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Abstract The main aim of this chapter is to introduce readers to the idea of social

capital. Then relationships between social capital and trust are analyzed. Finally,

both these ideas are placed in the context of multicultural organizations.

The term ‘social capital’ appeared in the 1960s. Social capital is identified as

symbolic common goods of a society, which foster the development of social trust

and norms of reciprocity, which in turn leads to more effective forms of organiza-

tion. Social capital is an aggregate of variables determining the nature of secondary

relationships. It can also be seen as a skill of interpersonal cooperation within

groups and organizations in order to realize common interests.

Interpersonal trust is an important factor determining relationships, both in the

family and in the organization. Interpersonal trust is a reflection of a resource of

experience and observation of a person, which would allow him or her to predict

that confidence in the given person meets expectations.

The chapter draws clear boundaries between trust and social capital, at the same

time explaining and exploring implications of these two perspectives on the issue of

organizational management in a multicultural context.

1 Introduction

An immanent feature of all groups of people is the establishment of social ties

between their members. These ties are based on trust, which is located at a number

of levels, can take different forms, and may be of varying levels of intensity, but it is

a universal element of interpersonal relationships. When we carry out research into

multicultural organizations, we face the issue of understanding how trust relation-

ships are established between people in them. This means referring to a basic

concept of the social sciences—“social capital”.
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Thus, we can ask whether multicultural organizations have any distinguishing

features in the area of social capital and trust relationships between people. If the

answer is positive, then we can ask about the characteristics of the relationships

between social capital and trust in multicultural organizations. In fact, this is a

question about the unique characteristics of social capital in multicultural organi-

zations, which is the subject of this chapter.

The main aim is to introduce readers to the idea of social capital. It will then

analyze the relationships between social capital and trust, indicating the theoretical

and empirical closeness of the meaning of these terms. Next, selected limitations to

the development of social capital will be presented, mostly from the perspective of

Poland. And finally, both ideas will be placed in the context of multicultural

organizations.

The chapter describes certain fluid boundaries between trust and social capital, at

the same time explaining and exploring implications of these two perspectives on

the issue of organizational management in a multicultural context.

2 Social Capital and Its Components

The notion of social capital is not a novelty in the discourse of the social sciences

and humanities. The term was first used by Hanifan (1916) in reference to research

into rural centers. Over the last decades, issues concerning social capital were

mostly studied by political scientists and sociologists. In works by such researchers

asBourdieu (1986), Coleman (1988) and Putnam (1993, 2000), social capital as a

construct became a complex representation of human values and interpersonal

relationships. The notion was treated as a constructive element of economic pros-

perity (Fukuyama 1997), regional development (Grootaert and Bastelaer 2002),

collective action (Burt 1992) and democratic governance (Putnam 1993, 2000). A

number of concepts of social capital have been created to date, and it has to be said

that the notion has been most popular among sociologists.

The term “social capital” was popularized in the social sciences and humanities

in the 1960s. Social capital is considered equivalent to the symbolic common good

of the society, which supports the development of social trust and norms of

reciprocity, and in consequence leads to more effective forms of organization.

The concepts of social capital can be found in a number of works by such authors

as Jacobs, Coleman, Fukuyama and Putman. According to Jacobs (1961), social

capital is a set of variables determining the character of secondary relationships.

Coleman (1988) describes social capital as the human ability to cooperate within

groups and organizations in order to further the common interest.

The notion of social capital achieved worldwide popularity thanks to a popular

book by Putnam (2000) Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American
Community. The author believes that, despite the fact that Americans became

wealthier, their sense of community started to disintegrate. Cities and the suburbs

became edge cities and exurbs—vast and anonymous places where human activity

is limited to working and sleeping. As people spent more time working,
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commuting, and watching TV, they had less time for meeting their local commu-

nities, establishing civic organizations, or even meeting their friends and family.

An increase in the popularity of the notion of social capital is also connected

with its common use in a number of disciplines. Fukuyama defined and studied

social capital on the basis of analyses in political science and sociology, looking for

the sources of stability and social prosperity (Fukuyama 1997). Sociologists and

educationalists associate the issue of social capital with inequality, morality, open-

ness, inclusiveness, education, social welfare, resocialization, and a number of

different social phenomena (Kawachi et al. 1997; Morrow 1999; Dasgupta and

Serageldin 2001). In Poland, the issue of social capital is addressed by numerous

sociologists, political scientists, cultural anthropologists, and over the last decades

also by economists and management specialists (Herbst 2007; Trutkowski and

Mandes 2005; Sztaudynger and Sztaudynger 2005; Theiss 2012; Czapiński 2008;

Kostro 2005; Zarycki 2004; Sułkowski 2001).

Two of the greatest difficulties related to using the phenomenon of social capital

are the high ambiguity of the term and lack of credible methods for measuring

it. Since virtually the moment the term “social capital” was coined, it referred to

certain elusive characteristics concerning relationships between individuals. We

can quote here the author of the concept, Hanifan: “I do not refer to real estate, or to

personal property or to cold cash, but rather to that in life which tends to make these

tangible substances count for most in the daily lives of people, namely goodwill,

fellowship, mutual sympathy and social intercourse” (Hanifan 1916, p. 130).

The same recurring ideas can be found if we have a look at the most important

definitions from the 1970s (Loury 1977), the 1980s (Bourdieu 1986; Coleman

1988), the 1990s (Burt 1997; Fukuyama 1999, 2001; Knack and Keefer 1997;

Putnam et al. 1993), and the last decade (Woolcock and Narayan 2000; Dasgupta

2000; Lesser 2000; Fafchamps 2006; Sen 2003). For example, according to Fuku-

yama “social capital can be defined simply as the existence of a certain set of

informal values or norms shared among members of a group that permit coopera-

tion among them” (Fukuyama 2001, p. 169).

Understanding social capital as a kind of “rooting” (Granovetter 1985) is

probably the most popular understanding of “social capital”. From this perspective,

we acknowledge that it is impossible to understand the behavior of economic units

without proper examination of the social structure they are rooted in. A model in

this case can be the definition proposed by Bourdieu, who understands this term as

actual or potential resources which are linked within a network of more or less

institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition, or in other

words, membership in social groups (Bourdieu 1986). If we have a look at the

aspects indicated as the primary ones, we will not find any systematic approach that

would explain what falls into the semantic scope of “social capital”, and what

does not.

Sometimes, social capital is also defined from the angle of so-called cultural

capital or relational capital. Understood like this, capital refers to resources that

social elites have at their disposal. Generally, four types of capital can be distin-

guished: political, material, cultural, and social. Material capital, which includes all
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financial and material resources owned by household members, is an object of

inheritance. Such inherited material capital often determines the fate of children.

Cultural capital is a set of competencies, skills, and knowledge acquired by an

individual, which is a prerequisite to the gaining of a certain position within the

social structure (Wnuk-Lipiński 1996). The cultural capital of parents is transmitted

to children as part of the socialization process. Thanks to the process of socializa-

tion, education, and upbringing children can acquire this set of key social compe-

tencies. Cultural capital is transmitted and assimilated both unconsciously and

consciously. Studies conducted by Bernstein indicate that children learning a

specific language acquire it as an “elaborated code” or a “restricted code”, which

has a significant influence on their future ability to understand and interpret reality

(Bernstein 1990). Parents try to consciously direct the child’s intellectual develop-
ment, assuming that it is necessary to shape certain skills which will be useful for

the child’s future professional career. According to Bourdieu, there is semantic

parallelism between a social hierarchy arising from economic conditions and a

hierarchy of approved cultural content (Bourdieu 1990). Giddens indicates two

ways of transforming structural properties entangled in the reproduction of modern

industrial capitalism, which are tightly linked to the reproduction of elites (Giddens

2003): private property—money—capital—labor contract—profit; private prop-

erty—money—educational advantage—occupational position.

Understood like this, economic (material) capital is a determinant of cultural

capital. Values and norms instilled within the socialization process form a kind of

“symbolic compulsion” (“symbolic violence”), which structuralizes and rational-

izes the existing social order. Naturally, this order supports those in power and

social elites who have material capital (Bourdieu 1990). Social capital was defined

by EdmundWnuk-Lipiński as “all informal social relationships (colloquially called

“contacts”), thanks to which individuals increase the probability of joining the

elites or maintaining their position in the elites” (Wnuk-Lipiński 1996, p. 151).

In fact, one could even attempt to divide these ways of understanding social

capital into several categories. The first group of definitions associates social capital

with a network structure. This perspective highlights the significance of a social

structure within which individuals operate. In order to understand the functioning

and the effectiveness of the whole network and to derive potential benefits from it,

attention is directed to the characteristics of the given network and the position of

individuals in its context (Burt 2000; Sciarrone 2002; Sabatini 2006; Lin 2008). The

second group of definitions emphasizes a distinctive feature of social ties, i.e. the

trust factor. In this case, there is an unspoken assumption that not all networks or

relationships are good building blocks of social capital—only the ones with a

relatively high level of trust are suitable (Bjørnskov 2003; Beard 2007; Cassar

et al. 2007). And finally, the third group of definitions combines the first two

proposals into a concept referring to the network aspect and the norms of social

trust. Its aim is to capture qualities related to forming groups, social participation, or

the level of group solidarity (Knack and Keefer 1997; Narayan and Lant 1999;

Putnam 2001; Miguel et al. 2006; Woolcock and Narayan 2000). The last two
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approaches offer an analysis at the level of the whole community, even if its

elements refer directly to the specific features of individuals.

3 Elements of Social Capital

The concept of social capital, despite there being different definitions, attracts

supporters among scholars from many disciplines. Interpersonal relationships and

“relational capital” form a large part of these definitions. For the purpose of further

discussion, I will define social capital as relationships between individuals and

organizations that facilitate operation and create value (Adler and Kwon 2000;

Seifert et al. 2003).

As an attribute of a society, social capital can be understood as a specific

characteristic of an environment that makes it easier for people to cooperate. In

this case, the question of solutions that can be provided by communities in relation

to the issue of a superior or common good is of key importance (Durlauf 2005).

Social capital makes it possible to reduce the cost of transactions connected with

uncertainty or information deficiency. Thus, it can be said that it provides “soft”,

non-economic solutions to economic problems (Knack and Keefer 1997; Kawachi

et al. 1999).

Matysiak believes that social capital, which is based on the institutional and

cultural achievements of a society, provides benefits to all participants in the social

distribution of work (Matysiak 1999). Social capital translates into the level of

social trust supporting the creation of intentional social groups. A high level of

social trust, and so of social capital, means that secondary social groups form

relatively easily in a society. Fukuyama believes that a high level of social trust

favors the creation of large organizations which go beyond the stage of small

enterprises, while a low level of trust limits the possibilities of economic consol-

idation, favoring the development of the sector of small and medium enterprises

and family companies. In the context of the internationalized, and particularly the

global economy, larger organizations are often more effective in many sectors than

smaller enterprises. Thus, countries where business organizations consolidate more

quickly and more easily will offer conditions for the development of more com-

petitive economies and organizations.

Social capital, in its broadest sense, refers to the internal (cultural and social)

coherence of a given group, trust, norms, and values controlling interactions

between people, networks, or institutions (Parts 2003). Social trust and norms are

necessary conditions for the existence of a process; however, it cannot be viewed

only from their perspective. Social capital only provides for the possibility of trust

arising, but does not guarantee this (Ahn and Ostrom 2008; Dasgupta 2000).

Moreover, the use of such terms as “trust” and “social norms” blurs the boundaries

between different levels of social interactions. The developing network of social

relationships includes norms, values, and obligations, offering people related to it

the possibility of development (Haley and Haley 1999; Yli-Renko et al. 2001). For
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example, if we treat social capital as common trust (Bjørnskov 2003), we make an

unspoken assumption that the accumulation of social capital through building

relationships with people within unrelated groups will improve the general trust

level. And if we think about the creation of social norms and their role in the

shaping of a sense of common purpose (Putnam et al. 1993), we ignore the fact that

society can include completely different norms and different groups can make use

of them (Warren 2008).

In the literature there is general agreement on the elements of social capital—its

components are more or less interrelated. Elements of social interaction can be

divided into two categories: structural elements, which facilitate interaction, and

cognitive elements, which build aptitude for actions that are advantageous to the

group. Structural elements also include social or civic participation, while cognitive

elements cover all forms of trust and norms. Although most researchers agree about

the significance of cognitive and structural aspects within social capital, it can be

assumed that both sides of the coin support each other. For example, informal

communication teaches cooperation with strangers in order to achieve a common

goal, while norms are essential in order to avoid opportunism (Parts 2003).

Another potential result of involvement in different networks is personal inter-

action, which generates relatively cheap and reliable information about the solidity

of other people, reducing the risk related to trusting someone. On the other hand,

previously existing, common and diffused trust indicates a readiness to establish

cooperation with strangers. Regarding relationships of this type, one can briefly say

that social interaction requires communication skills and trust, which improve in

the course of cooperation with people. Thus, different dimensions of social capital

should be treated as complementary and related to the same overall concept (Parts

2003).

Indicators of social capital can be divided into two groups, psychological and

socio-economic characteristics such as income, education, family, social status,

values held, personal experiences—all these elements determine the willingness of

individuals to invest in social capital. Contextual and systemic factors at the level of

a community or a nation include, for example, the general level of development, the

quality of operations of formal institutions, distribution of resources, social polar-

ization, and previously existing mental schemas of trust and cooperation. Current

research concentrates on the indicators of the individual level, studied empirically

by such researchers as Alesina and Ferrara (2000), Christoforou (2005), Halman

and Luijkx (2006), Kaasa and Parts (2008), and others. Despite the fact that the

results of empirical studies do not always agree, one can make certain generaliza-

tions through references to indicators of different types of social capital.
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4 Social Capital in Economics and Management

The notion of social capital entered the discourse of management science thanks to

its proximity to economy, organizational sciences, and managerial practices (Cohen

and Prusak 2001). For example, Kostro (2005) claims that social capital determines

the actual resources, the existence of which is of social significance. Kostro listed

the following characteristics of social capital (Kostro 2005; Sierocińska 2011):

1. Production—social capital is created with the use of specific material resources,

financial resources, work, and time.

2. Transformation—social capital has the ability to transform certain goods (mate-

rial resources, financial resources, work, and time) into benefits that cannot be

obtained in a different way (e.g. the use of someone else’s knowledge, skills,
ensuring privileged treatment, receiving emotional support or support in a

difficult situation etc.).

3. Investment process—material resources, financial resources, work, and time are

invested in the creation of an atmosphere favoring mutual trust. Stronger ties

require larger investments, while weaker ties require smaller investments.

4. Diversity—similarly to material capital, social capital is heterogeneous.

5. Different degrees of stability—duration of relationships depends on their type.

6. Attention to social capital—in order for social capital to maintain its productiv-

ity, it needs to be “used” from time to time.

7. Predictability—when one knows the type of relationships (the degree of stability

of social capital), one can predict certain situations.

8. Alternative cost—the creation and maintenance of social capital are preceded by

the calculation of costs and benefits.

9. Transferability—this characteristic of social capital is present only partially, as it

is impossible to resell or hire social capital. Social capital can be transferred or

inherited in a certain way (e.g. parents’ friends become also children’s friends).

In academic circles, the already mentioned proximity to the economy and

organizational sciences satisfied the need for a theoretical mechanism explaining

many issues, which can be applied to subjects developed within the same intellec-

tual movement (Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998). This was mostly related to the

development of a cultural discourse or in fact the issue of the integration of culture,

also called the issue of strong organizational cultures (Sułkowski 2012; Sikorski

2008). Values and norms form the basis for interpersonal interactions that are

supposed to be the bond of all organizational systems. Also a group of problems

related to the concept of organizational identity and identification with the organi-

zation was related to this intellectual formation (Whetten 2006). Other concepts

mentioned include corporate social responsibility, the way enterprises interact with

their environment; the beneficiary model, according to which “property” is some-

thing more than economically understood capital; knowledge management. Con-

sideration for the way an enterprise can organize its internal communication

separately from its social context (Jones et al. 2001).
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5 Trust, Social Integration and Cultural Differences

One of the most discussed elements of social capital is trust. The notion of “trust” is

quite commonly used in the social sciences, which is why there are a large number

of definitions. Grudzewski et al. (2007) list over 30 definitions in six areas of study:

psychology and sociology, management, marketing, organizational behavior, pub-

lic relations, and information systems.

According to Ratajczak, interpersonal trust is a significant factor determining

interpersonal relationships, both in families and organizations (Ratajczak 1983).

Deutsche believes that interpersonal trust is a reflection of a certain set of experi-

ences and observations of people, allowing them to predict whether the person they

trust will measure up to their expectations (Deutsche 1973). According to Zand, the

notion of trust includes (Zand 1972):

• one’s own intention to trust someone,

• actual behavior compatible or incompatible with this intention,

• expectations of others in relation to the fact that they are worthy of trust,

• the fact that people perceive their behavior as trustworthy,

• situational context,

• hypothetical consequences of a low or high level of trust.

In the analysis conducted, intercultural interactions were associated with social

capital and interpersonal trust, and evidence of a positive correlation between them

was shown.

Generally, trust is based on certain values shared by people, and its development

depends to a large extent on the process of primary and secondary socialization at a

young age. This means that trust is a stable characteristic, independent of the

context, actions of the other person, or previous experiences (Uslaner 2002). This

kind of trust is also referred to as “moral trust”. A similar term is “common trust” or

“social trust”, which is also connected with the hypothetical trust towards commu-

nity members. It is inclusive to a similar degree as moral trust, however, there are

two aspects that make it different: it depends on the context and it is prone to

modeling through individual or group experience (Levi 1996). Common trust

indicates the potential readiness of citizens for cooperation and hypothetical read-

iness for common civic participation (Rothstein and Stolle 2002). At the level of the

whole society, common trust is based on certain ethical habits and moral norms

concerning reciprocal actions (Fukuyama 2001). Most researchers agree that trust

requires a number of elements: considerable personal vulnerability of the person

placing trust in someone, uncertainty about the future actions of individuals in

whom trust is placed, and a specific object or problem entrusted to the person in

whom trust is placed, or a confidant, which may include children, health, or money

(Hall et al. 2001). Trust can be considered from different perspectives, depending

on the way it is experienced and expressed, the object of trust, and attributes or

characteristic features that lead to the development of trust.
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Social capital is closely related to economic prosperity, regional development,

collective action, and democratic governance (Fukuyama 1997). However, it can-

not explain all these social phenomena in and of itself. Thus, one should not ignore

the issue of trust when writing about social capital.

There are many contradictory opinions concerning this issue. Is trust a condition

for the development of social capital or its effect? Placing these notions in the

organizational context is significant for a number of reasons. When searching for

the implications of both views on the issue of organizational effectiveness, one

should remember not only about relationships but also about maintaining the

fundamental division within an analysis into trust and social capital. The literature

is dominated by a view of an individual (Baker 2000), a nation (Putnam 1993), and

a culture or religion (Fukuyama 1997), rather than an organization. Analysts often

perceive organizations as machines producing goods, services, or knowledge, and

as enterprises managing resources and coordinating the work of individuals in order

to carry out the actions planned. Many of them point to organizations with high

social capital, which have not had reflections about the significance of this notion

for a long time. This means that organizations often ignore social capital and hardly

ever understand or analyze it, or discuss the social networks behind it. Yet, the

economic, social, or technological worlds they populate require them to understand

this concept far more deeply than ever before (Cohen and Prusak 2001).

Common trust is often juxtaposed with special or institutional trust. These kinds

of trust are called “horizontal” and “vertical” respectively. Institutional trust refers

to the feelings one has for the social system (Luhmann 1988) and public institutions

and their officers (Hardin 1992). Rothstein and Stolle (2003) developed an institu-

tional theory of generalized trust, according to which every citizen distinguishes

institutions based on at least two aspects: they expect them to be represented by

certain persons related to politics, law, or social institutions, and they expect them

to take a neutral, impartial approach. In general, trust towards institutions deter-

mines the way citizens experience the sense of security and protection, the way

citizens transmit information between public institutions and other citizens, the way

citizens watch the behavior of their fellow citizens, and the way they feel discrim-

ination against themselves or their family and friends (Rothstein and Stolle 2002).

6 Limitations to the Development of Social Capital

The literature offers a number of examples of limitations to the development of

social capital (Łopaciuk-Gonczaryk 2008; Czapiński 2011). The most important

reasons for the weakness of social capital include:

1. Generalized lack of social trust (Batorski 2013).

2. Weakness of civil society (Golinowska and Boni 2006).

3. A low level of openness and inclusiveness in the society (Theiss 2011).
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4. The “social void” phenomenon described on the basis of the example of Poland

by Nowak (1979).

5. The “amoral familism” syndrome identified in the research conducted by

Banfield (Reis 1998; Banfield 1967).

The last case of the reduction of social capital will be discussed as an example, as

this is a phenomenon studied in Poland (Sułkowski 2004; Dzwończyk 2005).

Nowak believed that Poland during partitions, and then under the control of the

Soviet Union was a country completely lacking civic institutions, within the culture

of which a collective defense mechanism developed in the form of lack of trust

towards the oppressive state and its departments, and relying only on family,

neighborhood, and church communities. Commercial and public organizations

also occupied this “social void”, becoming old-boy networks in opposition to the

authorities. However, the strengthening of family and neighborhood ties, in com-

bination with the weakness of civil society, leads to a reduction in social capital.

Banfield emphasizes the negative effects of overly strong family ties compared

to social ties, using the term “amoral familism” in his analysis of southern Italy.

Studying the functioning of traditional peasant families in Montenegrano, Banfield

(1953, 1979) pointed to the conservative and anti-modernist influence of strong

family ties, which delay economic development. The norms of “amoral familism”

come down to the maximization of material benefits of a family at the expense of

everyone from outside the family. “Amoral familists” cultivate high-quality social

contacts and follow moral rules at a family level, however, they often treat people

from outside the family distrustfully and cynically, striving for profits only. Miller

(1974) describes familists as people who strive for the prosperity of their family at

the expense of non-family social ties. Silverman (1970) notes that Banfield’s
analysis is unique to rural communities in the south of Italy, where familism

manifests itself in the domination of families within the social structure, the lack

of complex, institutionalized social relationships between a family and the broader

community, the lack of community leaders, and weak social ties. Putman (1993)

combined a thesis about the existence of “amoral familism” with a thesis about the

reduction of social capital. Using the example of southern Italy, he observed that

familism makes it difficult to establish broader social ties, reinforcing clientelism

and corruption in politics as well as conservative tendencies. Putman’s diagnosis
was criticized. According to Piselli (2001), Putman adopted an ethnocentric Amer-

ican perspective of civil society to assess rural communities in the south of Italy.

Above all, he failed to see that family ties did not concentrate on a nuclear family

but on an extended family and, probably most importantly, he did not take into

consideration the extensive and complex ties of loyalty and relationships covering

groups of neighbors and friends (e.g. between fellow soldiers). Therefore, these

non-family social ties were strong, even if they were completely different from the

ties present in the industrialized American society. LaBarbera (2001) adds distrust

of local politicians and political life to factors fostering “amoral familism”.

Banfield’s thesis about “amoral familism” is disputable. The question arises

whether family ties must lead to the weakening of broader social ties. The family
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crisis related to the growth of individualism entails the weakening of family ties and

disintegration of other social ties. The strength of family ties in a traditional

agricultural community can be positively correlated with the strength of ties with

neighbors. As Miller (1974) notes, Banfield could have overestimated the signifi-

cance of the cultural factor leading to “amoral familism”, as care of the family

needs could have been simply related to the difficult living conditions of the

community in question. At that time, the need to maintain one’s family was

elementary, pushing other social ties into the background. Transferring the theses

of Banfield from small pre-industrial rural communities directly to the post-

industrial mass society should be viewed skeptically. Theses about the harmful

effect of the increasing strength of family ties on social capital cannot be accepted

based on speculation, but on research only.

I think that correlations between family ties and other social ties are complex

because they are exposed to the influence of a number of different variables. The

cultural background imposes criteria for the assessment of the value of families and

other social groups, and establishes normative rules for their coexistence. Economic

factors can support the establishment or limitation of cooperation in social groups

extending beyond families. Institutional and legal variables can reinforce or weaken

family ties in comparison with other social ties. This is why the familism syndrome

needs to be examined in each society separately. A high level of familism does not

have to entail a reduction in other social ties (Sułkowski 2003).

However, it is worth considering whether the factors constituting “amoral

familism” are now present in the Polish society. Does Poland face:

• Lack of trusted local social leaders?

• General weakness of social ties?

• Growing distrust of political institutions and politicians?

• Increased significance of a family at the expense of other social groups?

• Lack of social and civil structures ranking between a family and the state?

If we assume that these factors are present, then do they contribute to the

development of the “amoral familism” syndrome in Poland (Sułkowski 2013)?

Studies and analyses described in this work are mostly aimed at the exploration

of the specificity and effects of Polish familism, particularly in relation to organi-

zations and the whole economy.

7 Social Capital in a Multicultural Working Environment

Social capital is considered to be one of the main factors increasing economic

effectiveness by enhancing cooperation and reducing transaction costs at the level

of countries, regions, or multinational enterprises. It has been proven that regions

and countries with large social capital achieve a higher level of innovativeness and

growth than societies with low indicators of trust and active citizenship (e.g. Knack

and Keefer 1997; Rose 1999; Ostrom 2001). Speaking more generally, social
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capital is perceived as the main factor determining social networks of people and

enterprises. It offers a broad scope of benefits at the level of individuals, organiza-

tions, and the whole society.

Ethnically diverse workplaces are interesting locations to study interpersonal

relationships and their potential to create social capital along and across ethnic

groups. Workplaces reflect social spaces closed to a different extent, where inter-

actions between workers are rather continuous, depending on the tasks performed.

Thus, these spaces represent ties, as part of which workers can build up social

capital including their colleagues of a different ethnic or social background.

Social capital has become a significant resource for multinational enterprises, as

in order to maintain their competitiveness on the global market they need adequate

resources: information technology, knowledge, access to distribution networks etc.

This is why multinational enterprises need to have the ability to derive benefits from

their social capital.

With an adequate level of social capital, it is possible to effectively manage

knowledge through ties between network participants (Zhou et al. 2007). Tacit

knowledge is particularly valuable from the technical and commercial points of

view, mostly due to the fact that it is impossible to replicate and difficult to transfer.

Social capital offers access to the deposits of this knowledge, so it has a positive

effect on its use and development (Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998). Each enterprise

can increase its knowledge resources not only through its own operations but also

through the operations of its network partners and entities from its partners’
networks (Johanson and Vahlne 2009).

Social capital is significant for multinational enterprises. The ones operating on

global markets hardly ever have all the resources that enable them to be effective,

which is why they obtain necessary resources through formal and informal relation-

ships with other enterprises.

Access to information, generated as a result of good relationships within a

network, reduces the cost of obtaining information (Zhou et al. 2007). Moreover,

such information is usually of higher quality and it is more significant and more

valid than information from other sources (Adler and Kwon 2000, p. 29). Zhou

et al. (2007) identified three sources of benefits resulting from access to information

in a network as part of the internationalization process:

1. access to the knowledge of market opportunities in other countries;

2. the possibility of making use of advice and knowledge gained through the

(empirical) experience of other network participants (experiential knowledge);

3. the possibility of receiving recommendations and support from third parties

(Zhou et al. 2007, as cited in: Doryń 2010).

It is worth emphasizing that the cultures of Asian countries focus on social

relationships to a greater extent than Western cultures. Thus, relational capital

based on guanxi (China), kankei (Japan), or inmak (Korea) creates business activity
patterns in a number of countries in Asia. As a consequence, the social capital of

Asian enterprises provides them with a potential advantage on the global market.

Western enterprises need to develop social capital and learn how to manage
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networks of relationships in order to achieve similar results. They can learn this

from Asian enterprises (Hitt and Lee 2002).

Unfortunately, social capital functioning at the level of organizations has its

limitations. Business entities become dependent on their social networks, and so

they encounter alternative costs and limitations resulting from the direction of

development taken in the past. Moreover, while Asian enterprises have strong

network relationships in their home markets, on the global market they have to

establish far more links in order to operate effectively. As a consequence, devel-

opment and management of social capital have become significant challenges to the

maintenance of worldwide competitiveness (Hitt and Lee 2002).

Enterprises function in a competitive environment, fighting for markets against

complex networks of companies—these networks contrast with the position of

individual competitors (Hitt et al. 1998). Companies operating within networks

have many more resources allowing them to increase their competitiveness. They

would not be able to do this on their own. In order to improve their competitiveness,

most enterprises need additional resources, and this is why they seek to form their

own networks.

A corporation interacts with a given community at a number of levels. Thus,

research requires an approach acknowledging the scale of its operations and its

attempts to function in local contexts in order to build up social capital. It is

important to emphasize the influence of social capital on the macro, mezzo, and

micro levels. Studying social capital as part of existing economic theories about the

functioning of organizations leads to the conclusion that it can be understood as

their lowest common denominator. In the area of academic economy, the issue of

relationships reappears in a number of forms, making the question of social capital

an important element of organizational theory. Treating this significant notion like

this allows us to define it as a factor of evolutionary change within economic

organizational theory. The evolution of organizational theory clearly indicates

that the newer the concept, the greater emphasis is placed on social capital and

the easier it is to understand, while the latest theories offer an in-depth understand-

ing of these really important issues.

8 Conclusions

As studies suggest, multicultural organizations share certain characteristics in the

area of social capital and the level of trust. First of all, multicultural organizations

usually have greater cultural capital than monocultural organizations. This results

from the pressure on greater openness in multicultural organizations, manifested in:

• a higher degree of internationalization;

• greater potential in relation to intercultural communication connected with the

knowledge of foreign languages;
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• promotion of internationalization and inclusiveness;

• a smaller number of stereotypes and prejudices in intercultural contacts.

On the other hand, neither the literature nor the studies conducted as part of our

project provided clear-cut evidence that greater concentration of social capital at

the organizational level in multicultural enterprises is reflected at the levels of

enterprise, competitiveness, or effectiveness of organizational activities. Thus,

examining the influence of these correlations on the effectiveness, enterprise, and

competitiveness of organizations is a far greater problem. Relationships between

social capital and intercultural interactions have been the subject of a number of

research projects, however, their results are not so obvious. This issue should be the

subject of further research.
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Sułkowski Ł (2001) Kapitał społeczny a sukces w zarządzaniu przedsiębiorstwem na przykładzie
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