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Abstract

Social capital has been shown to be important for strengthening democracy and promoting development, but relatively little is known about how social capital grows, especially over the short to medium term.  To help identify the nature and sources of growth in social capital, I constructed a panel data set for 61 villages in India, including repeat interviews (in 1997 and 2004) with more than 1,700 respondents.  Considerable changes in social capital have occurred over this seven-year period.  Factors such as faith in government institutions, relative modernization, relative need, and social stratification do not help explain these changes.  Organizations promoted by outsiders have also not helped.  Social capital is socially generated through the internal efforts of community groups.  Villagers’ self-initiated organizations and local leadership have helped grow social capital, along with locally formulated rules and lower economic inequality in the initial period.  

Putnam (1993) presents us with a nagging conundrum.  While demonstrating that social capital matters critically for governments’ performance, he claims that this asset cannot itself be grown.  “History determines” the extent of social capital, and “historical turning points…have extremely long-lived consequences,” claims Putnam (1993: 179).  Thus, societies inherit whatever amount of social capital they possess; they will not improve government performance through attempting to build this stock.  Social capital matters, and at the same time it does not, for if one can do nothing to grow social capital then, practically speaking, why does it matter what difference social capital can make?  

Subsequent analyses have continued demonstrating that social capital matters importantly for a variety of desirable outcomes.
  However, relatively little is still known about how social capital is formed and how it changes, particularly over relatively short periods of time.  

Different hypotheses have been proposed for growing social capital.  For instance, Putnam (2000) lists numerous possibilities that might help re-build social capital in the United States.  Some among these proposals have even been funded, based on faith on one or another course of action, but no empirical validation is as yet available of how social capital can be intentionally grown.  

As a result, misgivings continue being expressed about the reliability of this concept.  Because it is not clear how social capital actually takes shape, some have proposed that it might even be an ephemeral concept, a consequence rather than a cause of governments’ performance (Brehm and Rahn 1997), simply a “by-product” of larger institutions and structural effects (Tarrow 1996).  Many others remain unconvinced about an asset whose sources are shrouded by considerable uncertainty (Adler and Kwon 2002; Kenworthy 1997; Levi 1996; Ostrom and Ahn 2002; Rothstein 2001).  

It is important for the continued utility of this concept to understand better how social capital is actually shaped over time and what influences these changes.  Doing so will also assist practical efforts to promote democracy and accelerate economic development.  Especially in developing countries, where economic growth and democracy both need to be built faster, the promise inhering in the idea of social capital has to be more fully evaluated and employed.  

I present below an original longitudinal analysis.  Social capital was measured in 1997 in a group of 61 rural villages in the state of Rajasthan, India, and it was found to have positive effects for development and democracy (Krishna 2002; Krishna and Uphoff 2002).  After a gap of seven years, I re-measured social capital in the same villages using the same contextually relevant scale of measurement.  This comparative data base helped test different hypotheses, related to diverse social science theories, which propose alternative mechanisms for growing social capital.  Because of this explicit theory-testing nature of this project, its results may likely have wider implications.

These investigations show that, even over this relatively short period of time, levels of social capital have changed significantly in response to particular influences.  Planners and others intending to strengthen development and democracy can actively assist by helping communities grow their stocks of social capital.  Communities will, however, have to take the lead in these efforts.

Social capital is defined here, following Putnam (1995: 67) as “features of social organization such as networks, norms and social trust that facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit.”
  Communities possessing large amounts of social capital can act collectively with greater facility, achieving better results across multiple objectives.  

However, building social capital in circumstances where social capital is low is made difficult on account of a collective action dilemma.  In a situation where trust is low and few networks exist, why should any member of a community invest in building social capital?  “Why, for instance, should a rational, selfish worker ostracize or otherwise punish those who don’t join the union?  What’s in it for him?  True, it may be better for all members if all punish non-members than if none do, but for each member it may be even better to remain passive.”
  The issue of origins is akin to what Bates (1988: 394-5) termed a second-order collective action problem:  

Even if…all persons were made (equally) better off…there would still be a failure of supply, since the [resolution] would provide a collective good, and rational individuals would seek to secure its benefits for free.  The incentives to free ride would undermine the incentives to organize a solution to the collective action dilemma. 

Thus, even if social capital can be purposively grown, how and by whom will any such investments be made? Apart from the assertion about historical dependence,
 four other hypotheses provide progressively more optimistic prognoses about the prospects for growing social capital in the short to medium term.  While the least optimistic views hold that not much can be done to alter historically-given or institutionally-shaped endowments, the most optimistic ones suggest that purposive interventions can help build social capital even within the short term.  These alternative views have not, however, been tested empirically so far (Hooghe and Stolle 2003).  

Comparisons over time are essential for this purpose.  Cross-sectional analyses have not satisfactorily separated cause from effect (Edwards and Foley 1998; Jackman and Miller 1998; Tarrow 1996).  It is timely thus to undertake such directed comparisons.  

I examine below a panel of data with social capital measurements at an interval of seven years.  Relying upon this longitudinal database, I address some important questions related to the stability and sources of social capital.

Does social capital remain reasonably stable over time?  Can changes in the stock of social capital be predicted with the help of social science theories?  Do these changes merely reflect institutional effects?  How is the collective action dilemma resolved in practice?  Is it possible and worthwhile to invest in building social capital?  

Hypotheses

In addition to the historical dependence hypothesis, which considers the very long term, four sets of alternative hypotheses can be distinguished in terms of the causal mechanisms suggested for building social capital over shorter periods of time.  I review these alternative hypotheses briefly before discussing an empirical test.

One set of explanations consider social capital as a product of government institutions, which by “reducing the narrow and often risky dependencies of people on each other… [can help in] establishing peaceful equilibria among otherwise combative groups” (Levi 1996: 50-51).  “Social capital may be caused by how government institutions operate” (Rothstein 2001: 207); in particular, “social capital may be…a consequence of confidence in institutions” (Brehm and Rahn 1997: 1018).  Public institutions that are trusted and which inspire more confidence can help build social capital, particularly over long periods of time (Hall 1997; Kumlin and Rothstein 2005; Rothstein 2005; Schneider et al. 1997).
Another set of hypotheses regards the internal characteristics of community groups to be important for their ability to generate social capital.  Communities that are more divided by differences, including religious, caste, wealth, and political differences, are expected to have greater difficulty in building or maintaining social capital (Berman 1997; Boix and Posner 1998; Farrell and Knight 2003; Lowndes and Wilson 2001; Portney and Berry 1997; Uslaner 2002; Varshney 2001). 

Some other group characteristics are also thought to be important.  Thus, large group size can alternatively prevent or assist collective action (Olson 1965; Oliver and Marwell 1988); higher education levels can help (Almond and Verba 1965); and relative need can also trigger the development of social capital (Wade 1994; Woolcock 1998).  Some group characteristics, such as education and internal divisions, may change only quite slowly, while others, such as religion or size, may change not at all, thus hypotheses stressing group characteristics present at best a middling and medium-term prospect for purposively building social capital.

Third, actions taken by groups of their own volition are regarded as primarily important by some analysts (Ostrom 1990, 1994; Sabel 1994).  Group actions include organization-building and formulating rules jointly that are monitored by community members.  However, voluntary action can run up against the dilemma of collective action: Why should anyone in a context of low trust and cooperation take the first step toward building social capital?  Leadership is particularly important in this context.  Leaders take the first steps toward resolving the collective action dilemma because, according to Oliver (1984: 608), they are less sanguine than others about the prospects for automatic collective action, believing “that if they want something done [collectively] they will have to do it themselves.”  Leaders who are better known and better respected will be more likely associated with successful voluntary efforts by groups (Fox 1996; Oliver 1984; Oliver and Marwell 1988; Samuels 2003).  Over the short to medium term, leaders and group members can take several actions to build up the stock of social capital.

Finally, purposive external intervention has been proposed as a means for building communities’ social capital.  Fostering the growth of local organizations through initiatives taken by government agencies and non-governmental organizations has been proposed as a feasible mechanism for this purpose (World Bank 2000).  More indirectly, it is suggested that modernization, commercialization and infrastructure provision can help to instill attitudes of civic-ness and build trust and cooperation (Apter 1965; Lerner 1958).  Thus external agents can help build social capital – in the short term by supporting the growth of local organizations, and over a longer term through promoting commercialization and infrastructure development.

Different pathways, corresponding to different degrees of optimism, are suggested by these separate hypotheses.  Raising the stock of social capital is virtually impossible in the short term according to the historical dependence view.  It is possible, but only over relatively long periods of time, according to the institutional dependence and group characteristics views.  More optimistically, social capital can be built over relatively short periods of time, through groups’ internal actions and leadership or via external interventions.  

Data

These alternative hypotheses were tested within a group of 61 diverse villages, originally selected in 1997 by Krishna and Uphoff (2002) in five dissimilar districts of Rajasthan state in India.  These villages include some that are located close to market towns and major roads and others that are more remotely located and harder to access.  Single-caste-dominant villages are represented in the mix along with mixed-caste villages, and larger villages are included along with smaller ones.  This mix of villages is representative of different patterns of rural settlements found within this region.  Corresponding to the average in this region, villages have on average 250 households, and average village population is about 1,400 individuals.  Agriculture is the principal occupation of more than 90 percent of all villagers in the region.  However, field sizes are small, rainfall is scanty and highly variable, and drought is a frequent occurrence.  Livestock rearing complements and insures against the precarious nature of crop husbandry.  Governments at the state and national levels have been formed through competitive elections for the past 50 years.
  Elections for local governments have been held regularly for the past 15 years.  Electoral competition has been mostly a two-party affair since 1977.  Social life is broadly configured in terms of castes.  Between four to twelve different caste groups inhabit each village, including scheduled castes (the former untouchables) and scheduled tribes (who are, loosely speaking, India’s aborigines).  Scheduled castes and tribes occupy the bottom of the caste hierarchy; economically, they are among the worst-off villagers.  

A household questionnaire was developed in 1997, which included a series of questions related to a contextually relevant measure of group or community social capital (described below).  After pilot testing this questionnaire in four villages, surveys were undertaken in the larger group of 61 villages.  A total of 2,291 adult respondents were selected for interviews through random sampling on the most recently compiled voter list in each village.
  In each village, representative community groups were also organized and key informants were consulted.  

Similar household surveys, community group interviews, and key informant interviews were conducted afresh in the summer of 2004.  Social capital was measured similarly in 1997 and 2004, using the same contextually-valid measure. Among the 2,291 individuals interviewed in 1997, 1,731 (76 percent) were re-interviewed in 2004.  The remaining 560 respondents were not available to interview in 2004 – they had either moved away or they were not present in the village on the day of interview – and an equal number of replacements were selected through repeat random sampling. No differences in socioeconomic characteristics exist between the 1,731 repeat and the 560 first-time interviewees, e.g., caste status, landholding size, and education are similarly distributed within both categories of respondents.
  

Field investigations in 2004 were conducted in two phases.  The first phase utilized survey methods and it was undertaken between May and July 2004, corresponding to the lean agricultural season.  Villagers were interviewed in the security of their own homes.  I was assisted by 16 experienced field investigators, equally male and female, who are residents of the local area.  A second phase of research, utilizing in-depth case study methods, was implemented in December 2004 and January 2005 in a subgroup of nine villages, including some villages where the level of social capital had increased most dramatically, as shown by the results of the first phase, and others where this level has fallen sharply or remained unchanged. Official data sources were also consulted, including census data and data available from different government departments.  
Measuring Social Capital

Social capital, like Gross National Product, is a theoretical construct.  It cannot be measured directly but must be assessed instead in terms of its elemental components.  Unlike GNP, however, the elements of social capital are mostly not directly observable.  People carry inside their heads the experiences and expectations that make them behave in certain ways vis-à-vis others in their community. What one can observe and measure are some manifestations or behavioral consequences given rise by social capital.  

Those who seek to assess social capital must rely upon a suitable proxy measure.  Putnam (1993) ranks social capital in Italian regions by utilizing a set of measures including, most notably, density of membership in formal organizations.
  This proxy measure of social capital is not directly concerned with norms or trust, but it looks, instead, at certain manifestations that accompany social capital in this specific social setting.  It is not obvious that similar manifestations of social capital will be observed within other settings.  Diverse forms of human activity develop to deal with different compulsions and opportunities in different ecological and cultural contexts.  Networks, roles, rules, procedures, precedents, norms, values, attitudes and beliefs are different among people who have different patterns of life.  

Proxy measures of social capital that are relevant for one culture can be quite irrelevant when applied to dissimilar contexts (De Ulzurrun 2002).  Density of formal organizations is a particularly inappropriate indicator of social capital in these rural Rajasthan villages.  Nearly every formal organization in these villages has been set up at the initiative of some government agency.  Very few villagers, less than two percent in all, have joined in these formal organizations, and no traces of voluntary action were found associated with such organizations.  Several informal networks exist, however, and many villagers attend these networks regularly.  No membership rolls or other written records exist for such networks; they come together and disperse as the need arises; and validation for their existence lies only in the experiences and expectations that their members retain.
  Membership in informal networks was considered for measuring social capital in this context.  In addition, some other aspects also needed to be considered.  It is not simply the existence of membership in (formal or informal) organizations that induces a propensity for mutually beneficial collective action.
  What matters equally for social capital are attitudes and behaviors of different kinds that might sometimes be exhibited even without the support of any visible organization (Coleman 1988; Newton 2001; Norris 2002).  

The structural dimension of social capital – relating to elements such as networks, roles, rules, precedents – must be considered for measuring social capital reliably and also the cognitive dimension – relating to norms, values, attitudes and beliefs.  While cognitive elements predispose people toward mutually beneficial collective action, structural elements of social capital facilitate such action (Krishna and Uphoff 2002; Uphoff 2000).  

A locally relevant scale relying upon both structural and cognitive indicators was devised and utilized for the inquiry conducted in 1997.  Six survey questions were included within a questionnaire administered to the random sample of villagers.  Higher response scores on each of these questions correspond progressively to an enhanced ambit of collective action, reflecting villagers’ experiences and expectations of future behavior. 

Structural Elements

1. Dealing with crop diseases jointly: If a crop disease were to affect the entire standing crop of this village, then who do you think would come forward to deal with this situation?  Responses ranged from “Every one would deal with the problem individually,” scored 1, to “The entire village would act together,” scored 5.  

2. Managing common village land: Who in this village looks after common lands?
 Responses ranged from “No one does anything,” scored 1, to “We all discuss and jointly decide what is to be done,” scored 5.  

3. Resolving disputes: Suppose two people in this village had a dispute with each other.  Who do you think would resolve this dispute?  Five alternative responses were offered: “No one,” scored 1, through “Their neighbors,” scored 3, to “The entire village collectively,” scored 5.  

Cognitive Elements

4. Reciprocity: Suppose some children of the village tend to stray from the correct path, for example, they are disrespectful to elders, they disobey their parents, are mischievous, etc.  Who in this village feels it right to correct other people’s children?   Four alternatives were posed: “No one,” scored 1; “Only close relatives,” scored 2; “Relatives and neighbors,” scored 3; and “Anyone from the village,” scored 4.

5. Solidarity: Which among the following is the most important reason why people in this village plant and protect grasses and trees?  The four alternatives, ranging from a purely instrumental motive, were: “Because fodder and fuel wood are in short supply,” scored 1, to community-mindedness, “Because this activity keeps the villagers united,” scored 4.  

6. Trust: Suppose a friend of yours in this village faced the following alternatives: which one would he or she prefer?

· To own and farm 10 units of land entirely by themselves (scored 1)

· To own and farm 25 units of land jointly with one other person (scored 2).

Responses to these six questions in the 1997 survey were highly correlated with one another.  Factor analysis supported the proposition that these six items were manifestations of a single underlying tendency.  The six separate response scores loaded highly on a single common factor, indicating that villages that have high scores on any one manifestation of social capital also tend to have high scores on the other five manifestations.
  Because these items were so closely correlated with each other, village scores on the six separate items were aggregated to form a Social Capital Index (1997).
  

In order to examine how social capital changes over time, scores on the Social Capital Index were computed afresh after conducting a second survey in the same group of 61 villages in May and June 2004.  The same scale of measurement was utilized, and the same set of six questions was asked.  Once again, a robust correlation was observed among responses to the six separate survey questions.
  The underlying manifestation of social capital observed in 1997 remains unchanged, therefore, in its identity and its measurement basis.  

The Social Capital Index for 2004 was constructed in exactly the same manner as it had been for 1997.  High scores on the Social Capital Index (2004) are manifested in multiple acts of cooperation and mutual goodwill, I observed at first hand in these villages, while low scores are associated with less cooperation and lower expectations.  

Mean social capital score for these 61 villages was 58.4 points in 1997 and it was 59.7 points in 2004.  On average, thus, social capital has remained relatively stable in these villages.
  

However, scores for individual villages display considerably larger variations in both directions.  In 33 of 61 villages, social capital scores have increased over the past seven years, and in 16 among these 33 villages these scores have increased by one standard deviation or more.  In another 28 villages, social capital levels have decreased during this period, and in seven of these 28 villages social capital scores have fallen by one standard deviation or more.  Consequently, the rank ordering of village scores has undergone considerable change during this seven-year period.  Table 1 provides these results.

-- Table 1 here --

Social capital scores and village ranks have hardly stood still in this seven-year period.  While there is stability on average, considerable change has occurred in individual villages.  

It needs to be seen whether stability and change in social capital can be explained in terms of different social science hypotheses, or whether these changes are largely random and unpredictable.  It is also worth examining how collective action dilemmas were resolved in practice, especially in villages where social capital has increased or remained stable.

Explaining Change

Independent variables were constructed corresponding to the five separate groups of hypotheses discussed above.  These variables were tested in regression analysis against the dependent variable, Social Capital Index (2004).  An alternative regression model was also examined that considered changes in social capital – Social Capital Index (2004) minus Social Capital Index (1997) – as the dependent variable.  However the results did not change in terms of which independent variables gained significance.

Historical Dependence:  The prior level of social capital, as measured by Social Capital Index (1997), is significant in regression analysis (Model 1 in Table 2).  Prior stocks do matter for social capital at a later time.

-- Table 2 here --

However, R-squared is only 0.23 in Model 1, indicating that a relatively small proportion of variation in social capital over this period of seven years is explained by the hypothesis of historical dependence.  When other independent variables are added in the regression analysis the explanatory power of the model increased substantially; R-squared rises to 0.79 (Model 2 in Table 2).  Historical dependence is thus only partially validated.  Other factors have operated to change villages’ social capital over time.  I discuss these factors below in terms of the other four hypotheses.

Institutional By-Product:  A variable related to Faith in Government Institutions (1997) was assessed with the help of four survey questions included within the 1997 survey:  (1) How much of the time do you think you can trust the government to do what is right?  (2) Would you say the government is pretty much run by a few big and powerful people looking out for themselves?  (3) Do you think that people in the government waste a lot of public money? (4) Whom do you think a democratically elected government official would most seek to benefit in your village: people who voted for him/her, his/her close relatives, or all people of the village in general?  Responses to each question were scored such that higher scores reflect higher faith in government.  

It is interesting to observe that higher response scores on any one question went together, on average, with higher response scores on each of the other three questions.  Since a random sample of villagers was surveyed in each village, the average of their response scores is an unbiased indicator of the mean village score.  Mean responses to these four questions were aggregated for each village to construct the independent variable, Faith in Government Institutions (1997).  However, this variable was not significant for explaining higher social capital levels (Table 2, Model 2).  

Faith in government institutions in the prior period is not significantly associated in this context with higher levels of social capital in the later period.  Since all the villages studied here share the same macro-institutional framework, it is not possible to test whether changing institutional designs will help build social capital.  The fact that substantial variations occurred among villages sharing a common institutional umbrella would seem to indicate, however, that more than just institutions matter.
Other independent variables represented in this table are discussed below.  Bivariate correlations among the independent variables in Model 2 are small and mostly non-significant.
  The value of the Condition Index for this regression model is 10.6, indicating low collinearity. 

Group Characteristics:  Different independent variables were constructed, corresponding to different characteristics of these village communities.  The first variable, Community Strife, was constructed by adding together responses to the following questions asked of representative community groups in each village (during the 2004 survey): (1) Sometimes there are conflicts in some villages that are based on caste or religious differences.  How often in the last seven years has any such conflict occurred in this village? and (2) In the last seven years how many times has public violence – such as fights in public places, stone-throwing, loud abusive behavior – taken place in this village among different groups?

Another group of independent variables was constructed to assess the effects of differences based on caste.  The variable, Number of Caste Groups, measures the number of distinct caste groups residing in a village in 1997.  A second variable, Percentage of Scheduled Castes and Tribes, measures the percentage of 1997 village population constituted by scheduled castes and scheduled tribes (socio-economically, the two lowest population groups). 

Differences based on economic inequality were assessed by considering the variable, Standard Deviation of Landholdings, related to the dispersion of households’ landholdings in 1997.  Land is the principal source of wealth in these agrarian contexts, and inequalities in landholdings reflect wealth inequalities more generally.  

These three variables, Number of Caste Groups, Percentage of Scheduled Castes and Tribe, and Standard Deviation of Landholdings, have remained quite stable in these villages over the past seven years.  What we are assessing with the help of these measures is whether or not higher social or economic stratification in the initial period is associated with lower social capital in the later period.  Another variable, Political Stratification (1997), analyzed the number of votes polled by different candidates in the elections for local government held just prior to the survey in 1997.  A Herfindahl-Hirschmann concentration index was used for constructing this variable.

In order to assess the effects of group size, two variables were alternatively considered: Population refers to a village’s population in 1997; and Change in Population refers to population change between 1997 and 2004.  The effects of education were considered by constructing two other variables:  Average Education (1997) refers to the average number of years of school education reported by the random sample of respondents interviewed in 1997.  Another variable, Increase in Education, measures the difference in this average between 1997 and 2004.

The relative needs hypothesis was tested in the context of these 61 agrarian and drought-prone villages by looking at two variables.  Frequency of Rainfall Failure refers to the number of years over the past seven in which rainfall was half or less of the normal in a village.  Frequency of Crop Failure refers similarly to the number of years over the past seven in which the harvested crop was half of the normal amount or less.  According to the relative needs hypothesis, collective action is more likely in situations of greater need, such as those represented by rainfall or crop failure.  However, Frequency of Rainfall Failure was not significantly associated with higher social capital levels in the later period, as shown in Table 2, and Frequency of Crop Failure was also not significant in alternative specifications of the regression model.
Interestingly, only one of the different independent variables related to group characteristics in fact achieved significance in regression analysis.  Community Strife did not achieve significance.  The variables Number of Caste Groups and Percentage of Scheduled Castes and Tribes also did not achieve significance in alternative specifications of the regression model.  Political Stratification is not significant, and neither are Population (1997) or Change in Population.  Average Education (1997) also did not achieve significance.  Similarly, Increase in Education was not significant in alternative specifications of the regression model.

Standard Deviation of Landholdings is consistently significant, however, indicating that initial inequality in the ownership of land, the key source of productive wealth in these villages, is significantly and negatively associated with raising the stock of social capital.  Economic inequality significantly deters the growth of social capital.  Substantively, however, its effects are relatively small.
  Other variables, examined below, have a larger influence on social capital.

External Intervention:  Directly, by raising local organizations, and indirectly, through the effects of modernization and market connection, external interventions are thought to assist with social capital generation.  Different organization types serve different purposes and have quite different internal dynamics (Eastis 1998; Esman and Uphoff 1984; Putnam 2000), thus it seemed useful to test for the separate effects of different types of organizations in these villages.  Two variables, Government Organization Memberships and NGO Organization Memberships, helped examine the impact on social capital levels resulting, respectively, from government agencies’ and non-governmental organizations’ efforts to stimulate local organizational growth.  In each case, Memberships, refer to the average number of new memberships in each village that villagers have taken up over the past seven years.  (A third type, Self-Initiated Organizations, is discussed below.)  A composite variable, Total Memberships, was also considered that adds up these three different types of memberships in each village.

Two variables were constructed to examine the effects expected by modernization theorists of indirect interventions.  Infrastructure (1997) was measured as a composite variable reflecting the quality of seven separate infrastructure services in 1997, including electricity, drinking water, education, roads, bus service, telephone facilities, and healthcare.  Villagers’ subjective impressions obtained in individual interviews were re-affirmed with community groups and local officials.  The other variable Distance to Market (1997) was measured as distance in kilometers to the nearest market town.  The variable Infrastructure (1997) was found to be not significant, as seen in Table 2, and the alternative variable, Distance to Market (1997), was also not significant in alternative specifications.  

Organization development sponsored by outsiders was also not associated with any significant buildup of social capital.  Neither variable, Government Organization Memberships or NGO Organization Memberships, was significantly associated with raising social capital scores.  External interventions did not have any significant impact in terms of generating additional social capital.  

Group Actions:  Three types of group actions were considered – initiating organizations, developing rules, and leadership.  The variable Membership in Self-Initiated Organizations assessed the changes in membership between 1997 and 2004 in local organizations initiated by villagers themselves.  Another variable, Rules, examined the hypotheses, suggested by Ostrom (1990), that villages where rules were better specified and better publicized seven years ago should also be the ones where social capital increased by the largest amount.  Aggregate responses to the following survey questions (asked in 1997) were used to create this variable: (1) Do clear and fair rules exist relating to how people in this village engage and interact with one another? and (2) To what extent are you in agreement with these rules: do you strongly agree, agree, are neutral, disagree, or strongly disagree?

A third group of variables in this group relates to the roles played by community leaders.  Recall that leaders help villagers resolve the collective action dilemma.  Leaders who are better known and more respected tend to be more effective in this regard.  Three separate variables were constructed, corresponding to three different types of local leaders commonly found in these villages, respectively, elected local government officials (Local Government Leaders), older caste-based leaders (Caste Leaders), and younger and more educated village leaders (New Leaders).
  In each case, the following question was asked of survey respondents (in 1997): How often in the past 12 months have you personally had contact with [___ leader] on a matter of concern to you: never, rarely, a few times, or many times?  Answers to this question were closely related to answers provided to another set of questions, also asked in 1997, related to the number of different activities that the particular leader performed on behalf of ordinary villagers.  

The variable Self-Initiated Organization Memberships was consistently significant in regression analysis.  The variable Rules was also consistently significant.  Villages in which more respondents were aware of locally formulated rules in existence in 1997 and where more of them agreed with these rules tended, on average, to achieve higher increases in social capital scores by 2004.  Two of three leadership variables, Local Government Leaders and Caste Leaders, were not significant, as shown in Table 2.  The third variable, New Leaders, related to younger and educated village leaders, was consistently significant.  

Groups’ internal actions are critically important.  Self-initiated organizations, internally-developed rules, and a particular form of local leadership (all assessed in 1997) helped raise social capital levels in future years.  

Leadership and rules matter relatively more than self-initiated organizations in terms of substantive effects on growth in social capital.  While the size of the coefficient for Self-Initiated Organization Memberships is large, the range of values that this variable takes across different villages is quite small (0.00 – 0.22).  On the other hand, Rules and New Leaders have a range, respectively, of 0.53–3.85 and 1.37–2.94, thereby having a greater potential effect on the dependent variable.

Summarizing across the different hypotheses considered above, only four variables are found significantly associated with higher gains in social capital over this seven-year period.
  Lower economic inequality in the starting year, higher membership in villagers’ self-initiated local organizations, the existence of well known and widely agreed upon rules (in 1997), and local leadership of a particular kind all matter for higher levels of social capital in the later period.  Values of social capital in the earlier period also matter.  However, higher values on Self-Initiated Organization Memberships, Rules, and New Leaders and more equal landholdings helped raise the value of social capital in 2004 significantly above what it was seven years earlier.  

Two of these variables – Rules and New Leaders – have specific importance.  First, while the other significant variables, Social Capital Index (1997), Standard Deviation of Landholdings, and Self-Initiated Organization Memberships, are statistically significant only at the 0.05 level, Rules and New Leaders are more robustly significant, respectively, at the 0.001 and 0.01 levels.  Substantively as well, judging by the size of the coefficient and the range of these variables, Rules and New Leaders have a larger expected effect on values of social capital in the later period.  

Social capital tends to grow most evidently when communities have effective new leaders, who help villagers overcome the collective action dilemma, formulating clear, fair and widely agreed-upon rules.  Leaders seize available opportunities and create new ones (Kingdon 1995).  Like other forms of capital, social capital also needs to be maintained and kept in good order.  The case studies, not reported here for lack of space, show how leadership roles are important not just for the generation but also for the maintenance of social capital.
  

Social capital is internally generated by groups led by competent leaders.  Outsiders have not helped directly with this process.

Seeking further confirmation for these results, I conducted similar analysis using data at the individual-level (rather than the village-level) and considering both individual-level variables (such as organization membership, education and wealth) and village-level variables (such as rainfall failure and infrastructure).  Data for all 1,731 re-interviewed individuals were considered. These results are reported in Table 3.

-- Table 3 here --

Interestingly, the same variables gained significance in the individual-level analysis as in the village-level analysis.  Individuals who had more contact with new village leaders (but not the other two types of leaders), who joined in villagers’ self-initiated organizations (but not the two other forms of local organizations), and who had more familiarity and greater agreement with village rules tended to experience a significant increase in social capital scores.  Only one other individual-level variable was significant: length of residence in the village.  It stands to reason that people who have lived longer within a village community will tend to develop stronger bonds with other villagers.
  

Discussion

Why should these factors matter so consistently, and what is the theoretical and practical import of these results?  One would expect, for instance, that Rules and Self-Initiated Organization Memberships are closely related to higher levels of social capital: are not rules and organizational membership essential components of social capital?  

Three facts are noteworthy in this regard.  First, the measure of social capital employed here does not include within it the same elements that were used to scale these two independent variables.  Thus, the independent and dependent variables are not conflated through measurement.  At a conceptual level, however, it is seems fairly straightforward that people who formulate clear and fair rules should also tend to deal with crop diseases jointly more often than singly, thus exhibiting higher social capital scores.  It is important to note, however, that values of Rules measured in the prior period, 1997, are significantly associated with values of social capital measured in the later period, 2004.  Rules have causal priority, these data show: formulating clear, fair and widely agreed-upon rules leads to building higher social capital in a later period (and not the other way around).
  Utilizing panel data helps surmount problems related to endogeneity.  Values of Standard Deviation of Landholdings and New Leaders were also measured in 1997, and they are also significantly related to higher social capital in 2004.
  The status of these variables seven years ago had a significant influence on growing social capital in the interim period.  

The least optimistic hypotheses – historical dependence and institutional by-product – are not supported by these data, but neither are the most optimistic ones, related to interventions by outsiders.  Not all types of organizational memberships help raise social capital.  Only organizations initiated by villagers themselves, and not others initiated by outsiders, including government agencies and NGOs, are significant for elevating the level of social capital. 

Structure matters, as indicated by the significance of land inequality, and agency also matters, as shown by the importance of leadership.  While high levels of inequality pose a significant obstacle, they are not determinative and can be overcome through effective agency.  In six of the 16 villages where social capital scores increased by more than one standard deviation between 1997 and 2004, initial levels of land inequality were among the highest in all villages.  Agency helped offset the liabilities presented by adverse structural conditions.  

Conclusion

The foregoing analysis helps complete to some extent the argument for social capital left incomplete, thus vulnerable, by Putnam (1993).  Not knowing the sources of social capital can give rise to damaging speculation affecting the concept itself.  Demonstrating that social capital changes in specific and knowable ways not only helps to build confidence in the concept; it adds to our ability to assist social and political development in different parts of the world.  The analysis presented here relates to a specific context and a particular period of time, but the results obtained could also have wider significance.  I reproduce below some of the most important results.  

Social capital is a dynamic property internal to groups.  It changes over time in ways that are predictable and not erratic.  Growth of social capital has been assisted in this context by the presence of four factors.  When communities form self-initiated local organizations, when they develop rules to manage collective enterprises among themselves, and when they have available leaders who can help initiate organization building and rule development, social capital tends to grow over time.  High inequality can stand in the way of generating social capital, thus structure and agency both matter for building social capital.   

Communities’ own efforts in terms of organization building and rule development and the nature of leadership available within communities had significant impacts in terms of generating social capital.  Organizations initiated by outsiders did not significantly add to social capital in these villages.  

External agencies cannot directly raise social capital.
  Through helping reduce inequality and by creating conditions in which villagers find it beneficial to self-organize, external agencies can help indirectly and over a longer time period.  They can also help by promoting leadership development within communities, though how exactly leaders develop is not as yet entirely well known.

Internal agency is critical for social capital generation.  Leaders help other villagers overcome the collective action dilemma.  Performing roles much in the manner described by Oliver (1984), village leaders have absorbed the set-up costs associated with building social capital, and they have set in chain an “incremental, sequential and self-transforming” process of rule development and organization building, as described by Ostrom (1990: 187).  The fact that leaders matter for its generation and maintenance indicates that social capital cannot be easily divorced from politics (Harriss 2001).  Leaders in the villages examined here have catalyzed the generation and upheld the maintenance of social capital stocks. Their incentives for doing so are quite often political in nature.  Leaders who invest in building social capital acquire prominent positions and gain considerable visibility.  Quite often, leaders have utilized these assets as launching pads for careers in state and national politics. 

It is also important to recollect that incremental rather than dramatic changes have been observed in these villages.  In 38 out of 61 villages social capital scores changed by less than one standard deviation over seven years.  Overall, levels of social capital have remained reasonably stable, although notable changes have occurred in individual villages.  

Purposively investing in social capital is possible and worthwhile.  However, social capital cannot be built up too rapidly.  Pre-existing patterns of experiences and expectations are modified incrementally through stimulating consistent collective efforts.  Prior levels of social capital matter, but they can be altered through sustained community action.  

While not as hopeful as its most optimistic proponents expect, the prognosis for building social capital over relatively short periods of time is certainly more cheerful than what historical dependence would have us believe.  Communities – including quite poor ones – can significantly grow social capital above the levels inherited from previous generations.  The downside is that social capital can also fall.  Distinct factors are associated significantly with changes in social capital levels.  Regularly attending to these sources of social capital will help enhance the positive effects deriving from this important resource. 

	TABLE 1: Social Capital Scores and Village Ranks (1997 and 2004)



	Village
	Social Capital Index Score 1997
	Rank 1997
	Social Capital Index Score 2004
	Rank 2004
	Difference in Score 

(2004-1997)
	Increase in Rank from 1997 to 2004

	Mala
	48.4
	52
	60.6
	23
	12.2
	29

	Chosla
	46.2
	57
	59.6
	30
	13.4
	27

	Tulsidas Sarai
	61.5
	28
	70.5
	1
	9.0
	27

	Lolero ka Guda
	61.5
	29
	68.9
	2
	7.4
	27

	Mathata
	61.7
	27
	68.5
	3
	6.8
	24

	Chitakhera
	58.3
	39
	62.4
	16
	4.1
	23

	Khodaganesh
	54.4
	42
	61.3
	20
	6.9
	22

	Bargaon
	44.6
	59
	56.8
	38
	12.2
	21

	Mangthala
	59.6
	35
	62.7
	14
	3.1
	21

	Gogas
	42.3
	61
	56.8
	41
	14.5
	20

	Balapura
	62.0
	25
	67.4
	5
	5.4
	20

	Nareli
	49.4
	50
	59.1
	31
	9.7
	19

	Paldi
	50.4
	51
	58.3
	34
	7.9
	17

	Minyapur
	55.6
	43
	60.2
	27
	4.6
	16

	Barna
	47.8
	55
	56.6
	42
	8.8
	13

	Paplaj
	60.6
	31
	61.9
	19
	1.3
	12

	Khempur
	63.5
	22
	63.8
	10
	0.3
	12

	Beran
	60.0
	33
	61.0
	22
	1
	11

	Devali
	62.5
	21
	63.5
	11
	1
	10

	Udaliyas
	43.8
	60
	55.9
	51
	12.1
	9

	Pratappura
	47.6
	56
	56.1
	48
	8.5
	8

	Aradkiya
	64.7
	12
	68.4
	4
	3.7
	8

	Namri
	59.3
	36
	60.2
	28
	0.9
	8

	Dantisar
	64.6
	13
	65.7
	7
	1.1
	6

	Asop
	47.8
	54
	55.9
	49
	8.1
	5

	Singhji Khera
	51.6
	49
	56.8
	44
	5.2
	5

	Balapura2
	64.2
	16
	63.0
	12
	-1.2
	4

	Nolakha
	45.5
	58
	54.8
	56
	9.3
	2

	Cheerwa
	64.2
	17
	62.6
	15
	-1.6
	2

	Nauwa
	64.5
	14
	62.9
	13
	-1.6
	1

	Diptikhera
	63.8
	19
	62.0
	18
	-1.8
	1

	Bilota
	64.9
	9
	63.8
	9
	-1.1
	0

	Palra
	58.2
	40
	56.9
	40
	-1.3
	0

	Lausing
	66.0
	5
	66.4
	6
	0.4
	-1

	Kundai
	65.9
	6
	65.6
	8
	-0.3
	-2

	Sarey
	59.8
	34
	57.5
	37
	-2.3
	-3

	Rupaheli
	47.9
	53
	54.8
	57
	6.9
	-4

	Continued on next page


	TABLE 1 (continued): Social Capital Scores and Village Ranks

	Village
	Social Capital Index Score 1997
	Rank 1997
	Social Capital Index Score 2004
	Rank 2004
	Difference in Score 

(2004-1997)
	Increase in Rank from 1997 to 2004

	Kodia
	51.9
	47
	55.4
	52
	3.5
	-5

	Bajta
	52.8
	45
	55.7
	50
	2.9
	-5

	Sagatpuria
	62.1
	26
	58.8
	32
	-3.3
	-6

	Chokri
	61.3
	30
	57.8
	36
	-3.5
	-6

	Jatia
	57.0
	38
	56.6
	45
	-0.4
	-7

	Devria
	52.1
	46
	55.2
	55
	3.1
	-9

	Gotipa
	51.8
	48
	54.5
	58
	2.7
	-10

	Peeplaj
	60.6
	32
	56.7
	43
	-3.9
	-11

	Sundercha
	64.9
	10
	60.8
	21
	-4.1
	-11

	Aamliya
	62.4
	23
	58.1
	35
	-4.3
	-12

	Ghodach
	63.8
	20
	58.7
	33
	-5.1
	-13

	Kundeli
	67.0
	3
	62.2
	17
	-4.8
	-14

	Sargaon
	55.8
	44
	53.4
	60
	-2.4
	-16

	Suras
	58.8
	37
	55.4
	53
	-3.4
	-16

	Neta ka Guda
	65.8
	7
	60.6
	24
	-5.2
	-17

	Oda
	56.8
	41
	53.2
	61
	-3.6
	-20

	Salera Kalan
	64.0
	18
	57.4
	39
	-6.6
	-21

	Toorgarh
	62.3
	24
	56.6
	46
	-5.7
	-22

	Sangawas
	67.6
	2
	60.4
	26
	-7.2
	-24

	Kotri ka Dhana
	68.2
	1
	60.3
	25
	-7.9
	-24

	Balesariya
	66.8
	4
	59.9
	29
	-6.9
	-25

	Molela
	64.3
	15
	56.1
	47
	-8.2
	-32

	Rathunjana
	65.8
	8
	55.1
	54
	-10.7
	-46

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AVERAGE
	58.4
	
	59.7
	
	1.3
	


Note: Scores shown in bold type reflect an increase or decrease of more than one standard deviation.

Table 2. OLS Regression on Village Social Capital in 2004

Social Capital Index (2004) at the Village Level is the Dependent Variable.  Standard errors are reported in parentheses. Coefficients significant at the 0.05 level or better are marked with asterisks.

	
	
	MODEL 1
	MODEL 2

	
	Intercept
	42.8* (3.0)
	10.4* (4.6)

	Independent Variables

	Historical Dependence
	Social Capital Index (1997)
	0.28* (0.07)
	0.12* (0.05)

	Institutional by-product
	Faith in Government Institutions (1997)
	
	-0.49 (0.92)

	Internal characteristics
	Community Strife
	
	0.38 (1.48)

	
	Standard Deviation of Landholdings (1997)
	
	-0.13* (0.05)

	
	Political Stratification (1997)
	
	0.27 (2.13)

	
	Population (1997)
	
	-0.12 (0.14)

	
	Average Education (1997)
	
	-2.52 (1.67)

	
	Frequency of Rainfall Failure
	
	0.17 (0.30)

	External Interventions
	Infrastructure (1997)
	
	0.12 (0.34)

	
	Government Organization Memberships
	
	7.42 (7.38)

	
	NGO Organization Memberships
	
	3.31 (4.52)

	Group Actions
	Self-Initiated Organization Memberships
	
	17.57* (7.39)

	
	Rules (1997)
	
	3.77* (0.46)

	
	Local Government Leaders (1997)
	
	1.38 (1.88)

	
	Caste Leaders (1997)
	
	1.64 (1.98)

	
	New Leaders (1997)
	
	5.59* (2.03)

	
	N
	61
	60

	
	R2
	0.23
	0.79

	
	Adj- R2
	0.21
	0.73

	
	F-value
	14.1
	13.9

	
	F-probability
	<0.0001
	<0.0001


Table 3. OLS Regression on Individual Social Capital in 2004

Social Capital Index (2004) at the Individual Level is the Dependent Variable. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. Coefficients significant at the 0.05 level or better are marked with asterisks.

	
	Intercept
	24.5* (6.47)

	Independent Variables

	Village-level Variables
	Community Strife
	0.18 (1.41)

	
	Standard Deviation of Landholdings (1997)
	-0.07* (0.03)

	
	Political Stratification (1997)
	0.35 (2.00)

	
	Population (1997)
	-0.13 (0.11)

	
	Frequency of Rainfall Failure
	0.10 (0.28)

	
	Infrastructure (1997)
	0.09 (0.31)

	Individual-level Variables
	Social Capital Index (1997)
	0.16* (0.07)

	
	Faith in Government Institutions (1997)
	-0.005 (0.28)

	
	Government Organization Memberships
	1.57 (1.88)

	
	NGO Organization Memberships
	1.95 (1.33)

	
	Self-Initiated Organization Memberships
	7.70* (1.84)

	
	Rules (1997)
	4.11* (0.23)

	
	Local Government Leaders (1997)
	0.90 (0.56)

	
	Caste Leaders (1997)
	1.12 (0.74)

	
	New Leaders (1997)
	2.45* (0.40)

	
	Length of Residence in the village
	0.07* (0.02)

	
	Family Size (1997)
	0.09 (0.11)

	
	Education (1997)
	- 0.43 (0.61)

	
	Wealth (1997 landholding in bighas)
	0.008 (0.04)

	
	N
	1,544

	
	R2
	0.44

	
	Adj- R2
	0.44

	
	F-value
	96.3

	
	F-probability
	<0.0001
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Notes

� That high social capital is associated with better societal outcomes of different types is demonstrated empirically by, for example, Fernandez et al. 2000; Knack and Keefer 1997; Krishna 2002; Lyon 2000; Paxton 2002; Rudd 2000; Seligson 1999; Temple and Johnson 1998; and Varshney 2001.  Other analysts have pointed to the “politically neutral” character of social capital, “neither inherently good nor inherently bad” (Berman 1997: 564).  Armony (2004) and Gambetta (1993) show how in some cases groups with high social capital can achieve benefits for themselves while inflicting losses upon society. 


� An alternative understanding regards social capital as resources embedded within social networks that individuals utilize to enhance their personal benefit.  Individual, and not group, benefits are the primary focus of attention here. Studies within this tradition of social capital have examined how individual wellbeing improves for those who have greater access to networks of different kinds (e.g., see, Burt 1997; Lin 2001; Robison, Schmid and Siles 2002).  While both conceptions – respectively, group-oriented and individual-oriented – are well represented in the literatures on social capital, no connections have been built so far between them, and it is not clear even that they both refer to the same underlying concept.  In this paper, I deal with the group-oriented conception, made popular by Putnam (1993, 1995, 1996). 


� Elster (1989: 40-1), cited in Ostrom (1990: 45).


� Asserting historical dependence is an insufficient response to the dilemma of collective action. Historical dependence helps explain why social capital does not fall apart in an instant, especially when people think short-term and only for themselves, but it does not explain why social capital accumulated to begin with, how the collective action dilemma was originally resolved.


� Except for a gap of three years, between 1975 and 1977.


� Frequent competitive elections have helped make these voter lists complete in their coverage. I have not met any adult villager whose name was not included on a voter list.  


� Thirty-three selected individuals refused to be interviewed.  Additional replacements were selected for these 33 individuals.  Many repeat interviewees remembered that they had been interviewed earlier, but hardly any could remember the content of the previous interview seven years ago.


� He also considers voting turnout and newspaper readership as other proxy measures suitable for the Italian context.


� Similar informal networks are popular as well in other parts of the world.  See, for example, Lyon (2000); and Maluccio, Haddad and May (2000).


� Membership in organizations is sometimes mistakenly taken to be equivalent to social capital.  It is important to bear in mind that Putnam (1993) regarded membership density only as a suitable proxy measure of social capital in the specific context of Italy.  He neither suggests that this measure is equally valid for other contexts, nor certainly does he imply that it can be equated with the concept itself.  


� Common lands account for up to one-half of total village area, and they serve as the major source for most villagers of fodder for their cattle and wood for their hearths.


� This item scales the factor of trust in terms of an empirical referent that is valid for these agrarian communities.  The second alternative would give each person access to more land (12.5 units, instead of just 10 represented by the first option), but they would have to share the work and the produce interdependently.  The question was framed so that the respondent was not making an assessment of his or her own level of trust, but rather of how trusting other people in the village were in general.


� Principal components analysis was employed.  The number of factors was not specified in advance.  A scree plot has a distinct elbow, flattening out between factors one and two.  The conclusion about a single common factor is reinforced also by observing that root mean square off-diagonal residuals are equal to 0.107, which is well within the acceptable limit of 0.126, as indicated by Harman’s criterion for a sample size of 61.  Overall MSA=0.81.  Factor loadings are all 0.65 or higher.  The common factor accounted for 55 percent of the combined variance of the six individual items.


� Each of the six items was given an equal weight within the Social Capital Index, which was obtained by summing across the six separate scores after first dividing each variable by its range.   A further transformation resulted in an index that has a range from zero to one-hundred, which is useful for interpreting regression results.  An alternative index was constructed by weighting the individual items with their factor scores, but these two indices are highly correlated with one another (0.98), indicating that the Social Capital Index is robust against alternative weighting schemes.  Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient = 0.86.


� A single common factor was once again associated with the six separate items.  Factor loadings are all 0.68 or higher, and the underlying factor accounts for 64 percent of the combined variance of the six individual items.


� The chi-square statistic for the distribution of scores in 1997 and 2004 is 0.96 which, together with the observation that the means are not very different, supports the hypothesis that the two sets of scores do not belong to different distributions.  Standard deviation was 7.1 in 1997 and 6.3 in 2004.  Skewness was 0.69 in 1997 and 0.65 in 2004.


� Social capital in 1997 is considered to be an exogenous variable.  I estimate what causes it to change over the subsequent seven-year period. 


� Because independent variables corresponding to any particular sub-hypothesis tend to be correlated with one another, different iterations of the regression model were run, considering different independent variables corresponding to each sub-hypothesis discussed below. 


� The share of total votes cast in favor of each candidate was squared, and these squared shares were totaled across candidates.  The inverse of this total constitutes the variable Political Competition (1997).  Villages in which a single candidate obtained all of the votes scored 1 on this index.  The actual scores range from a low of 1 to a high of 2.11.


� Education levels are increasingly rapidly in these villages, but it is still possible that education, along with some other variables, might have effects upon social capital that take longer than seven years to materialize.  It is a limitation of this study that such longer-term effects are not easily discerned.  It is noteworthy that education was found to be significantly related to better economic performance across these villages (Krishna 2002).


� While the values taken by SD of Landholdings vary from 1.51 in the most equal village to 32.86 in the most unequal one, the coefficient of this variable is very small (-0.13), limiting its overall range of impact.


� While local government leaders and caste leaders have been around for some time, the third type of leaders has arisen over the past twenty to thirty years, particularly in response to growing education in villages.  Such new village leaders have been found to play quite important roles in the social and political life of these villages.  Very few among them occupy any formal or elected position (Krishna 2002).  


� When social capital is examined below at the level of individuals, membership in self-initiated organizations has a larger relative effect.  Variations among individuals in terms of organization membership are larger than the average variation across villages.


� It is possible that the extent of change in social capital scores is contingent upon specific historical junctures, and lower or higher extents of change might have been observed during earlier seven-year periods.


� The fact that individual leaders play such important roles – a combination of bullying, buying and inspiring, as indicated by Samuels (2003) – does not preclude the indirect impetus to collective action that can be provided in other contexts by social movements and grassroots organizations (Fox 1996; Houtzager 2000).


� Serial correlation across individuals within villages might be large, resulting in some efficiency loss, but the fact that the estimates are so close to those observed in the village-level analysis would seem to suggest that these losses are low to negligible.  Collinearity is low.  Interestingly, scores for membership across the three different types of local organizations are not highly correlated.  As noted above, individuals who were interviewed in both years share crucial characteristics with other interviewees who were interviewed in only one of the two years of study.  


� Questions related to the variable Rules were asked again in the survey of 2004.  Interestingly, values of Rules (2004) are not significantly correlated with village scores on the Social Capital Index (1997).


� Values of the fourth significant variable, Self-Initiated Organization Memberships, were recorded as increments in memberships (of self-initiated local organizations) between 1997 and 2004, and endogeneity might be a more significant concern in its case.  It is noteworthy, however, that increments in memberships of other types of local organizations are not significantly associated with higher social capital scores.


� An examination in the United States also showed that governments have only a very limited and indirect ability for generating social capital or promoting civil society organizations (Knack 2002).


� Levels of social capital in the prior period (1997) are unrelated to values of the variable New Leaders measured in 2004.  Thus, higher initial stocks of social capital do not translate into leadership development.  Education can assist with the growth of leadership, as Lowry (2005) found for the United States.   In rural India as well, the growth of educational facilities has contributed over a longer time period, 20-30 years, to the rise of new leadership (Krishna 2003).  But not every village that benefited from this spread of education also witnessed the rise of one or more such new leaders.  More research is required to study leadership development.
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