have social capital availabliéhaut
access. Therefore, the more access possibilitgigidual has the greater thikelihood” of having more
social capital available for use. “[M]easures ofess are better indicators of one’s potentialadazpital
than would be some indication of the resources rgédigepresent in a given society” (Edwards, Foleyl a
Diani 2001, pp. 278).

% Marek Skovajsa drew my attention to this problamiry our personal communication.

% This does not mean (as in the Portes examplecthimized Putnam) that those who are not ablestuge

funding from their acquaintances and relatives alohave social capital.
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The presence of the resource and the ability tessc¢mobilize) it is social capital.
Economic resources generated by the person fdrenistudy abroad are economic capital
for him/her, however, the mobilization of funds wasly possible due to his/her
preexisting social capital. Simply, for this spgecsituation, the person had social capital
available. The resource itself might be any kihdapital. The distinction is clear, person
has social capital when he/she is able to mobiheeresources in his/her networks. The
resources he/she subsequently generates reprdsenothier forms of capital (e.g.,

economic).

Another possible solution to the skimming of diéfleces among forms of capital problem,
challenging the network definition of social capita to treat only the ties (contacts) and
acquaintances as social capital separately of tfexzte derived from such ties (e.g.,
economic capital of the contact). Admittedly, sachapproach would simplify the picture
considerably. On the other hand, we feel thatauly miss the point. Ties and contacts
are simply that. Why should they be treated asabaapital? Individuals are often
engaged in hundreds of ties, but that does not rtiedrthey are to possess social capital.
To return to our old example, if we need someon®ad after our children in the park,
while we are not around, it is of no use for us (@ee not have social capital for this
specific situation) when we have ties with peopleng around the park, but do not know
whether they adhere to the norm of looking afteattemded children. In order to have
social capital in this specific case, it is essgntaimong others, that we know of contact

that adheres to such a norm.

6.4.5 INDIRECT TIES AND POSITIONAL RESOURCES
There is another problem (interconnected with trevipus one) of treating social capital
according to the network conceptualization and @sfig in accordance with Lin’s (e.g.,
2001a, 2001b) understanding. As showed duringeqanalization, Lin (2001a) discusses
two feature so social capital: A] access of resesitbrough direct or indirect ties, and B]
accessed person may either posses the resoursés(lpersonal) or may be able to access

those resources through his/her social position.

The measurement of resources accessed througtedhdies, as well as of resources

accessed through social position, might be quitall@mging (especially when using
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name/position-generator technique). When we aslespondent to generate certain
contacts (names), it is clear that he/she namesethelevant to the given question.
However, the respondent may not have known abadaliteict ties or of all resources that
are available through his/her contacts positiod, therefore does not have access to them.
As a result, if we agree with Lin’s features of isbcapital, we also have to admit that we
would never be able to measure the full potentfalsacial capital possessed by an
individual. 1t is true that even though our respemt does not know all indirect ties or
“positional resources” of his/her contact, we mighe name/position generator technique
for respondent’s contact as well, in order to findt his/her positional resources.
However, it is impossible to get definite resulespecially because the respondent’s
contact will have other contacts, who in turn viitive other, leading to an exponential

spiral.

That is why it might be useful to avoid such featuof social capital, especially for the
measurement purposes. It might be useful to cdrateron direct resources only, or focus

the research at only several levels of indirectacts.

6.4.6 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
This section has showed that individual, networkoaptualization of social capital also
has its flaws. While certain issues can be thexalgt resolved (e.g., skimming of
differences between social capital and other fowhscapital, network social capital
indicators, “overnetworking” of social capital capt), others are inherent in the network
conceptualization (e.g., cost and complexity ofeagsh, problems with comparative
analyses) and cannot be avoided, although they lpeayninimized. Nevertheless, we
believe that those issues do not inevitably dinhirtiee value of network (individual) social
capital concept, as they may help explain varionsonsidered processes within the
society that is being studied. However, it is tthat the complexity connected with both
the research and the measurement of this approasttial capital makes it less appealing

than its collectivistic version.
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7. CONCLUSION

The concept of social capital, which is one of thest popular sociological concepts of
past decade, is still getting wider attention ewathin the Czech Republic. However, the
very popularity and use of the concept also camiigs it a diverse spectrum of unresolved
issues that make social capital vague and subgeet humber of misconceptions and
misinterpretations. The use of social capitalhia €zech Republic is no exception to this

trend.

This work attempted to clarify the meaning of tloeial capital concept, especially for the
environment of the Czech Republic, to help futesearches and to avoid past mistakes,
misunderstanding or re-labeling of old terms, aradphthem to build up thorough,
graspable and measurable conceptualization of Isoa@tal. In order to do this, we
conducted an extensive review of both current aladstcal social capital. Of critical
importance was tracing the development and evaluiathe concept of social capital and

the ways in which the term has been applied, medlifand often misused.

From this analysis we have concentrated on thelol@ewveent of the concept as presented
by three of the most significant contributors te idea of social capital: Pierre Bourdieu
(1986), James C. Coleman (1988), and Robert D.aru{1993a, 1993b, 1995). We have
compared their individual approaches toward theasarapital concept and used their
definitions and position to explore similarity ardifference. Moreover, we have
considered various social capital categorizatitas dccur within the social capital debate.
In particular, this work concentrated on the indual and collective division of social
capital understanding. Additionally, it gave areoxrew of treatment of the concept within
the Czech Republic. However, the main contributmfnthis works lies in critical
assessment of the social capital issue, espeméltite predominant, most widely used,
(collectivist) stream of argumentation that drawsRutnam’s conceptualization of social
capital. Our comprehensive discussion on the sssoanected to Putnam’s understanding
of social capital makes us believe that the futifreocial capital lies in individual — that is

network — conceptualization rather than in collastic one.
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Consequently, while taking into account the issdescussed within the criticism of
Putnam, we have attempted to conceptualize sogmtat in line with and individual — or
network — understanding of the concepttlas resources embedded in social networks

(available in a specific setting — context) accesared used by actors for action

In order to show the applicability of this concegdimation to research, we have presented
guantitative, as well as qualitative research tephes that might be employed to access
individual — network — social capital, togetherwiioncrete examples of the past research.
We also raised the major issues that need to lem tako consideration when working with

individual - network - social capital.

Social capital has been used to describe indivigaminetworked resources embedded in
social relations) as well as collective concephaion (as feature of social organizations)
often mixing the two approaches together. Thiskwsitowed and emphasized that these
are two completely different perspectives and te the term social capital for both is
unfortunate. We hope that the discussions thatave lentered into will allow researchers
to be more critically aware of what social capitat- and is not — and allow them to select

appropriate methodologies for its measurement.

In conclusion, we have shown that the usefulnessoofal capital concept lies primarily
within the individual - network - approach. Paradally, while we found this
conceptualization of social capital as richer, it wrobably limit the attractiveness of the
concept because the measurement of individual wamkt— social capital is complex, its
research methodology is time consuming, and itgtseare not easy or, almost impossible,
to compare between different contexts (network,oreg, national). Moreover, the
individual — network — approach does not lend itsakily for use in developing sweeping
social policies or for promoting third world change sharp contrast with the presently

popular collective approach to social capital.
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