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“It’s not what you know, it’s who you know.” 2

Introduction

This paper introduces the concept and the main ideas concerning social
capital. The paper is not an exhaustive attempt at covering all that social
capital is but rather to serve as a platform for discussion from which
some of the key ideas of social capital can be distilled.

What is social capital? Social capital refers to networks of relations
linking individuals for mutual benefit.

The basic idea of social capital is that an individual’s relationships
with family, friends and associates constitute an important asset, which
can be leveraged for material gain (Woolcock, 2001). Why are we inter-
ested in the concept of social capital? Social capital holds out the prom-
ise of improving access to resources among and across different groups
of people. We are interested in social capital because we consider it a
new way of thinking about how resources can be mobilised and dis-
tributed (and possibly more equitably distributed) within society. An-
other reason is that it allows us to broaden the debate around issues
such as community development and public policy in a comprehensive
framework that includes economic, political and social considerations.

In this paper the various definitions of social capital of the early
scholars on the topic are examined. Thereafter the various approaches
that researchers adopt in defining this concept are explored. Trust, one
of the most important features of social capital, is then singled out for
analysis. The three types of social capital, bonding, bridging and link-
ing are defined and clarified. The following critical debates are high-
lighted. Firstly, the levels of analysis of social capital, secondly issues of
causality in the social capital debate and thirdly issues of power. For
practical application the various measurement dimensions of social capital
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are listed. The critical role of the state is also emphasized and discussed.
In the conclusion an overview of the paper is given with some recom-
mendations.

That our aims are for an equitable society means that we see social
capital as a framework for change, specifically in and among the poor
communities in the Western Cape and in South Africa at large.

One of the main questions that we are attempting to shed light on is
how can social capital be defined and used as an analytical tool in public
policy in South Africa. It is the authors’ hope that this paper will open
the door for discussion around the use of policies and programmes and
other resources for the generation and formation of social capital across
the racially segmented communities in South Africa.

Defining social capital

Social capital is a relatively new concept. Scholars from diverse back-
grounds have researched it and as a result, there are many different
definitions that reflect the discipline and background of the researcher.
Social capital brings together three major disciplines: sociology, politi-
cal science and economics (Anheier and Kendall 2000; Szreter, 2000).
The different approaches of sociologists and economists can be char-
acterised as follows: Economists focus on individual actors with free-
dom of action who make rational self-interested calculations in the mar-
ket. Sociologists view actions as part of a collective, constrained by
social structure, motivated by non-rational feelings, traditions and val-
ues, occurring throughout the society (Swedberg, 1991). Social capital
is an attempt to bridge the two disciplines and to move beyond the
hegemony of one particular perspective in public policy debate. Social
capital sends a key message that culture and community are intrinsic to
economic and human development (Fukuyama, 1995). From the politi-
cal science perspective, social capital may/can be used to describe the
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underlying relationships which give rise to civil society.® Thus, it brings
together a single explanation for the functioning of markets, govern-
ment and social development (Kilby, 2002).

The following are some of the key definitions of social capital.
Bourdieu (1986: 249) says that “the volume of social capital possessed
by a given agent ... depends on the size of the network of connections
that he can effectively mobilize”

Another early scholar of social capital, Coleman (1988: 98), defines
social capital in terms of what it does rather than what it is. For him
“(s)ocial capital is defined by its function. It is not a single entity but a
variety of different entities, with two elements in common: they all
consist of some aspect of social structures, and they facilitate certain
actions of actors-whether persons or corporate actors-within the struc-
ture. Like other forms of capital, social capital is productive, making
possible the achievement of certain ends that in its absence would not
be possible.” He is of the opinion that in contrast to other capitals,
social capital inheres in the structure of relations between actors not with
the individuals. He further proposes that social capital takes three forms —
obligations and expectations, information channels, and social norms.

Another key definition of social capital is the idea that there are
“features of social organization such as networks, norms and social trust
that facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit” (Putnam,
1995: 67). Included in this definition are family relationships, kinship
networks, friendships, acquaintances, civic attachments and institutional
ties (Stone et al, 2002).

“Despite [their] differences, all three [definitions] consider that so-
cial capital consists of personal connections and interpersonal interac-
tion, together with the shared sets of values that are associated with
these contacts.” (Field, 2003: 13). One of the differences between these
definitions is that Bourdieu focuses on the individual while Putnam’s
perspective is more focused on the group.
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As can be seen from the above, social capital is often defined as a
sociological variable, i.e. referring to the relationships between people.
Thus, the ‘level’ or ‘stock’ of social capital depends on “the quality of
the set of relationships of a social group” (Szreter, 2000: 57). From this
perspective social capital is thus relational, not something owned by
any individual, but rather something shared in common. It is consid-
ered a type of social glue or lubricating agent in association with other
resources. However, there is a perspective that social capital stands for
the ability of actors to secure benefits by virtue of membership in net-
works or other social structures (Portes, 1998). Thus, it is possible to
distinguish ‘individual’ and ‘group’ social capital. Individual social capital
can be defined as “the set of social attributes possessed by an individual—
including charisma, contacts and linguistic skill—that increase the returns
to that individual in his or her dealings with others” (Glaeser, 2001). Com-
munity-level ‘group’ social capital is defined as the set of social resources of
a community that increases the welfare of that community (Glaeser, 2001).

Trust is a major feature of social capital. Some researchers exclude
trust as an element in the definition of social capital (since they consider
it an outcome of social capital), defining social capital as “the norms and
networks [within society] that facilitate collective action” (Woolcock,
1998: 155). Others, however, consider it an essential part of social capi-
tal (Uslaner, 1999). For them, social capital primarily reflects a system
of values, particularly social trust. Most definitions incorporate both
aspects in that social capital is both a value held (i.e. trust) and a net-
work. Patulny (2004) adds a third dimension. He states that the prac-
tices such as volunteering to be part of the local neighbourhood watch
should also be included in the definition of social capital. He substanti-
ates this by citing Putnam et al’s (1993) use of time-use data to measure
social capital. However, the relationship between trust, networks and
social capital practices has not been clearly demarcated. This is an area
that requires more research.
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Another key point is that the benefits of social capital to a particular
individual or society can be both positive and negative. There are re-
searchers who imply that social capital has only beneficial consequences.
Several researchers have alluded to the ‘dark’ side of social capital, as
observed in the operation of gangs and gangsters. However, any as-
cribed beneficial or detrimental aspect of social capital will depend on
the perspective of the observer and those whose interests are being served
(Pantoja, 1999).

The notion of social capital has some resonance with the traditional
South African ‘norms of reciprocity’ of ‘ubuntu’. Ubuntu is a
conceptualisation of humanness that means, “I am because you exist”. It
is seen as an expression of community life and collective responsibilities
and invokes notions of caring for and sharing with each other (Maluccio
et al, 1999). This existing norm is a potential lever for generating ben-
eficial social capital within South Africa. On the other hand one can
also say that the corruption and cronyism reported about in the local
and national media of politicians and state employees can also be a re-
sult of the ‘dark’ side of social capital.

Social capital has also been subject to criticism. It has been said to be
“a notion riddled with contradictions” (Fine, 2001: 156). Among the
chief criticisms is that it is only a buzzword with little empirical sup-
port, having a lack of definitional clarity, problematic measurement
issues (such as aggregation, measurement over time, causality, depend-
ence on context) and the huge diversity of fields that use it (Portes,
1998; Baron et al, 2000; Fine, 2001; Woolcock, 2001).

These negative aspects can be contrasted with the positive aspects (as
stated by Baron et al, 2000), which include the following:

e jtre-inserts issues of value into the heart of social scientific discourse;

= social capital has a heuristic role as well as analytic and prescrip-

tive roles; and

= it shifts the focus of analysis from the behaviour of individuals
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to the pattern of relations between agents, social units and insti-
tutions, placing the activities of individuals within the social do-
main.

Trust

What is meant by trust? It is the understanding that people or mem-
bers of social groups will act in a manner that is mutually beneficial and
that the norms of interaction and reciprocity established by the rela-
tionship will ensure that the members adhere to these norms. In other
words, trust exists in this situation because obligations are enforceable,
not through recourse to law but through the power of the community
(Portes, 1998).

There is some confusion as to the relationship between trust and
social capital. Some authors equate trust with social capital (Fukuyama,
1995), while others see it as a source of social capital (Putman et, 1993).
Some even consider it an outcome of social capital (Woolcock, 1998).
However, trust is conceptually distinct from social capital. According
to Adler and Kwon, (2000) trust is a psychological state of individuals
whereas social capital is a characteristic of social structure.

Two types of trust are identified in the literature: generalised and
particularised. The former is based on norms and beliefs about society
in general and the latter is based on information and rational choices
about the nature of a particular individual or group. According to
Uslaner (1999) only the former is considered a form of social capital.
However, it seems plausible to compare particularized trust with bond-
ing social capital and bridging social capital with generalised trust
(Uslaner, 1999).

Social capital can be viewed from two angles, namely the structural
dimension, which facilitates social interaction, and the cognitive and
attitudinal dimension, which predisposes people to act in a socially ben-
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eficial way. Trust belongs to the latter. These two parts work interac-
tively and are mutually reinforcing.

Social capital allows individuals, groups and communities to resolve
collective problems more easily. Collective action involves the use of
norms of trust and networks in situations where individuals might oth-
erwise be reluctant to be co-operative or socially engaged. Thus, norms
of reciprocity and networks help ensure compliance with collectively
desirable behaviour. In the absence of trust and networks ensuring com-
pliance, individuals tend not to co-operate because others cannot be
relied on to act in a similar way. Many social scientists refer to such co-
ordination problems by various terms, including ‘the prisoner’s di-
lemma’ or the ‘free-rider problem’ (C6té, 2001). This differs from com-
munity to community.

In a racially diverse country like South Africa, the challenge from a
macro perspective is how to create a universal generalised trust, i.e. a
common set of relationships between the different race groups of South
Africans. Among traditional Africans in South Africa, stokvel savings
institutions are prevalent whereas the white population uses banks, fi-
nancial institutions and instruments. This is because each group gener-
ally trusts its own institution and respects the norms and values that
underpin its operation. In other words, they exhibit personalised trust.
How does one get whites to increase their generalised trust of blacks or
vice versa if the racial communities are still geographically separate as a
result of the effects of the Group Areas Act? How is generalised trust
generated among dispersed, heterogeneous groups who seldom inter-
act except in limited economic transactions and whose generalised trust
is being continually eroded by the portrayal in the media of blacks as
criminals and whites as being self-centred and always moaning about
their lost privileges? The effects of stereotyping play a major role in the
level of generalised trust.
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Bonding, bridging and linking social capital

One of the key ideas of social capital is that of relationships and the
value that is embedded in them. Three types of relationships are identi-
fied. The first type of relationships is highly personalised, which re-
sults in bonding social capital. The second type of relationships are
more impersonal and horizontal, which is described as bridging capital
(Woolcock and Narayan (2000); Putnam (2000). Bonding social capital
represents the construction of social networks with those like us (intra-
group ties), whereas bridging social capital denotes the construction of
such networks with those unlike us (extra-group networks).

The bonding networks come together around numerous social do-
mains but occur more within the close networks of family and friends.
They can also be compared to Granovetter’s (1985, cited in Szreter,
2000) ‘strong’ ties, whereas bridging capital corresponds with his ‘weak’
ties. The bridging network is characterised by generalised trust and
charitable volunteering action since it refers to those relationships on
the outer perimeter, such as being part of a community forum or neigh-
bourhood watch.

The primary bonding network is the family unit, though other so-
cial domains represent potentially distinct bonding networks, whether
formal (work/professional, religion, union member) or informal (fam-
ily, friends). Each network is characterised by its own distinctive forms
of internal trust, driven in turn by values and voluntary efforts pecu-
liar to/on behalf of the network. In addition, each network has a po-
tential confounding or reinforcing effect upon the others. While social
capital is relational, its influence is most profound when relationships
are among heterogeneous groups i.e. when there is bridging social capi-
tal (Narayan and Cassidy, 2001).

The third type of relationship is a (vertical) relationship between
heterogensous social groups, which is known as linking social capital.
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Linking social capital is characterised by the connections between those
with differing levels of power or social status e.g. links between the
political elite and the general public or between individuals from dif-
ferent social classes (Woolcock, 2001). The capacity by the community
to leverage resources, ideas and information from formal institutions
outside and beyond the community is a key function of linking social
capital.

If we start seeing relationships as important for the formation of the
various forms of social capital then we need frameworks and a place of
gathering (conceptually, culturally and physically) where we can foster
these relationships.

We also need to encourage social capital generation by the state and
civil society. An example of the intervention by the state is the Japanese
Ministry of Trade and Industry, which takes an active approach to the
generation of social capital in developing Japanese industries, whose
phenomenal success is well documented. They bridge and link the vari-
ous companies within industry. Trade organisations like the South Af-
rican Chamber of Commerce (Sacob) and the various professional asso-
ciations can generate social capital at a meso level by acting as arenas for
bridging, bonding and linking social capital. Organisations are fertile
areas for social capital formation (Adler and Kwon 2002). Many arti-
cles have been written about the dynamics of social capital within or-
ganisations (see the volume Knowledge and Social Capital edited by Eric
Lesser 2000).

Level of analysis

Social capital has been categorised as both an individual and a commu-
nity attribute. As an individual attribute, it refers to a person’s poten-
tial to activate and effectively mobilise a network of social connections
based on mutual recognition and maintained by symbolic and material
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exchanges (Bourdieu, 1986). Social capital as an attribute of society is a
quality of the networks and relationships that enable individuals to co-
operate and act collectively (Putnam et al, 1993).

Social capital can be viewed as operating at various levels. The levels
at which social capital can be analysed include the micro, (individual/
household/neighbourhood) (Bourdeiu, 1986), meso, as in institutions
and organisations (Adler and Kwon, 2002), or macro, as in nations,
states, rule of law, civil and political liberties (Grootaert, 1999; Patulny,
2004).

At a macro level, social capital deals with government effectiveness,
accountability and the ability to enforce rules fairly. It also includes
economic growth in terms of enabling the development of domestic
firms and markets and encouraging or discouraging foreign investment.
Thus, when the office of the Minister of Agriculture and Land Affairs,
Thoko Didiza, recently mooted plans to limit foreign property own-
ership in South Africa, (Business Day, 2004), she was illustrating that
government was thinking of re-regulating the (structure of the) prop-
erty market, implicitly saying that government was upholding prop-
erty rights and law and order. This regulation by the state is what
makes vibrant civil societies and trust possible (Levi, 1996). This exam-
ple illustrates dynamic nature of the relationship and that it changes
over time. It also illustrates the power of the state as the government is
able to amend the ‘rules’ and the norms.

Some researchers have analysed social capital in terms of what can be
observed and those features of social capital that operate within the
consciousness of those in the network. Uphoff (2000) identifies two
forms of social capital. The first is ‘structural social capital’, which re-
fers to relatively objective social structures such as networks, associa-
tions and the rules and procedures they embody. The second form,
known as ‘cognitive social capital’, encompasses more subjective intan-
gible elements such as generally accepted attitudes and norms of behav-

10
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iour, shared values, reciprocity and trust. Cognitive capital refers to
aspects such as values, norms and behaviour that impact on trust, while
the structural capital refers to the activities, organizational structure
and democratic principles that underpin collective action and decision
making (Krishna and Shrader, 1999).

Causality and social capital

Another important debate about social capital is the direction and de-
gree of causality. There are three contending frameworks in the re-
search on social capital. The first is the social capital thesis (claiming
substantial cause on behalf of social capital), which signifies that social
capital is an independent variable which leads to better economic gains
and better governance (Putnam et al,1993). The second is the structur-
alist or institutionalist position (Coleman, 1988) (asserting causal prior-
ity for structures and claiming social capital to be a residual effect of
structures). This indicates that social capital is endogenous, dependent
and a by product of the institutional context. The third is the interme-
diate position (implying contingent causal value) (Krishna, 2002).
Krishner (2002) has found that social capital matters for development,
for communal harmony, and for democratic participation. But it mat-
ters even more when is activated and made productive through the
intervention of capable agents.

Power and social capital

It is claimed that social capital is a public good and that everyone in
society has access to it (Putnam et al, 1993). This position has been
criticized. Portes and Landolt (1996) state that, like any other resource,
social capital should be defined independently of the use to which it is
put. Thus, social capital can have negative or positive outcomes. As a
consequence, it follows that social capital can be unfairly positive for
some and negative for others, depending on the balance of power.

11
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There has been a paucity of research on the issue of power within
social capital research. A lack of consideration of power as an impor-
tant shaping feature of social capital might lead us to advocate horizon-
tal associations while neglecting vertical relationships.

Social capital can be used to help explain the emergence and persist-
ence of power relationships and provides a constructive base for doing
something about it (Baron et al, 2000; Woolcock, 2001).

The role of the state

The state is seen as either a generator of social capital (Levi, 1996) or as
not much of a contributor to it (Woolcock, 1998). Skocpol (1996) ar-
gues for a central role for the state in generating social capital. Maloney,
Smith and Stoker (2000) argue that the state has a substantial role in
creating the conditions for social capital. Evans (1996) considers the
state’s contribution to social capital as general and from a distance. For
some, the state is better able to destroy social capital than to promote it
(Fukuyama, 1995). The destruction caused to social capital with the
forced removals brought about by the Group Areas Act under the
previous regime is a South African example of how the state can de-
stroy social capital.

To build social capital effectively, local government must share deci-
sions with citizens, shifting its emphasis from controller, regulator and
provider to new roles as catalyst, convener and facilitator (Warner,
2001). However, we must not oversimplify the role of the state because
the state has many faces (departments, institutions, police and social
services) and they influence and impact upon social capital in different
ways.

What are the implications of social capital for government policy?
There are a range of ways in which government might look at promot-
ing the accumulation of social capital for beneficial purposes at the in-
dividual, community and national level.

12
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At the individual level, the available levers include:
e greater support for families and parenting;
e mentoring;
e new approaches to dealing with offenders; and
= volunteering.
At the community level, the available levers include:
e promoting institutions that foster community;
e community IT networks;
e new approaches to the planning and design of the built environ-
ment;
e dispersing social housing; and
e using personal networks to pull individuals and communities out
of poverty.
At the national level, the available levers include:
e community service learning in schools;
e community credit schemes; and
e measures to facilitate mutual trust.

Social capital and measurement

How does one measure social capital? Some researchers, such as Solow
(1995) have questioned whether social capital is measurable. There is a
general agreement that, at least at this stage, the measurement of social
capital can only be done indirectly and by proxy. Depending on its
definition, different proxy measurements are used. However, in most
cases the measurement of various levels and dimensions of trust and
associational activity is used (Matjo, 2002). Many researchers have used
existing quantitative panel data and regression techniques to formulate
social capital indices.

While there is high consistency in the definitions of social capital at
a general level, including the forms and dimensions it embraces, at an
operational level the interpretations of what social capital is and is not

13



Policy management, governance and poverty alleviation in the Western Cape

are diverse. Correspondingly, methods used to measure social capital
are varied, reflecting the diversity of its interpretations. Paxton (1999),
for example, noted the wide gap between the concept of social capital
and its measurement. This gap has led researchers to question its reli-
ability due to its spread across fields and the discord in its measure-
ment. This is a major problem, not only when conducting research,
but also when citing and developing research. A definition of social
capital suitable for rigorous empirical work must identify observable
variables that can be used as proxies for social capital and is still in the
making.

When it comes to measurement, a number of domains are typically

identified (Putnam, 2000). These include:

e community engagement: various types of social networks and
volunteering effort;

e community efficacy: a shared sense of empowerment and capac-
ity to effect change at the community level,

e volunteering: typically understood as the voluntary commitment
of unpaid time and effort outside immediate family for the ben-
efit of others;

e political participation: patterns of active citizen engagement, vot-
ing etc.;

e informal social support networks: including their structure, den-
sity, size and composition by age, class, gender, ethnicity etc.
(e.g. who knows who);

e informal sociability: regularity of social contact with others (speak-
ing, visiting, writing, emailing);

e norms of trust and reciprocity: mutual ‘credits’, expectations and
obligations as well as sanctions against opportunistic or anti-social
behaviour (also understood as the formal or informal social ‘rules’
that guide how network members behave towards each other); and

e trust in institutions: public, corporate, voluntary.

14
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In the economic literature the extent of household membership in
various groups has been used to proxy the household’s stock of social
capital (for example, see Narayan and Pritchett, 1997 and Grootaert,
1999).

The above dimensions indicate the variety of features of social life
that constitute social capital.

Conclusion

This paper attempts to draw on some of the key debates and ideas
within the social capital literature. The paper shows the various dimen-
sions of the definition of social capital. Social capital is concerned with
relationships and trust and with how people interact over time and
institutionalise certain norms of behaviour. Social capital encompasses
both formal and informal relationships and networks including volun-
teer organisations, clubs and civic associations. A key point that emerges
is that social capital should be thoroughly researched so that issues of
definition and meaning can be clarified before measurement tools are
developed and programmes and policies are implemented. In this way,
we will be better placed to identify the types of social capital formation
that should be fostered in the heterogeneous communities in South
Africa.

In the introduction the question was asked: how can social capital
be used as an analytical tool in public policy formulation? The paper
has answered this by identifying social capital as a concept that is capa-
ble of being used at the level of the individual as well as at that of
society. Three types of social capital were identified, namely, bonding,
bridging and linking, of which bridging and linking are the most rel-
evant to the South African context. Trust is the most cited dimension
of social capital and is the glue that keeps the relationships intact. Issues
of power have been generally neglected in the social capital literature

15
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but should not be neglected in practice. Causality has been a major
confounding aspect of the social capital debate, although it can be suffi-
ciently be shown that social capital leads to social, political and eco-
nomic benefits. Issue of measurement have been recognised as a major
source of contention and consternation within the social capital debate.
In conclusion, the role of the state has been pinpointed as a crucial
creator and generator of social capital. The role of the state as a genera-
tor of social capital has been mentioned. Within the South African
context the state is a crucial contributor to the formation of social capi-
tal because of the legacy of apartheid, as well as a potential destroyer of
it because of the corruption among officials and politicians, which is
undermining confidence and trust in the state.

References

Adler, P and Kwon, S. 2000. Social capital: The good, the bad, and the
ugly, in Lesser E L (ed), Knowledge and social capital: Foundations
and applications, Boston, Butterworth-Heinemann, pp. 89-115).

Adler, P S and Kwon, S. 2002. Social capital: Prospects for a new con-
cept, Academy of Management Review, 27(1) pp 17-40.

Anheier, HK and Kendall, J. 2000. Trust and voluntary organisations:
Three theoretical approaches, Civil Society Working Paper 5,
London School of Economics, <<www.lIse.ac.uk/collections/
CCS/pdf/CSWP5web-version.PDF=.

Baron, S., Field, J. and Schuller, T. 2000. Social capital: A review and
critique, in Baron, S., Field, J. and Schuller, T. (eds), Social capi-
tal: Critical perspectives, Oxford, Oxford University Press,
pp 1-39.

Bourdieu, P. 1986. The forms of capital, in Richardson, J. (ed), Hand-
book of theory and research for the sociology of education, Green-
wood Press, Westport, CT.

16



Defining social capital: Abdullah Bayat

Business Day. 2004/11/08 12:00:00 AM. Foreign investors are not the
villains, <www.businessday.co.za/Articles/TarkArticle.
aspx?1D=1302930=.

Coleman, J S. 1998. Social capital in the creation of human capital,
American Journal of Sociology, 94, $95:5120.

Coté, S. 2001.The contribution of human and social capital, ISUMA
Canadian Journal of Policy Research, 2(1), pp 29-36.

Evans, P. 1996. Introduction: Development strategies across the pub-
lic-private divide, World Development, 24(6), pp 1033-1037.

Field, John. 2003. Social capital, London, Routledge.

Fine, B. 2001. Social capital versus social theory: Political economy and
social science at the turn of the millennium, Routledge, London
and New York.

Fukuyama, F. 1995. Social capital and the global economy, Foreign Af-
fairs, 74(5), pp 89-103.

Granovetter, M. 1985. Economic action and social structure: The prob-
lems of embeddedness, American Journal of Sociology, 91(3), pp
481-510.

Grootaert, C. 1999. Social capital, household welfare, and poverty in
Indonesia, Local Level Institutions, Working Paper no. 6, Wash-
ington, DC, The World Bank.

Kilby, P. 2002. Social capital and civil society, National Centre for
Development Studies, Australian National University.

Krishna, A. and Shrader, E. 1999. Social capital assessment tool, Social
Capital Initiative Working Paper no. 22, The World Bank, Wash-
ington DC. <www.worldbank.org/poverty/scapital/wkrppr/
wrkppr.htm=

Krishna, A. 2002. Active social capital: Tracing the roots of democracy
and development, Columbia, Columbia University Press.

Lesser E L (ed). 2000. Knowledge and social capital: Foundations and
applications, Boston, Butterworth-Heinemann.

17



Policy management, governance and poverty alleviation in the Western Cape

Levi, M. 1996. Social and unsocial capital: A review essay of Robert
Putnam’s Making democracy work, Politics and Society, 24(1),
pp 45-55.

Maloney, WA., Smith, G. and Stoker, G. 2000. Social capital and
associational life, in Baron, S., Field, J. and Schuller, T. (eds),
Social capital: Critical perspectives, Oxford: Oxford University
Press, pp 212-225.

Maluccio J., Haddad, L. and May, J. 1999. Social capital and income
generation in South Africa, 1993-98, paper prepared for IDS-
IFPRI workshop, Economic Mobility and Poverty Dynamics in
Developing Countries, 7-8 April 1999 Brighton.

Narayan, D. and Cassidy, MFA. 2001. Dimensional approach to meas-
uring social capital: Development and validation of a social capi-
tal inventory, in Current Sociology, 49(2), SAGE Publications,
London, Thousand Oaks, CA and New Delhi, pp 59-102.

Narayan, D. and Pritchett, L. 1997. Cents and sociability: Household
income and social capital in rural Tanzania, Policy Research
Working Paper No. 1796, Washington DC, World Bank.

Ostrom, E. 2000. Social capital: A fad or fundamental concept?, in
Dasgupta, P. and Seragilden, 1. (eds), Social capital: A multifac-
eted perspective, Washington DC, World Bank.

Patulny, R. 2004. Social capital norms, networks and practices — A criti-
cal evaluation, SPRC Discussion Paper No. 134, Sydney, The
Social Policy Research Centre.

Pantoja, E. 1999. Exploring the concept of social capital and its rel-
evance for community based development: The case of mining
areas in Orissa, India, draft paper, Social Capital Initiative, South
Asia Infrastructure Unit, The World Bank.

Paxton, P. 1999. Is social capital declining in the United States? A mul-
tiple indicator assessment, American Journal of Sociology, 105,
pp 88-127.

18



Defining social capital: Abdullah Bayat

Portes, A., Landolt, P. 1996. Unsolved mysteries: The Tocqueville Files
Il. The downside of social capital, The American Prospect, 7,
pp 18-21.

Portes, A. 1998. Social capital: Its origins and applicatioions in modern
sociology, Annual Review of Sociology, 24(1), ppl-24.

Putnam, R. with Leonardi, R. and Nanetti, R. 1993, Making democ-
racy work: Civic traditions in modern Italy, Princeton, Princeton
University Press.

Putnam, RD. 1995. Tuning in, tuning out: The strange disappearance
of social capital in America, Political Science and Politics, 28,
pp 664-683.

Putnam, RD. 2000. Bowling alone: The collapse and revival of Ameri-
can community, New York, London, Simon & Schuster.
Sandefur, R and Laumann, E O. 1998. A paradigm for social capital.

Rationality and society, 10(4), Sage Publications, pp 481-501.

Skocpol, T. 1996. The Tocqueville problem: Civic engagement in Ameri-
can democracy, Presidential address to the annual meeting of the
Social Science History Association, New Orleans, LA, October
12.

Solow, R. 1995. Trust: The social virtues and the creation of prosper-
ity, The New Republic, 213, pp 36-40.

Stone, W. and Hughes, J. 2002. Social capital: Empirical meaning and
measurment validity, Melbourne, Australian Institute of Family
Studies.

Swedberg, RM. 1991. The battle of the methods: Toward a paradigm
shift? in Etzioni, A. and Lawrence, PR., Socio-economics; To-
ward a new synthesis, New York, M.E. Sharpe Inc, pp 13-34.

Szreter, S. 2000. Social capital, the economy and education in historical
perspective, in Baron, S., Field, J. and Schuller, T. (eds), Social
capital: Critical perspectives, Oxford, Oxford University Press,
pp 56-78.

19



Policy management, governance and poverty alleviation in the Western Cape

Uphoff, N.. 2000. Understanding social capital: Learning from the analy-
sis and experiences of participation, in Dasgupta, P. and
Serageldin, 1. (eds), Social capital: A multifaceted perspective,
Washington DC, World Bank.

Uslaner, E. 1999. Democracy and social capital, in Warren, ME. (ed),
Democracy and trust, New York, Cambridge University Press.

Warner, M. 2001. Building social capital: The role of local government,
Journal of Socio-Economics, 30, pp 187-192.

Winter, 1. 2000. Towards a theorised understanding of family life and
social capital, Melbourne, Australian Institute of Family Studies.

Woolcock, M. 1998. Social capital and economic development: Towards
a theoretical synthesis and policy framework, Theory and Soci-
ety, 27, pp 151-208.

Woolcock, M. 2001. The place of social capital in understanding social
and economic outcomes, ISUMA Canadian Journal of Policy Re-
search, 2(1), pp 11-17.

Woolcock, M. and Narayan, D. 2000. Social capital: Implications for
development theory, research and policy, The World Bank Re-
search Observer, 15(2), pp 225-49.

Endnotes

1 Abdullah Bayat, Department of Management, UWC.

2 Thissums up much of the conventional wisdom regarding so-
cial capital (Woolcock, 2001).

3 If “civil society’ describes the non-governmental institutional
arrangements of society in governance (Kilby, 2002).
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