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Abstract: The aim of this work was to show the possible impésocial capital
on productivity of the economy. That impact cameasured by such indicators of
productivity of the economy as used in our stukdg:&DP, the total value added of
the economy (TVE), and the GNI per total laboucéorThus, this paper was or-
ganized as follows: its first part presents theatnship between the development
of social capital and productivity growth of theurtry in the light of the economic
development theory. In this context, it is poinbed that the significance of social
capital as a component of the productivity potdntiaa given country increases
when such country moves to the next stages of sgordevelopment. Therefore,
social capital becomes a very important driver ko tupgrading of national in-
comes in those countries, in which competitive athges are based primarily on
intellectual capital assets. The another part & faper describes the methodology
and the results of a research conducted on a gm@fupOO countries in the years
2012-2013 with an aim to illustrate the link betwesscial capital and productivity
of the economy as a whole referred to, or indicatedhe first part of the study.
The results of the research allowed us to formu&ionclusion that without an
appropriate ethical behaviour, not only in businetise productivity growth is
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hampered because it translates into a lower levetrast and unwillingness to
cooperate. In other words, as, among others, Wtdaewski stressed, "it is worth
to be decent".

Introduction

Social capital as an element of intellectual capiteludes, according to
specialists working for the World Bank, varioustingions, linkages and
relationships, norms and customs that determinguladity and quantity of
a society’s social interactions (http:web.worldbang/wbsite/external/
topics/exttsocialcapital (1.03.2015)). Social calpitnderstood in this way
is an important component of a country’s soft emwvinent, which deter-
mines the further increase in the welfare levebdigh facilitating coopera-
tion and collective action. Cooperation requires tireation of various
types of networks and the development of trusiStReeten (2002, p. 10)
stresses that the ability to associate dependé@unldgree to which com-
munities share norms, and out of such shared ngross trust. For F.
Fukuyama, trust is the existing belief in a giveamenunity that other
members of that group are characterized by horaggtycooperative behav-
ior based on shared values and principles (Fukuyagtv, p. 38).

In this work social capital is regarded as oneef #rivers of the coun-
try’s productivity growth through its impact on theelfare level of the
economy. The Organization for Economic Cooperatiod Development
(OECD) stresses that a good understanding of tke and drivers of
productivity growth is crucial to strengthening tleeovery and improving
growth and living standards in the longer term (QEQ013, p. 7). There-
fore, the article discusses social capital in tgbtlof its influences on the
formation of the productive potential of the ecoorit should be pointed
out that the significance of social capital as mgonent of the productivity
potential of a given country increases with movingthis country to the
next stages of economic development. In other wasdsial capital be-
comes a very important driver of the upgradinghe hational income in
the countries in which competitive advantages aset primarily on intel-
lectual capital assets.

The aim of this work is to show the possible impafcsocial capital on
productivity of the economy. This paper is orgadizes follows. Its first
part presents the notion of social capital anditiiebetween development
of social capital and productivity growth of theuotry in the light of the
economic development theory.
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The second part describes the methodological aggmapthe materi-
als and the results of own research conducted gnowp of 100 countries
in the years 2012—-2013. The aim of this researchtwdlustrate the men-
tioned links between social capital and produgtivit the first part of the
study. Based on the data sets of internationaltutisins such as the World
Economic Forum (WEF), the Legatum Institute (LIhdathe United Na-
tions Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTADY, relationship
among indexes of social capital and its selectetedsions as well as indi-
cators of productivity of the economy as a whahejuding the Gross Do-
mestic Product (GDP), the total value added ofd@benomy (TVE), and
the Gross National Income (GNI) per total laboucé& are analyzed. All
those are based on statistical methods.

Social Capital and Productivity Growth

The concept of social capital has been developednagy researchers;
hence there are many definitions and explanatidnthis category. It
should be emphasized in this place that the inthoin of a category of
social capital into economic science has enriclmedlatter with a socio-
cultural context. The main areas of research iotas$ capital have been
set out,inter alia, by such great sociologists and economists as Bt-Bo
dieu, J. Coleman, R. Putnam, D. North, M. OlsonK&ack and F. Fuku-
yama.

Interesting and useful for further analysis seemdé the approach
adopted by J. Coleman, who describes social cgmitaarily as a social
structure (network) made up of a variety of comrtiaai He treats social
capital as every aspect of an informal social omgion that creates pro-
ductive resources for one or more entities. Thasia$ capital consists of
institutions that enhance the benefits of an imtlial with cooperation and
exchange (Coleman, 1988, p. 95; Wildowicz-Gigi€l0&, pp. 7-8, Liber-
towska, 2014, p. 96).

P. Bourdieu, in turn, defines social capital aslibads and obligations
based on reciprocity relations of human beingsctvinhay be institutional-
ized in the form of social trust.

R. Putman, the biggest promoter of social capitatlerstands it as “the
totality of norms, networks, mutual trust and ldydhat occur in a particu-
lar social group”. He defines social capital asramtions between individ-
uals, norms and trust that arises from these oalstips and can increase
the productivity of a society by facilitating th@ardination of activities
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(Przygodzki, 2004, pp. 94-95; Gajowiak, 2011, p. ajewska, 2012, pp.

205-206; Majewska, 2013 a, p. 254).

F. Fukuyama was investigating social capital frorauétural perspec-
tive. The key category for him was trust. He stedsthe economic dimen-
sion of trust and social capital. This approactsaoial capital has influ-
enced our understanding of social capital preseintékis article, because
it takes into account the differences in the lesfebconomic development
of regions and countries.

In yet another explanation of social capital, thdity of people to co-
operate and this cooperation being based on ethmoahs and values
shared by all members of a community (group) isemsjzed. Social capi-
tal is therefore an immaterial effect of a colleetaction, the common good
— both public and private.

Finally, we can say that social capital consistsi@fms and networks
that support cooperation. Also the OECD’s defimtiof social capital
states that it “networks together with shared nowatues and understand-
ings that facilitate co-operation within or amongups” (Gellauff, 2003,
pp. 1-2).The synergy effect, which occurs as a result o$ehiinks, and
continued innovations lead to a more efficient asproduction factors. In
modern economies, social capital is one of the mmogbrtant determinants
of socio-economic development of countries.

Sociological theory distinguishes between two typesetworks: bond-
ing and bridging. Bonding, or strong-ties netword@nsist of a closely knit
set of connections within a specific group of peogho are well aware of
one another’'s behaviour and reputation. These abioms generally exist
for a long period of time.

Bridging, or weak-ties networks, are much “thinne€ontacts last
shorter, but extend to a larger group of peoplepkein bridging networks
more easily connect with outsiders. Because oftyyes of networks, there
are also two kinds of social capital. The main aedghces between the
bonding and bridging social capital are the follogvi(see: Gelauft, 2003,
pp. 4-5):

— The bonding social capital is characterized bytinedly low transaction
costs required to make relationship-specific invesits within groups,
and it is relatively easy to guarantee confidemyiall his situation cre-
ates economies of scale: information asymmetrgyvis &nd it takes less
effort for people to get acquainted with one anothdembers of
a group feel solidarity and are willing to help omeother in difficult
situations. On the other hand, however, antagoniseta/een group
members and outsiders may appear, which may, coasty under-
mine standards that are appropriate for this pdagroup.
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— Within the bridging social capital, members haverentvust in people
(which also more rapidly extends on people) frolmeotplaces or other
cultures or to people with other ideas. This charistic increases the
flexibility in building relationship-specific invésients, generates diver-
sity and reinforces motivation for innovation amdrepreneurship.

The long term trends show a shift from a bonding toridging social
capital.

Various authors indicate three possible levelsnaflysis of this catego-
ry of capital: micro, meso and macro levels (Kosg@05, p. 8; Lopaciuk-
Gonczarek, 2012, pp. 8-9).

At the micro level (the level of a unit) the anadyfocuses on the study
of attitudes, relationships, norms and behaviour®ray individuals or
groups who are in close relationships with one leotneighbourhood).
The most important category which is analyzed igtl#vel is cooperation.
The unit is then examined in terms of its individbanefits from partici-
pating in networks of social relations.

At the meso level (the level of organization or coumity) the subject
of the analysis is a group (social institution),iethhelps to build a greater
community network and can benefit from its sociapital. In this ap-
proach, social capital is a resource, which is tawked by the existing
social bonds.

And finally, at the macro level, social capitatieated as a public good
and analyzed in relation to the whole of the sgci€bnsequently, the po-
litical, social and cultural elements of the enmmment are taken into ac-
count, and the impact of formal institutional sttwes on the economic
situation of society, welfare and the level of Sfaiition is examined. Other
important areas of study include an analysis ofctiedibility of a State, the
scope of civil liberties available to citizens, #rdstence or lack of corrup-
tion and the efficiency of the administrative systef a given State.

To summarize, social capital can be viewed as iligyaof a country to
cooperate and work together in order to realizedb@®mon purpose of
a given community or network. Social capital cotssisf such dimensions
as (see: http:web.worldbank.org/wbsite/externaiégipxttsocialcapital)):

— different kinds of networks and collective actions,

- values and attitudes such as trust, solidarityebtyn fairness, egalitari-
anism, sense of unity, equality of treatment,

- information and communication technology faciligti collaboration
and increasing the transparency of government idesis

— organizational structures, arrangements and soklitfor cooperation
between the private and public sectors.
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The development of social capital may give manyefien For exam-
ple, social capital reduces transaction costs,uption and the scope of
social exclusion. Social capital also increasesdibgree of transparency
and accountability of economic policy through thiglev access of enter-
prises and citizens to information. It also stréegis cooperation between
the public and private sector, which reduces thstevaf public funds and
increases the efficiency of jointly-implemented jpobs. Additionally, so-
cial capital facilitates knowledge diffusion andaghg. Those benefits of
formatting social capital lead to the productiv@yowth of the economy
(see: Czapiski, 2014, p. 320; Majewska, 2013a, 255-256; Jogeh3, pp.
5-8; http:web.worldbank.org/topics/social developing.03.2015)).

However, obtainment of the above mentioned benefitsocial capital
depends on the level of economic development. kamele, the level of
trust is correlated with GDpc, which is an indicator often used as a proxy
of prosperity. At the early stages of developmantountries that are only
beginning to implement an industrialization strgtemdustry located in
rural areas (textile and food) is usually firstdevelop, and investments in
more manufactured goods industries are being maad mmore later, first,
simply to fulfil the needs of the internal mark€hat is why investments in
human capital are so important. Governments of |dpu®y countries
should also support domestic producers by makipgssible to invest into
different types of hard infrastructure and devetapital goods industries.

Only then will those economies start to open tceifpn markets on
a greater scale. In order to cope with internati@meenpetition, domestic
producers must implement technological improvemants learn from the
rest of the world, absorb new knowledge, and, eesalt, increase produc-
tivity, building together with the government a paband business envi-
ronment in order to upgrade the prosperity of tle@n country. Thus, in
such cases, human capital begins to become the dmiimg force of
productivity growth.

When it comes to medium-income countries, the egingolicy of
their respective governments should, among othiergsh focus on the
strengthening of the industrial base and suppomedtic businesses in
their innovation activities that require a good lgyahuman capital. In
these activities, what becomes an increasingly rapbtask is the shaping
of the socioeconomic structure of the economy, tascompetitive ad-
vantages should change its character, in ordergdélp a given country
could to maintain its productivity growth, and herpgrosperity.
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Due to the implementation of appropriate developnstnategies, com-
parative advantages can transform those basedrwomagerials and cheap
labour in the direction of those based on capitdl technology. Passing on
to the next stages of economic development, frefyueaferred to the
knowledge economy, is closely related to the hidgbeel of intellectual
capital, an important part of which is social capiSumming up, there is
a systematic relationship between the socioeconstnicture of the coun-
try, the nature of the sources of productivity giloyand the kind of politi-
cal economy, which in turn reflects its level obromic development. For
example, in the opinion of J. Czégki, the important role of a human capi-
tal as a factor of wealth growth in poorer courstiegplains why Poland has
been so far developing at a good pace, irrespeatfiite low level of social
capital. As Czapiski sees it, the continuation of investments in aom
capital may turn out insufficient to sustained depeent (see: Czafiski,
2014, pp. 323-333; Jamtdrozdowska & Majewska, 2013, pp.45-48;
Rizwanet al, 2011, pp. 270-277).

Failure to take into account the above-mentionedractions (widely
presented in literature on the achievements ofatex stages of economic
development) in research methodology could lead tmntroversial con-
clusion that social capital does not increase ptwdty. This does not
mean, however, that in an economy where the levebadial capital is too
low, or if there is so-called negative social calpias is in the case of cor-
ruption and nepotism, its impact on productivityedanot appear, or will
not be an impediment to economic development @eexample: Streeten,
2002, p. 11-13).

Method and Materials of the Research

The study covered a group of 100 countries includdtie rankings of the
World Economic Forum, the Legatum Institute andWNCTAD statistics.
The research period covered the years 2012—-20t3vas possible to ob-
tain for that period the latest dataset which alldws to estimate all select-
ed indicators for the analysis of social capitatl gmoductivity for the
economy as a whole.

The productivity measures for the total economyoum study are the
GDP per total labour force (GO#), the present Total Value Added of the
economy per total labour force (T and the nominal GNI per total
labour force (GNIpe). Gross National Income is defined as GDP plus net
receipts from abroad of wages and salaries andogiepty income plus net
taxes and subsidies receivable from abroad (se€DDR2013, pp. 14-32).
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The three indicators of economic performance andrire levels of a given
country: GDP, TVE, and GNI are expressed in curpgittes converted to
U.S. dollars at official exchange rates. They ameirsed from the
UNCTAD statistics reports, such as total laboucéodata. The UNCTAD
defines total labour force as persons aged 15 el who are engaged or
seeking work. Thus, the estimates of total labaucd can be treated as
potential employment of the economy.

This variable of potential employment of the ecogdrmas been decided
upon since it was impossible to obtain data freeeah employment and
hours of work for such a large set of countriesnfrather sources, such as
for example the OECD or the International Laboulgd@ization. The
indicators of productivity level of the economy araculated by dividing
the GDP, TVE and GNI of a given country by its tdébour force (http:/
unctadstat.unctad.org/wds/reportFolders/reportfsldspx). This dataset is
presented in Table 1.

Table 1. GDP pe, TVE pe GNI pein USD in the surveyed group of countries in
2012

Country GDPpe | TVE pe GNI Country GDP | TVE GNI
pe pe pe pe
1 | Norway 187506) 167665 101367 51 Kazakhsta 23058650 19731
2 | Switzerland | 143761 136169 148376 52 Panama 21096 | 19353
3 | Kuwait 127312] 131659 133699 53 Costa Rica 19618794 | 19074
4 | Australia 128868 12017p 125417 54 Jordan 170056096 17793
5 | Denmark 106646 91828 100821 56  Algieria 17653 2673 16950
6 | Sweden 103866 91181 106100 56 Romania 16441 1p43aAB01
7 | United Stated 100966 100965 102419 57 Colombia| 9835 14617| 15344
8 | Belgium 99998| 89038 100996 53 Bulgaria 14741 32584400
9 | Singapore 04810 89040 93795 59 Botswana 13435 571213066
10| Japa 90749] 90138 93628 60 Namibia 13052 14146 18023
11| Kanada 04326| 88954 92636 6nggn£'|?fn 12817| 12375 12327
12| Finland 01873| 78993 91760 64 Peru 12126 11p94 11614
13| Austria 00386 | 81725 89828 64 Jamaica 11703 10438360l
14| France 87401 78331 88898 64 Tunisia 11455 10918 8208
15| Netherlands | 86351 77519 871686 65 China 10p89  101Pm099
16| Germany 81024 68126 82959 66  Macedonia 9969 8593 22 98
17| Ireland 96653| 86929] 79376 67 Thailand 9611 9626 79p3
18] Italy 79297 | 70977 78724 68 Egypt 8948 8579 8921
19| Ynited 76832 | 68027| 76600 69| El Salvador 8881 8452 8534
Kingom
go| United Arab | 25016 | 75073| 74633 70| Guatemala 8200 8028  8D46
Emiratem
21| Izrael 75314 | 68577] 72954 71 Morocco 8166 7954 7887
22| Saudi Arabia| 70550| 70528 71640 7P  Paraguay 7883 0 7125820
23| Hong Kong | 69750] 68948 71236 73 Mongolia 82b8 7197750
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Table 1 continued
GDP | TVE | GNI GDP | TVE | GNI
Country Country
pe pe pe pe pe pe
24] New Zealand] 71260]  6586% 67606 7%  Ukraine 7698 6841617
25 Iceland 69764| 61124 62050 7%  Philippines 6148 6148338
26| Spain 56230| 51597 55575 76  Indonesia 7414 7b14 7005
27| Grece 46553| 40074 46782 7] Srilanka 6765 6165 6633
28| Slovenia 43087| 38244 43504 78 Moldova 5880 5024 4686
29| Tajwan 41808| 40794 43152 79 Honduras 5833 5741 5429
30| Portugal 37520] 32810 36606 80 Bolivia 5610 4477 1518
31 bC"ZfCh RepU-| 36862 | 33084| 34131 81 Nigeria 4945 4870 4534
gp| Jinidadand | 5546, | 35485| 330919 82| Nicaragua 4186 3812 4070
Tobago
33| Slovak 32937 | 30120| 32246 83 India 3828 3614 3790
Republic
34] Chile 32371| 29637] 30843 84 Pakistan 3402 3286 3578
35| Estonia 31014| 27781 30391 85 Ghana 37111 3h48 3533
36] Turkey 28756 | 25632] 28748 8§ Zambia 3663 37401 3865
37| Uruguay 28752 25808 27909 8] Cameroon 3012 2j99 1 284
38| Croatia 28753| 24414 27749 88  Vietnam 2014 2914 2786
39| Hangary 28952 24248 27397 89 Kenya 2474 2207 2464
40| Wenezuela | 27065 24821 26465 9D Senegal 2441 413806 b4
41 Eé‘j:gt‘l on | 26665 | 22697| 25787 91 Mali 2235 2027 2197
42| Poland 26863| 23793 25735 92 Bangladest 1682 159026 18
43| Lithuania 25585| 23008 24765 93 Cambodia 1689 15926071
44 Argentyna 25234 22996 24697 94 Uganda 1810 1426 4 148
45| Latria 24178 | 21619] 24141 99 Zimbabwe 1307 1433 1865
46| Malaysia 24418| 24153 23483 96 Rwanda 1485 1907 1271
47| Mexico 22887 | 22178] 22553 97 Tanzania 1243 1143 1p34
48] Brazil 21526 | 18290 21189 98 Mozambiqug 1257 1171 091p
49| Iran 20837 | 20665] 20660 99 Nepal 1062 1000 1072
50| South Africa | 20494| 18415 20039 100 Ethiopia 996 8B9954

Source: own calculation based on http://unctadstatad.org/ReportFolders/report Fol-
ders.aspx. (1.03.2015).

The surveyed countries are presented accordingetdéetrel of GNIpe

from the highest to the lowest position in thisigador of productivity in
2012. The comparison of three productivity indicatshows big differ-
ences in their highs across the surveyed countfitade only 26 countries
displayed the productivity level measured by thirelicators higher than
USD 50 000 per employee in 2012, 51 countries &eki¢he productivity
level lower than USD 20 000 per employee. One efrtfany possible fac-
tors causing the observed divergence in produgtleiels, can be social
capital. It role in driving the economic growth acithnges in living stand-
ards, hence prosperity, is still growing in thegemg world economy.
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Specialists working for the independent Britishe@ash center the
Legatum Institute argue that social networks amdctthesion that a society
experiences when people trust one another haveset diffect on the pros-
perity of a country. Firstly, as a synthetic ind#xsocial capital in a given
country, has been selected the index of the Leg#tstitute. It is a part of
the aggregate indicator of economic prosperity guodlity of life. The
Legatum Social Capital Index measures countriesfopmances in two
areas: social cohesion and engagement, as wetiramgnity and family
networks. In order to estimate this social capitdex, the Legatum Insti-
tute assesses how factors such as volunteeringngedtrangers, or dona-
tions to charitable organizations influence thenexoic and life satisfac-
tion of the populace as a whole. The index alstuites such dimensions of
social capital as the levels of trust in a socittg, manner in which citizens
believe they can rely on others, and how marriage raligiosity provide
support networks that improve wellbeing (http://mwwwprosperi-
ty.com/social.aspx (1.03.2015).

The authors have added their own social capitaxrizhsed on the in-
dicators published in The Global Competitivenespdre2013—2014. This
year's Reporfeatures a number of 148 economies, and contadtetadied
profile for each of the economies included in thalg, as well as an exten-
sive section of data tables with global rankingsecimg over 100 indica-
tors. The indicators sourced from The Global Coitigehess Report in-
cluded in our proposition of a social capital indeame from the executive
opinion survey the participants of which are bustexecutives. Respond-
ents estimate the presence of a given factor iin toeintry on the seven-
point scale, where 1 refers to the lowest levehdf factor, and 7 the high-
est (the best situation). Therefore, this aggregateal capital index puts
more emphasis on the level of social capital fromlusiness sector point
of view than the Legatum Social Capital Index, @ndalled by authors the
Business Social Capital Index. In constructing aggregate index, and
thus in the selection of variables, we rememberffeithe® recommendation
that individual indicators should describe diffearaspects of the analyzed
phenomenon. Therefore, the two analyzed indexe®d#l capital, that is
the Legatum Institute’s one and ours, are mutuaiyplementary, creating
together a more comprehensive overview of the baxEpital level in
a given country.

The Business Social Capital Index includes 6 dinoess of social
capital:

— Public trust in politicians: In your country, howowld you rate the ethi-
cal standards of politicians? (1 = extremely lows &xtremely high)

(WEF, 2013, p. 413).
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— Transparency of government policymaking that affdmisiness activi-
ties: In your country, how easy is it for businesgeobtain information
about changes in government policies and regulatidfecting their ac-
tivities? (1 = extremely difficult; 7 = extremelasy) (WEF, 2013, p.
421).

— Ethical behavior of firms: In your country, how wdwou rate the cor-
porate ethics of companies (ethical behavior ieradtions with public
officials, politicians and other firms)? (1 = extrely poor—among the
worst in the world; 7 = excellent—among the besthia world) (WEF,
2013, p. 426).

— Cooperation in labor-employer relations: In youuwty, how would
you characterize labor-employer relations? (1 =egaty confrontation-
al; 7 = generally cooperative) (WEF, 2013, p. 488).

— State of cluster development: In your country, vadespread are well-
developed and deep clusters (geographic concemtsatf firms, sup-
pliers, producers of related products and serviaed,specialized insti-
tutions in a particular field)? (1 = nonexistents Tvidespread in many
fields) (WEF, 2013, p. 526).

— University-industry collaboration in R&D: In youroantry, to what
extent do business and universities collaborateesearch and devel-
opment (R&D)? (1 = do not collaborate at all; 7cHaborate extensive-
ly) (WEF, 2013, p. 537).

Each component of the Business Social Capital Itdesxbeen assigned

a weighting 0.166 (16.66%), which means that & symmetrical weighted

aggregate index. The Business Social Capital Inaex calculated accord-

ing to a typical procedure. For each country, titaltvalue of this index
was calculated by summing the results of multigdyihe 2012-2013 aver-
age values of 6 indicators presented in the WodohBmic Forum’s annu-
al Global Competitiveness Reports by the weightgassl to them (see:

Archibugi & Coco, 2004, p. 175-179; Majewska, 2@1pp. 258-259).
Next, Spearman’s rank and Pearson’s linear comelanalysis were

carried out to examine the relationship betweerasaapital and produc-

tivity for the surveyed economies and for eachimligtished group. Due to
the above-stressed fact that the role of sociatalags a component of the
productivity potential of a given country increaseish achieving by this
country the next stages of economic development100 countries were
divided into two groups, composed of 50 economiashe according to
their social capital level. First, in the Spearnsarank correlation analysis,
the social capital level was measured the averaggign of its aggregate
indexes. Then, in the Pearson’s linear correladiot a cluster analysis, the
sum of values of social capital indexes was medsure the case of
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Spearman's rank correlation analysis, there wasesa to normalize the
data, because that analysis is carried out foexhenined variables describ-
ing the 100 countries expressed in their posit@esording to these varia-
bles in the rankings considered in our study (saelel 2) Whereas all
variables included in the Pearson’s linear cori@taénd cluster analysis were
transformed into natural logarithms, which is teeammended procedure in
such studies (see.: Majewska, 2013 b, pp.177-178).

Then a cluster analysis was performed too, asotvad examination of
similarities and dissimilarities regarding the icatiors of productivity and
social capital’s dimensions between the analysedpg of countries. The
cluster analysis was carried out with the helprofagglomeration method
based on Chebyshev and 1-r Pearsona distanceotming the features of
a selected group of countries. The Chebyshev measua generalized
version of Euclidean distance between variabled,itnormalizes the dif-
ferences in distances to the extent necessanhéoidentification of simi-
larities and dissimilarities between the charastes of countries divided
into different social capital-level groups. In ttese of 1-r Pearson measure
of distance, variables are grouped for a giveno$etountries by way of
inclusion of the Pearson’s multiply correlation ffiméents among a num-
ber of variables that are analyzed simultaneotste. coefficient of multi-
ple correlation is a measure of how well a giverialde can be predicted
using a linear function of a set of other variablBsis kind of measure of
distance allows to present the results of the dialensional relationships
between the variables of productivity and socigdited. The results of the
two kinds of cluster analysis have been presentaphically in a dendro-
gram, the branches of which represent the distaoeweeen the examined
variables for selected groups of countries.

Results of a Research into the Link Between
the Level of Social Capital and Productivity Growth

In order to ensure comparability of data from dif@ sources it was
decided to compile the positions occupied by amgis@untry of concerned
rankings of social capital and productivity. TaBleshows the positions of
100 countries obtained in analyzed rankings foryéhars 2012—-2013. The
first place achieved by a country in all selectadkings means or the
highest level of productivity indicator or the hagt scale of social capital
development (or its dimension like ethical behavadr firms) across

surveyed economies. For example, in the Legaturtitutes ranking of

social capital (39 rank) and ethical behavior ahf (43), Poland achieved
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the best position, while it was placed in the wdi@t the indices of
transparency of government policymaking affectingibess activities (86)
and for the state of cluster development (81). &toee, in the Business
Social Capital Index Poland attained much loweitjmos— 69.

In 2012 the top 5 countries in the LSCI rankingeviiorway, Denmark,
Australia, the New Zealand, Finland, whereas tlie @iountries classified
at the lowest positions were Bangladesh, Turkeyamia, Pakistan, and
India. According to the BSCI ranking, the leader2012-2013 were Sin-
gapore, Switzerland, Finland, Sweden, Norway, wtfike last five places
were occupied by Greece, Nepal, Argentina, Algeaia] Venezuela. As
regards the level of social capital, the measuxedage position in two its
aggregate indexes, in the researched period arhentgp 5 countries were
Norway, Finland, the New Zealand, the Netherlaads, Sweden. In 2012,
the bottom 5 countries according to this indicatere Mozambique, Alge-
ria, Nepal, Romania, Bangladesh.

Table 2. Countries’ positions in different social capitaldaproductivity rankings
in 2012-2013

Social Capital
2012
2012 2012-2013
Country
ol ol | ®|e| Hla ol d]f]2
418 |e|¢ |8 3|8 |5(8|2]|3
Algieria 86 97 69 95 95 94 90 100 5% 54 55
Argentyna 57 96 109 99 99 97 89 50 44 44 14
Australia 3 23 26 38 17 70 3] 14 3 4 4
Austria 14 18 35 16 15 9 16 2] 14 1B 13
Bangladesz 96 88 84 71 100 65 54 99 p3 03 92
Belgium 16 22 21 42 19 55 19 6] 8 1D
Boliwia 81 66 41 91 73 78 67 57 8( 81 80
Botswana 70 36 22 32 3] 75| 66 8l 59 60 59
Brazil 53 55 89 80 63 59 23 41 49 58 48
Bulgaria 68 84 62 89 77| 68 84 90 58 58 58
Cambodia 84 52 42 85 5§ 47| 36 83 92 2 D3
Cameron 89 82 79 41 83 87 71 88 g7 88 B7
Canada 8 14 11 14 1] 22 1y 17 11 11 11
Chile 56 24 24 13 23 28 42 3 34 34 34
China 25 26 19 34 39 41 22 30 6p 65 65
Colombia 51 57 81 52 75 37 54 44 5[7 56 57
Costa Rica 54 28 50| 37 32 13 3P 31 53 bl 53
Croatia 87 83 74 76 56 90 84 6P 3B 39 8
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Table 2 continued

Social Capital
2012
2012 2012-2013
Country
) G lae | Blue | Hlalo|ld|d|2
P8R b8 5|8 |58 2|3
Czech
Republic 38 59 99 72 76 52 37 32 31 30 31
Denmark 2 15 12 40 7 3 29 2 s q b
Dominican
Republic 61 73 96 49 78 32 65 74 61 59 61
Eqipt 82 64 52 66 42 80 41 9¢ 68 68 48
El Salvador 92 75 67 97 84 53] 48 78 69 69 59
Estonia 26 25 30 17 29 21 62 3B 35 35 B5
Etiopia 75 80 44 90 94 83 93 61 100 100 100
Finland 5 3 6 2 2 17 11 2 12 14 1p
France 35 29 28 43 2Q 92 27 20 15 15 14
Germany 15 10 15 19 13 15 4 g 17 22 16
Ghana 74 53 47 51 65 48 64 64 84 85 85
Grece 77 94 91 88 80 85 94 op 27 7 p7
Gwatemala 73 41 84, 3( 54 18 38 46 11 ro 70
Honduras 76 74 88 84 74 45 5p 69 79 18 79
Hong Kong 22 9 13 3 14 7 10 19 25 20 23
Hangary 65 70 83 94 67 58 87 3p 36 40 B9
Iceland 13 22 34 21 16 11 44 2B 24 25 25
India 100 40 75 44 62 42 15 39 88 8¢ 83
Indonesia 23 30 39 46 47 31 25 27 75 13 76
Iran 93 69 33 93 59 88 76 73 51 4P 49
Ireland 7 16 20 20 18 12 20 12 9 1p 17
Izrael 19 27 45 53 27 39 32 7 20 21 21
Italy 33 68 93 98 72 93 2 48 18 1 18
Jamaica 41 62 73] 73 64 63 ay 54 63 4 63
Japan 18 12 23 12 9 8 7 16 18 8 10
Jordan 72 31 29 31 33 30 24 68 54 35 b4
Kazachstan 32 37 25 22 41 24 M 65 47 17 51
Kenya 64 43 53 62 57| 51 44 34 8D 89 89
Kuwait 47 58 40 81 52 43 68 93 4 3 3
Latria 69 46 56 33 44 33 8( 53 46 48 45
Lithuania 42 39 61 26 35 50 84 25 43 43 43
Macedonia 83 51 46 35 54 67 78 66 g6 67 66
Malaysia 79 17 16 18 24 16 13 15 46 41 46
Mali 45 77 70 96 82 36 61 94 91 91 ol
Mexico 52 42 68 48 64 29 30 3§ 48 46 47
Moldova 67 92 77 58 86 54 100 9y 78 79 18
Mongolia 28 89 80 75 84 76 94 87 70 s 13
Morocco 20 49 43 47 46 62 49 89 7P 71 71
Mozambique 91 85 66 60 84 89 78 77 97 97 D8
Namibia 78 47 37 56 38| 71 63 59 60 61 60
Nepal 88 95 95 78 93| 98 84 96 99 99 99
Netherlands 6 6 8 11| 8 5 9 11 16 1i6 15
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Table 2 continued
Social Capital
2012
2012 2012-2013
Country
— — ) o g g g
o o L W @] (@) o ul =
= M =
d18|Eje|8| 3|8 |5(8|F]3
Netherlands 6 6 8 11 8 5 9 11 1p 16 15
New
Zealand 4 - 4 4 1 10 58| 18 22 24| 24
Nikaragua 85 65 48| 67] 69 61 77 TR g2 82 B2
Nigeria 71 78 78] 79| 92 69 53 7% 8l g0 81
Norway 1 5 3 15 5 4 14| 13 1 1 1]
Pakistan 99 76 71 83 79 72 51 79 g6 86 B4
Panama 50 38 60 2§ 51 40 48 37 80 50 52
Paraguay 44 91 98 6] 98 49 ot 95 73 2 72
Peru 80 81 85| 65 81 56 74 8h  6p 62 62
Philippines 59 45 57| 68 50 24 44 55 77 17 75
Poland 39 67 64| 86| 43 60 8] 5B 41 42 12
Portugal 55 35 49| 55 34 66 3 2h 30 31 30
Romania 90 93 94| 82 96 96 2 56 57 56
Russian
Fedoration 58 2o | B4 TA| TL 77 92| 51| 42 49 41
Rwanda 98 20 7 6 21 23 56 49 9 d6 )6
Saudi Arabia] 37 19 9 28 27 34 2L 28 2B 19 D2
Senegal 95 60 55| 45 6] 38 8p g0 90 50 PO
Singapore 34 1 1 1 3 2 8 4 1 g )
Slovak
Republic 40 79 | 92| 57| 90 73 57| 76| 32 33 33
Slovenia 31 61 87| 39 4§ 82 72 4 2B 29 b8
South Africa | 66 40 63| 27/ 30 100 3 2p 52 g2 50
Spain 29 48 65| 63| 40 74 34 9 2k Jd6 26
Sri Lanka 27 54 58] 50/ 53 35 5 o  7b 76 r7
Sweden 9 4 5 7 6 6 18 9 6 7 [
Switzerland 11 2 10 5 4 1 5 1 2 2 2
Tajwan 21 13 18 8 25 19 1 1 29 2B 29
Tanzania 49 71 51| 77 87 79 7 60 98 3 b7
Thailand 17 44 82| 69 49 25 28 4p el 46 7
Trinidad &
Tobago 63 g6 | 72| 70| 85 91 69| 82| 33 33 31
Tunisia 94 56 38| 59| 4§ 81 6( 86 64 63 64
Turkey 97 32 27| 29| 36 57 26 4 37 7 36
Uganda 43 63 59| 54 70 64 8 47 94 94 D4
Ukraine 48 90 76| 92| 91 86 97 68 74 75 14
United Arab
Emiratemn 36 8 2 10 | 12 14 3 22| 21 17 20
United 12 17| 9 | 10| 20 12| 5 19| 23 19
Kingom 11
United
States 10 o1 | 36| 36| 26 27 6 3 7 5 7
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Table 2 continued

Social Capital
2012
2012 2012-2013
Country
o |l ol | ®|e| Hla ol d]f]2
P8R b8 5|8 |58 2|3
Uruguay 46 33 14 23 28 95 75 5P 3p 36 7
Wenezuela 62 98 97, 10p 97 99 29 67 40 38 40
Wietnam 30 50 32 87 66 44 55 70 88 87 8
Zambia 24 34 31 24 37 46 A( 56 8b g3 6
Zimbabwe 60 87 90 64 60 84 94 8p 95 95 D5

Legend: LSCI - Legatum Social Capital Index, BS@usiness Social Capital Index, PTP
- public trust of politicians, TGPB - transparermfygovernment policymaking affecting

business activities, EBF - ethical behavior of 8il€LER — cooperation in labor-employer
relations, SCD - state of cluster development, Yltniversity-industry collaboration in R

&D.

Source: own calculation based on WEF 2013, pp. 428, 426, 488, 526, 537; http://unctad
stat.unctad.org/ReportFolders/reportFolders.adp®3(2015).

In 2012—-2013 public trust in politicians was thgHest in Singapore,
the United Arab Emirates, Norway, New Zealand, Sawecnd the lowest
in the Dominican Republic, Venezuela, Paraguay, @zech Republic,
Argentina. In transparency of government policymgkaffecting business
activities, the best results across the surveyemtdes were achieved by
Singapore, Finland, Hong Kong, New Zealand, andZ&nliand. For busi-
nesses to obtain information about changes in govent policies and
regulations affecting their activities were the maficult in Mali, El Sal-
vador, Italy, Argentina and Venezuela.

In 2012, the five countries classified at the highositions in the rank-
ing of ethical behavior of firms were New Zealafinland, Singapore,
Switzerland, and Norway. The lowest places in thilmension of social
capital occupied Romania, Venezuela, Paraguay, mirge and Bangla-
desh. According to the cooperation in labor-emplagéations, the ranking
leaders in 2012 were Switzerland, Singapore, Dekmdorway, and the
Netherlands. The most confrontational labor-emplagations occurred in
Romania, Argentina, Nepal, Venezuela, and Soutltéfr

In 2012, the top 5 surveyed countries, where thte sif cluster devel-
opment were the most widespread in many fieldsgWwetiwan, Italy, the
United Arab Emirates, Germany, and Switzerlandthis dimension of
social capital, the ranking bottom was reached bywbabwe, Ukraine,
Mongolia, Venezuela, and Moldova. In 2012, the fdbaintries classified
at the highest positions in the extent of univgrsitlustry collaboration in
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R&D were Switzerland, Finland, the United States)g8pore, and the
United Kingdom. The lowest places in this dimensibsocial capital were
attained by Nepal, Moldova, Egypt, Bangladesh, Aige

Table 3 presents the results of the research aatdiom estimating
Spearman's rank correlation between positions ofeged countries in
rankings of social capital indexes, its dimensiaryg] productivity indica-
tors in the years 2012-2013. In the case of a wketeof countries and
a group of countries with a higher level of soaiapital, all correlation
coefficients are positive and statistically sigreint at the level 0.05. How-
ever, for a group of countries with the lower leggkocial capital all corre-
lation coefficients are not statistically signifitaat the level 0.05. The
same results obtained with the help of the metHddearson's correlation
analysis (Table 4), which was performed additignsdl increase the relia-
bility of the outcomes. In the case of Pearson'satation analysis the
values of social capital and productivity variablesre correlated. It should
be remembered that the values of variables have jewiously standard-
ized, and the countries were divided into two geoop higher or lower
level of social capital according to the sum of tlsues of LISCI and
BSCI.

The values of Spearman's rank correlation coefftsisshow that the
higher position of a given country according to keeel of social capital,
the better place in the rankings of productivitheTconsidered links be-
tween an increase in social capital and a highesl lef productivity has
been confirmed also by Pearson’s linear correlagioalysis. Moreover the
research results have indicated that, accordintpectheory of economic
development path of a country, the significant ioipaf social capital on
the level of prosperity appears only after a couhtrs accumulated a suffi-
cient stock of it. This requires different kindsipterm transformations in
soft and hard infrastructure of the national ecopom

An important component of such soft infrastructisrgist social capital,
including its dimensions examined in this studye Malues of correlation
coefficients presented in Table 3 and 4 indicatd the strongest interac-
tions occur between the level of productivity andrsdimensions of social
capital as ethical behavior of firms and universigustry collaboration in
R&D. The values of correlation coefficients are tbwest for the coopera-
tion in labor-employer relations and transparentyg@vernment policy-
making affecting business activities.
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Table 4. Pearson'correlation coefficients across various indexesso€ial capital and
productivity for a given group of researched coiastin 2012—2013

All resear ched country
SSCI PTP TGPB EBF CLER SCD uIC
GDP,c 0.611* 0.431* 0.434*| 0.669% 0.3931r 0.498 0.660f
TVEpe 0.613* 0.437* 0.439*| 0.671% 0.400f 0.5107 0.660f
GNlge 0.606* 0.433* | 0.435*| 0.6701 0.393F 0.5027 0.660f
Thefirst 50 resear ched countries accor ding to the sum of
LSCI and BSCI
SSCI PTP TGPB EBF CLER SCD uIC
GDP,c 0.616* 0.469* 0.425*| 0.706% 0.3861 0.533 0.666f
TVE, 0.616* 0.479* | 0.429*| 0.7061 0.394F 0.5467 0.664f
GNlge 0.614* 0.474* | 0.423*] 0.7081 0.385F 0.5441 0.667f
The next 50 resear ched countries accor ding to the sum of
L SCI and BSCI
SSCI PTP TGPB EBF CLER SCD uIC
GDP,. 0.255 -0.114 -0.082  0.152 -0.122  -0.012 0.209
TVE, 0.250 -0.110 -0.076 0.154 -0.115 0.005 0.204
GNIpe 0.248 -0.114 -0.079 0.151 -0.120 -0.015 0.206

Note: * coefficients statistically significant ohet level 0.05.
Legend: SSCI - Sum of Legatum Social Capital Inaledt Business Social Capital Index.

Source: own calculation based on WEF 2013, pp. 428, 426, 488, 526, 537; http://unctad
stat.unctad.org/ReportFolders/report Folders.adp@3.2015).

Two separate cluster analyses were made to cheethemthe above in-
troduced characteristics of interactions betweenptitoductivity and social
capital levels took place for the two groups conagosf 50 economies
divided according to the social capital level. histcase the social capital
level was measured by the following proxy — the safnvalues of social
capital indexes.The results of the cluster analgsi® show which clusters
of variables are more typical for these groupsonintries.

The cluster analyses confirmed that for a groupoointries with a high-
er level of social capital, stronger links occutvieen social capital and its
dimensions and the value of productivity indicattlian in the case of
a group of countries with lower level of social tap In two groups of
analyzed countries, we deal with one main clustgraductivity variables
joined, at different longer nodes, by the secondhroluster containing the
variables of social capital. In the examined cdestwith a higher level of
social capital the variables of social capitals Hreproductivity indicators
are closer in terms of distances between them.rtare visible in the case
of 1-r Pearson measure of distance.
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Figure 1. Dendrogram for Selected Variables of Surveyed GasitClustered
Using Chebyshev Distance in 2012—-2013
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Source: own calculation based on WEF 2013, pp. A, 426, 488, 526, 537,
http://unctadstat.unctad.org/ReportFolders/repoltérs.aspx (1.03.2015).

Countries with higher level of social capital, tbfare, explicitly
demonstrate a larger similarity of analyzed featuiladicators of social
capital and productivity change in a similar man@ed almost all at once,
and their changes are correlated with one anolthe@ther words, the vari-
ables that we have examined may influence one anatiore strongly in
the group of countries with a higher level of sbcepital than in the group
of countries with lower level of social capital.

The results of our study again suggest that sazipltal in the high-
income countries is more important element incredbe productivity,
comparing to countries with its level being loweamhere the drivers of
productivity growth, and thus prosperity, are dtiifferent, which is ex-
plained by the economic development theory (seésodaction).
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Figure 2. Dendrogram for Selected Variables of Surveyed GasitClustered
Using 1-rPerason Distance in 2012-2013

Countrieswith the higher level of social capital
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Source: own calculation based on WEF 2013, pp. 4A&,, 426, 488, 526, 537,
http://unctadstat.unctad.org/ReportFolders/repoldérs.aspx. (1.03.2015).

Conclusions

The results of our study have shown that socialt@lajs an important
source of raising productivity of the national esoy, provided that the
country is already at a later stage of economiekbgment. This is related
to the fact that the previous growth drivers of lWeaassociated mainly
with the improvement of hard infrastructure anderaves from foreign
trade based on labour-intensive and capital-intensiomparative ad-
vantages, have been diminishing.

To ensure further growth in productivity, certaictions will necessary,
including actions aimed at the development of & lsa$iness environment,
strengthening of cooperation between the public @ihte sector, higher
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professionalization and better transparency otgpaticies. All these help
to rebuild trust in socio-economic relations, beguire the promotion of
ethics, fairness, and well understood social jestithis happens because
without honesty and ethical behaviour, there idrost, and without trust,
there is no real cooperation and integration, onsequently, resulting
from them different types of synergies. Our resedras led us to the con-
clusion that without appropriate ethical behaviooductivity growth will
be hampered, because it translates into a lowet tdvrust and unwilling-
ness to cooperate. In other words, like for exanfpldBartoszewski stress-
es, "it is worth to be decent".
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