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ON THE CONCEPT AND GENERAL TYPOLOGY OF THE SOCIAL CAPITAL 

1. The social capital background: sustainability paradigm 

If we can imagine our planet (that is limited from any point of views) as a circle, then a model of its 

sustainability could be imagined as an equilateral triangle inside, as is shown in the figure 1:  

 

 

Figure 1. The sustainability paradigm 

It is clear that a restraint of any triangle sides through an extending of others means a bias from the 
sustainability paradigm. The sustainability paradigm is an artefact, it was not been invented by the 

Nature (the Nature has invented only the surviving).   

In fact, the history of the human society is only the history of the dominance of one or other of 
capital category. Every category of the dominant capital has imposed its own logic principle of 
movement, has built its own actional paradigm and has generated its own social establishment, as it 
is shown in the figure 2 below: 
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Figure 2. The general scheme of capital types and the associated societal paradigms 

So, the necessity (under the extinction penalty) for the human society to access the sustainability 
paradigm by removing the optimality paradigm seems to be without alternative.  

2. What is the social capital (SC)? 

Generally, we call capital anything entity (either substantial or informational) that bring an advantage 
of any kind for the owner of it. This advantage can be of current or of future type, this doesn’t 
matter. According the figure 2 above, there are six fundamental distinct categories of capital: a) 
natural (example: a river); b) substantial or tangible (example: a house); c) financial (example: a 
monetary income); d) biological (example: the individual health); e) intellectual (example: 
knowledge); f) social (example: human rights).  
                                                           
1
 The communist episode hasn’t a genuine optimality, so it couldn’t be registered in the societal history else than an 

accident (i.e., a contingent phenomenon but not a necessary one).  
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These types of capital can be also associated with the quality of life categories, as figure 3 shows: 

 

Figure 3. Causal relationships among the capital types and the life qualifications 

The social capital has as necessary framework and primary roots the social networks of any kinds. 
This networks can be formal (the set of formal institutions) or informal (the set of traditions or moral 
principles).  

To get the definition of the SC we need to identify and systematize the sufficiency predicates2 of the 
concept of social capital. We believe these sufficiency predicates are the followings: 

a. (SP1) internal pro-cyclical: the social capital has a permanent positive feed-back of its using; 
this is equivalent with a law of increasing returns3; 

b. (SP2) horizontal non-rivalry: the social capital can be used by any contemporaries without 
its „quantity” being reduced as consequence of using; 

c. (SP3) vertical non-rivalry: the social capital can be used by any non-contemporaries4 
without its „quantity” being reduced as consequence of using; 

d. (SP4) formal institutionality: the social capital is only generated and used in a formal5 
institutional way. 

Once an entity has verified the above mentioned predicates, the entity will become social capital. 
Once an entity became social capital, it will generate a new predicate – a necessary predicate:  

e. (NP1) axiological assigning: this means the social capital will generate up in, a necessary 
way, a list of values that constitutes its base (its reasoning). 

                                                           
2
 Sufficiency predicates for the social capital are those characteristics or attributes that by their simultaneous verification 

will qualify certain entity as social capital. Any sufficiency predicate are also a necessary predicate, but the inversely is not 
true. 
3
 To be mentioned that this implies a principle of increasing marginal utility. 

4
 Here, non-contemporaneity means at least a temporal duration of a generation, i.e. about 21-25 years. 

5
 The formal institutions are the institutions which were been codified (i.e., they are opposable to all). Of course, in the 

society there are also many informal (i.e. un-codified) institutions, which are opposable only to individuals or to local 
groups. In addition, a formal way of generating simply avoids the emergence of the social capital: this is developed in a 
deliberative, i.e. in a conscious way. 
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So, in fact, the social capital will expose five necessary predicates, from which four are also 
sufficiency predicates, and one is a necessity but not a sufficiency predicate. 

The map of matching the necessary predicates of the social capital by the other five categories of 
capital is presented in the figure 4 below (the highlighted cells mean matching): 

 SP1 SP2 SP3 SP4 NP1 

Natural capital (NC)      

Physical capital (PC)      

Biological capital (BC)      

Intellectual capital (IC)      

Moral capital (MC)      

Social capital (SC)      

Figure 4. Matching the necessary predicates by the capital categories 

3. What kinds of social capital there are? 

To get the typology of the social capital we need, of course, a criterion6 (or a set of criteria) of 
classification. In our opinion, can be retained two such criteria: 

a. (I-S) the socialization criterion: by socialization phenomenon we understand the process of 
insertion of the individuals into the society (i.e., of building of the society by the 
individuals); 

b. (S-I) the individualization criterion: by individualization we understand the process of 
autonomization of the individual inside the society (i.e., of building of the individuals by the 
society). 

Every mentioned criterion can deliver a classification of the social capital, as follows: 

(a) based on the (I-S) criterion, there are: 

 (C) communication: the degree and the quality in which the individuals can freely 
communicate, live, and work with other individuals; this type of social capital is 
especially „responsible” for the communitization process (building up of such 
communities as: families, teams, clubs, organizations, countries, integrated regions, all 
types of social networks etc.); 

 (P) participation7: the degree and the quality in which the individuals have the 
possibility to take part of the public decision making8; this type of social capital is 
especially „responsible” for building up of the political9 structure of the society;  

 (M) mutualisation: the degree and the quality in which common goals and common 
means can be built from the inter-individual harmonization or competition10; this type 
of social capital is „responsible” for all contractual11 associations among individuals 
(including the nation, or the state) 

(b) based on the (S-I) criterion, there are: 

                                                           
6
 A criterion of classification is a parameter, of any nature, that simultaneous verifies two conditions: 1) is assignable to 

the entity concerned; 2) has the property to exhaust the entity (i.e., to ensure a complete topological covering of the 
entity concerned). 
7
 Notions as engagement or implication can be considered as equivalent. 

8
 This includes the formal construction of institutions themselves that follow to host the participation of the individuals. 

9
 Here the notion of political has the widest possible signification. 

10
 See here also the concepts of bonding social capital (for homogenous individuals), or of bridging social capital (for 

heterogeneous individuals), introduced by Robert D. Putnam. 
11

 Generally, by contract must be understood simply a free agreement, without any compulsory written or other witness 
prove (for example, the J.J. Rousseau-ian social contract). 
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 (F) freedom: the degree in which the individuals can use their own free will12;  

 (T) trust: the degree in which the individuals freely agree to pass some of their rights or 
interests to the state (the Government); 

 (S) symmetry13: the degree in which the individuals have the same access to the 
societal positive externalities (education, justice, health, other public goods or 
chances). 

To be observed that the socialization kinds of social capital are of process nature, while the 
individualization kinds of social capital are of phenomenon nature. This observation could lead us to a 
very interesting conclusion: the individualization social capital is a result of the socialization social 
capital. As consequence, we must accept a kind of aprioriness of the socialization social capital 
related to the individualization social capital. In other words, we could consider the individualization 
social capital as a specification14 of the socialization social capital.  

We believe all the proposals in the dedicated literature concerning the typology of the social capital 
can be introduced in the six pieces scheme delivered above, so our proposition could be considered 
of a largest generality and abstractness.  

4. The pairs of the social capital 

In fact, we can pair the three types of the socialization social capital with the three types of the 
individualization social capital, based on the above remark concerning the specification nature of the 
individualization social capital related to the socialization social capital. So, we have the following 
pairs of social capital types: 

 (C-F), i.e. (Communication-Freedom): we can denominate this pair as the „cultural 
binomial” of the social capital; 

 (P-T), i.e. (Participation-Trust): we can denominate this pair as the „axiological binomial” of 
the social capital; 

 (M-S), i.e. (Mutualization-Symmetry): we can denominate this pair as the „praxiological 
binominal” of the social capital.  

The reasons for proposals of the binomials consist in the causality relations between the pair’s 
members, the causality arrow having the origin in the socialization type of social capital, and the 
destination in the individualization type of social capital. Indeed, the communication process will 
generate the freedom for the individuals, that is, will allow them to experience the free will. Similarly, 
the participation process will generate the trust, and the mutualization process will generate the 
symmetry.  

 

                                                           
12

 Shortly, the free will signifies the possibility, capacity and willingness of the individuals to oppose or reject external 
decisions or acts (more precisely, to forbear or refuse them). 
13

 Probably, a more appropriate denomination for this concept could be homogeneity. 
14

 Here the concept of specification has the Kantian signification. 


