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even more than mutual interest that holds human associations together.
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INTRODUCTION
Social capital has been one of the most widely used concepts in the social and
behavioural sciences, including sociology, economics, political science, and
psychology, for about the last three decades (Halpern, 2005; Herreros, 2004;
Lin, 2008; Lin and Erickson, 2010; Realo and Allik, 2009). Many researchers
(e.g., Halpern, 2005; Putnam, 2000) believe that social capital is the much
longed-for solution to the question of what it is in a community that brings
people together for common purposes, a question much older than the social
sciences themselves.
Over the years, many (and sometimes excessive) hopes have been placed on
social capital. It has been seen as ‘an all-purpose elixir for the ills of society’
because ‘a heavy dose of social capital supposedly makes a society healthier,
wealthier, and perhaps wiser, or at least more tolerant’ (Uslaner and Dekker,
2006, p. 176). It is has also been seen as ‘a missing link’ that allows us to
explain why some societies prosper and others do not (Grootaert, 2006). Indeed,
social capital has been proven to be associated with many positive outcomes for
both the individual and society. Hence, social capital is not just the private
property of those who benefit from it, but ‘simultaneously a private good and a
public good’ (Putnam, 2002, p. 7).
In this study, I intend to focus on the individual-level relationships between
social capital and one of its possible sources – individualism–collectivism. The
relationship between social capital and individualism–collectivism presents an
intriguing research question which, so far, has been posed for empirical inquiry
mainly at the cultural level of analysis. Several studies have shown that people
in countries that emphasise individualistic strivings are also more likely to trust
other people and be more engaged in different social networks (Allik and Realo,
2004; Realo and Allik, 2009; Realo, Allik, and Greenfield, 2008). However, the
question of whether this relationship holds also at the individual level has, to
date, not captured a great deal of the attention of researchers. Thus, this doctoral
dissertation takes the research on this fascinating topic back to the individual
level, where the research on social capital, in fact, once started (Bourdieu, 1985;
Coleman, 1988), and aims to examine whether the relationship between social
capital and individualism–collectivism follows similar patterns at the individual
level of analysis as those that have been found at the cultural level.
The current doctoral dissertation is organised around four original studies.
As stated above, the main aim of the dissertation is to contribute to a better
understanding of the relationship between social capital and individualism–
collectivism at the individual level. The more specific objectives of the dissertation are the following:
I.
II.

To explore the individual-level relationship between social capital and
different sub-forms of individualism and collectivism (Study I).
To analyse the relationship between social capital and individualism–
collectivism during adolescence, that is, during the life period when
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III.
IV.

relationships outside the family are becoming increasingly prevalent in
young people’s lives (Study II).
To determine if there are cross-cultural differences in the strength of the
association between social capital and individualism–collectivism
(Study III).
To examine how prevailing cultural values affect the individual-level
relationship between values and social capital, in particular generalised
social trust (Study IV).

The structure of the dissertation is as follows. First, I give an overview of
several theoretical insights into social capital and individualism–collectivism
and explain why it is important to investigate the association between these
concepts at the individual level. Section two provides some methodological
considerations and describes the data used in the studies. This is followed by a
summary of the main findings of each study. The dissertation ends with the
discussion, concluding remarks, and summary in Estonian.
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1. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
1.1. Social Capital – A Short Intellectual History
It seems that the concept of social capital has been discovered and rediscovered
on several occasions. The intellectual history of the concept of social capital
goes back to the beginning of the 20th century, when American educator and
the state supervisor of rural schools, Lyda Judson Hanifan (1916), used the term
to emphasise the central role of education and schools in creating community
spirit in small rural communities. However, the term social capital may even be
older: Farr (2004) suspects that the first to use the term was actually an American philosopher and educator, John Dewey, to whom Hanifan often referred.
Throughout the 20th century, the term of social capital was reinvented, for
example, by Jane Jacobs (1961), who described the necessity to consider the
preserving of social capital in the context of city planning, or by Glenn Loury
(1977), who talked about useful resources in social relations and organisations.
However, one of the most heated opponents of social capital theory, Ben Fine
(2010), claims that social capital does not have an intellectual history at all, and
accuses promoters of social capital (particularly Robert Putnam) of creating a
fairy tale. He suggests that the intellectual history of social capital that goes
beyond Bourdieu and Coleman is a mere invention that had to be ‘discovered’
to give more weight to the concept.
However, there is no doubt that the history of social capital departed its
mythological phase when Pierre Bourdieu and James Coleman adopted it independently from one another in 1980s for the theoretical explanations of their
empirical findings, after which the concept gained prompt attention and interdisciplinary popularity. Bourdieu (1985, p. 248) defined social capital as ‘the
sum total of the resources, actual or virtual, that accrue to an individual (or a
group) by virtue of being enmeshed in a durable network of more or less institutionalised relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition’. Coleman
(1988) stated that social capital facilitates certain actions of actors within the
social structure, and emphasised the importance of closed groups for generating
social capital that benefits group members.
Since then, social capital has been treated in the literature and research both
as an individual asset as well as a feature of communities and nations. Originally Pierre Bourdieu (1985) and James Coleman (1988) both focused on
individuals (or small groups) as the unit of analysis. The concept of social
capital was later extended to the level of larger groups by Robert Putnam (1993,
2000); in his interpretation, social capital became an attribute (or even asset) of
communities and nations. In Bowling Alone, which made social capital quickly
one of the most often used concepts in the social sciences, Robert Putnam
(2000) defined social capital through connections among individuals and emphasised the importance of the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that
arise from social networks. One of the basic premises of Putnam’s theory of
social capital is that social networks are valuable because collective action
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depends strongly upon social networks and the trustworthiness of fellow
citizens. Cooperation and coordination for mutual benefit are facilitated by
reciprocity and trust. Therefore, social capital is not just personally experienced
by those who benefit from it (Coleman, 1988), but is, rather, both individual and
collective asset (Putnam, 2002).

1.2. What is Social Capital?
Although the exact meaning of social capital is still widely debated (if not
contested), most authors seem to agree that the concept of social trust or trustworthiness and social networks constitute the core of social capital (Bartkus and
Davis, 2010; Esser, 2008; Herreros, 2004; Ostrom and Ahn, 2009; Paxton,
2002; Portes, 1998; Rothstein, 2005; Stickel, Mayer, and Sitkin, 2010;
Svendsen and Svendsen, 2009; van Deth, 2008). According to Paxton (1999),
social capital involves at least two important components, that is, objective
associations between individuals (i.e., individuals are tied to each other in social
life) and a specific, subjective type of tie (ties between individuals must be
trusting and reciprocal). Similarly, Dekker and Uslaner (2006) suggest that
social capital can be found in social networks and norms of reciprocity that
bond similar people and bridge diverse people.
There is, of course, some disagreement on the relative importance of objective and subjective types of ties. Some authors find that merely objective ties
are meaningless and that only related values – such as social trust – convert
social ties into social capital. Francis Fukuyama (1995, p. 26), for example,
suggests that ‘social capital is a capability that arises from the prevalence of
trust in a society or certain parts of it.’ Eric Uslaner (1999) supports the view
that values, particularly social trust, constitute the very core of social capital.
On the other hand, Lin and Erickson are rather critical of considering trust as
part of social capital (Lin, 2008; Lin and Erickson, 2010). Lin (2008, p. 6)
argues that social capital is ‘investment in social relations with expected
returns’ and social capital should be distinguished from norms and trust, which
he considers not to be part of social capital, although he recognises that trust
may promote the formation of networks. In sum, Lin (2008) suggests that social
capital theory should apply only to social networks.
Finally, there are some theorists who are critical of considering trust and
social networks as part of social capital. Herreors (2004), for example, argues
that no social relationship itself constitutes social capital. Social capital, rather,
consists of certain resources (like obligations of reciprocity or information) that
can be derived from belonging to social networks. Therefore, in the end, he still
considers trust and social networks to be building blocks in social capital.
However, such conceptual variety has made some scholars very cautious
about the potential danger for the concept of social capital to become a ‘handy
catch-all, for-all, and cure-all sociological term’ (Lin and Erickson, 2010, p. 1),
as it means so many different things to so many people (Meulemann, 2008, p. 3;
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Narayan and Pritchett, 1997, p. 2). Although many theorists and researchers
have been worried about the unclear definition and measurement of social
capital (Fishman, 2010; Guillen, Coromina, and Saris, 2011; Portes and
Vickstrom, 2011) and its dilution into an all-embracing concept that seeks to
comprise more or less everything (De Souza Briggs, 1997; Hirsch and Levin,
1999; Johnston and Percy-Smith, 2003; Lappe and Du Bois, 1997; Montgomery, 2000; Robinson, Schmid, and Siles, 2002), most critics do not go as far as
Ben Fine (2010), who describes social capital as the ‘McDonaldisation of social
sciences’ (p. 17) and degradation of social theory (p. 205), and calls for the
rejection of social capital altogether.
While Castiglione (2008, p. 15) agrees that it is neither useful nor acceptable
to use social capital ‘as a black-box macromechanism producing social goods’,
Castiglione, van Deth, and Wolleb (2008) remain more lenient towards the
ambiguity of the concept of social capital, and state that the validity of social
capital should not be judged on the basis of the existence of its generally
accepted conceptual definition, because hardly any key concept in the social
sciences has such a definition. Rothstein and Stolle (2003a, p. 2) have used a
similar line of argumentation to defend social capital as an acceptable social
scientific concept, and argue that, although much of the criticism is valid and
has helped to improve research, the lack of a generally accepted conceptual
definition and consensus on measurement issues is not exclusively reserved for
social capital, but are rather typical problems in the social sciences.
Having established that social capital is a valid sociological concept and that
social trust and social networks constitute the core of social capital – although
there is room for debate on their exact role and scope – the question of why we
should talk about social relations in terms of capital remains. It has been argued
that it is even inappropriate to use economic concepts such as capital, for
instance, to describe and explain the social world (Baron and Hannan, 1994).
These criticisms are partly justified, as social capital certainly differs from other
forms of capital in many ways (Araujo and Easton, 1999), first of all, because
social capital is not located in the individual or in some property, but in
relationships between individuals (Burt, 1992). Nevertheless, there is also a
remarkable resemblance between social capital and other forms of capital.
According to Putnam (2002), it makes sense to describe social networks and the
associated norms of reciprocity as social capital, because, exactly like other
forms of capital (e.g., physical and human capital), social networks create value
for individuals and collectives. And it is also true that it is possible to invest in
one’s networks with the expectation that these investments are going to be
useful in the future (Adler and Kwon, 2002; Putnam, 2002). Social capital
scholars also emphasise the resources that are made available for actors through
social connections. Adler and Kwon (2002), for example, claim that social
capital is a resource which may make other resources available to the actor.
Moreover, like other types of capital, social capital can be converted or
appropriated into other types of capital (Bourdieu, 1985; Coleman, 1988).
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Conceptualising something as a type of capital automatically raises questions
about the profits that this capital can earn for the owner and, in that regard,
social capital clearly does not fail the owner, because both individuals and
countries have been shown to profit in many ways from their stocks of social
capital. Higher levels of social capital at the country level have been associated
with many desirable outcomes, such as strong economic performance (Neira,
Portela, and Vieira, 2010), a well-functioning labour market (Freitag and
Kirchner, 2011), innovation (Kaasa, 2009), more effective government (Zmerli
and Newton, 2008), higher political participation (Lippl, 2007), higher rates of
education (Coleman, 1988), healthy citizens (Dragano and Siegrist, 2005;
Rostila, 2007; von dem Knesebeck, Dragano, and Siegrist, 2005), and lower
suicide (Kelly et al., 2009) and crime (Akcomak and ter Weel, 2011) rates.
However, it is important to note that it is not always completely clear whether
social capital is the source or the outcome of these desirable social conditions,
and some other authors (e.g., Rothstein, 2005) see good and trustworthy governance, for example, as a precondition of social capital, not as an outcome of it.
Mirroring country-level findings, studies have shown that social capital at
the individual level is related to a wide array of socioeconomic and contextual
factors, such as income (Cox, 2002; Halpern, 2005; Offe and Fuchs, 2002;
Putnam, 2000 and 2002; Skocpol, 2002; van der Meer, Scheepers, and de
Grotenhuis, 2008; Wuthnow), employment status (Fidrmuc and Gérxhani, 2005;
van der Meer, Scheepers, and de Grotenhuis, 2008), education (Halpern, 2005;
Lin and Erickson, 2010; Montgomery, 1990; Neller, 2008; Putnam, 2000 and
2002; van der Meer, Scheepers, and de Grotenhuis, 2008), health (Fujiwara and
Kawachi, 2008; Olsen and Dahl, 2007; Poortinga, 2006), age (Fidrmuc and
Gérxhani, 2004; Halpern, 2005; Putnam, 2000 and 2002; Rothstein, 2002; van
der Meer, Scheepers, and de Grotenhuis, 2008; Worms, 2002), gender (Burt,
1998; Fidrmuc and Gérxhani, 2005; Lin, 2000; Lin and Erickson, 2010), marital
status (Bolin el al., 2003; van der Meer, Scheepers, and de Grotenhuis, 2008),
and place of residence (Fidrmuc and Gérxhani, 2004; Putnam, 2000; van der
Meer, Scheepers, and de Grotenhuis, 2008). People with more social capital
tend to be happier (Arts and Halman, 2004) and more satisfied with their life
(Hooghe and Vanhoutte, 2011). Furthermore, people with higher levels of social
capital find a better job more easily (De Graaf and Flap, 1988; Marsden and
Hurlbert, 1988; Ruiter and De Graaf, 2008), gain more information about job
opportunities (Burt, 1992; Granovetter, 1973 and 1974; Lin, Ensel, and Vaughn,
1981; Meyerson, 1994), and are among the first to find out about innovations
(Burt, 1987). And even if social capital cannot guarantee infinite bliss, it can
make everyday life run more smoothly. Halpern (2005) concludes that social
networks may not exempt you from the normal adversities of life, but they help
you survive them intact. This list of factors related to social capital is sufficient
to explain why Putnam (2002) suggested that social capital may be more
important to human wellbeing than material goods. Nevertheless, despite such
overwhelmingly positive results, one should remain critical and keep in mind
that most of these studies actually do not allow us to make any firm conclusions
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about the direction of cause and the effect, and it is not clear whether health,
wealth, and happiness lead to more social capital, or social capital is a prerequisite of better health and more wealth, happiness, and other positive
outcomes.
Unfortunately, social capital may also be related to somewhat less desirable
consequences. It is widely acknowledged that, in some instances, social capital
can cause social ‘bads’, because closed social networks and particularised trust
(e.g., bonding social capital) are involved in facilitating corruption, organised
crime, and other forms of social malaise (see, for example, Field, 2008 or
Warren, 2008, for a review). Another problem is that people do not have equal
amounts of social capital and the social capital that different people possess
may differ in value. Wuthnow (2002) reminds us that social capital, like other
forms of capital, may be distributed unequally and that people need other
resources in order to create social capital, such as an adequate income, sufficient
safety, and amenities such as child care and transportation. That means that
social capital may function in an exclusionary way, leading to exclusion rather
than inclusion. Several other researchers have also expressed the concern that
social capital may become more and more a luxury of the wealthier, as the less
privileged are less likely to take part in civic associations and benefit from their
activities (Cox, 2002; Halpern, 2005; Offe and Fuchs, 2002; Skocpol, 2002;
Wuthnow, 2002). It is self-evident that the uneven distribution of social capital
has serious societal consequences, as inequality in social capital contributes to
social inequality, and lack of social capital may have serious consequences for
socioeconomic achievement and quality of life (Lin, 2000). Furthermore, it has
been recognised that it is very difficult to create social capital in places where it
does not exist, since anyone who tries to cooperate in a society that is lacking
social capital will simply be exploited (Whiteley, 2000). Therefore, there is
reason to believe that differences in social capital levels do not only grow at the
individual, but also at the regional, level. Indeed, empirical research has confirmed that social capital may significantly differ by individual, group, and
country (Jungbauer-Gans and Gross, 2007; Lin, 2000; Lin and Erickson, 2010;
Meulemann, 2008; Putnam, 2002).
There are two main approaches to explaining such differences in the levels
of social capital: some authors (e.g., Fidrumuc and Gerxhani, 2005) focus more
on the role of individual factors (such as income, education, and family status),
while others (e.g., Rothstein and Stolle, 2003b; Delhey and Newton, 2005)
emphasise the effect of institutional factors (such as income inequality and prior
patterns of cooperation) more. However, there is reason to believe that socioeconomic and institutional factors do not entirely explain variance in social
capital. It has been suggested that individualism–collectivism may also explain
some of the variance in social capital levels (e.g., Allik and Realo, 2004).
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1.3. Individualism and Collectivism in Social and
Cross-Cultural Psychology
Similarly to social capital, individualism–collectivism is a concept that gained
vast popularity in the 1980s. Furthermore, when studying the relationship
between social capital and individualism–collectivism, it is important to keep in
mind the other essential similarity between the two concepts; namely, both
social capital and individualism–collectivism have been greatly criticised in
recent decades for becoming so broad and popular that they have lost their
original meaning – or, according to the most fierce opponents, any meaning at
all (Bond, 2002; Brewer and Chen, 2007; De Souza Briggs, 1997; Fine, 2010;
Fishman, 2010; Fiske, 2002; Hirsch and Levin, 1999; Johnston and PercySmith, 2003; Kagitcibasi 2007, 2005; Lappe and Du Bois, 1997; Miller 2002;
Montgomery, 2000; Oyserman, Coon, and Kemmelmeier, 2002; Robinson,
Schmid, and Siles, 2002; Voronov and Singer, 2002).
The concepts of individualism and collectivism gained popularity in psychology after Geert Hofstede (1980, 1983) found individualism versus collectivism
to be one of the most distinctive dimensions of cultural variation. In his extensive study of more than 50 national cultures and regions (formed of several
countries), he identified four dimensions of cultural variation: power distance,
individualism–collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, and masculinity–femininity
(Hofstede, 1980, 2001). According to Hofstede (1991, p. 51), ‘individualism
pertains to societies in which the ties between individuals are loose: everyone is
expected to look after himself or herself and his or her immediate family’.
Collectivism, on the other hand, ‘pertains to societies in which people from
birth onwards are integrated into strong, cohesive in-groups, which throughout
people’s lifetime continue to protect them in exchange for unquestioning
loyalty’ (Hofstede, 1991, p. 51).
Cultural versus Individual Level
Since Hofstede’s monumental study (1980), the construct of individualism–
collectivism has been widely elaborated in further research. Whereas, in the
case of social capital, the originally individual-level concept was extended to
group level analysis, the concept of individualism–collectivism was first used to
describe differences between cultures and, only later, applied at the individual
level to describe individual differences within cultural groups (Realo, 2003;
Realo and Allik, 2009; Schimmack, Oishi, and Diener, 2005). Although, in
some studies, these two levels of description have been found to be closely
interrelated and congruent (Bond, 1988), it is recognised that individualism–
collectivism may manifest itself differently at the cultural and individual levels
(Hofstede and Spangenberg, 1987; Kim et al., 1994). Moreover, many researchers argue that cultural and individual values need to be regarded as conceptually and methodologically distinct (e.g., Hofstede, 2004; Smith and
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Schwartz, 1997; Triandis, 1989; Trommsdorff, Mayer, and Albert, 2004), and
that the values of individuals do not necessarily aggregate into those of groups
and societies (Dakhli, 2009; Trommsdorff, Mayer, and Albert, 2004; Vinken,
Soeters and Ester, 2004). Therefore, it is crucially important to distinguish both
conceptually and methodologically between individualism–collectivism at the
culture level and its corresponding constructs at the individual level (Triandis,
1989; Trommsdorff, Mayer, and Albert, 2004). To distinguish individual from
cultural measurements, Triandis and colleagues (Triandis, 2011; Triandis et al.,
1985) proposed the use of the terms idiocentrism and allocentrism as individuallevel constructs corresponding to the cultural constructs of individualism and
collectivism, but these terms never gained the popularity of the ones proposed
by Hofstede. Therefore, I adhere to the terms collectivism and individualism
throughout this dissertation.
Subtypes of Individualism and Collectivism
While Hofstede (1980) considered individualism and collectivism to be a onedimensional construct at the cultural level, characterising the closeness of the
relationship among individuals within a society, later studies (Hui, 1988; Taras
et al., 2014; Triandis et al., 1986, 1988; Triandis, McCusker, and Hui, 1990)
suggested that individualism and collectivism are not two opposite poles of a
single dimension, but rather two separate attributes that ‘can coexist and are
simply emphasised more or less in each culture, depending on situation’
(Triandis, 1993, p. 162). It has also been recognised that, at the cultural level,
individualism might in fact be the polar opposite of collectivism (Brewer and
Venaik, 2011; Triandis and Suh, 2002; Zhang, Liang, and Sun, 2013), whereas,
at the individual-level of analysis, the two constructs are found to be orthogonal
to each other (e.g., Gelfand, Triandis, and Chan, 1996; Realo et al., 2002), and
that one person can simultaneously carry both individualistic and collectivistic
values (Chen et al., 2015; Le and Stockdale, 2005; Oyserman, Coon, and
Kemmelmaier, 2002; Shulruf et al., 2011).
At least at the individual level, it can be analytically very enriching to view
individualism–collectivism as a higher order value with a multidimensional
nature. The idea that collectivism is a multifaceted and target-specific construct
was first introduced by Hui and Triandis (1986), who argued that many different kinds of collectivism could be identified, depending on the target of interpersonal concern. In their view, an individual might be concerned about, and
feel emotional involvement with, one particular group, but not others.
Since then, there have been several attempts to identify core themes related
to individualism and collectivism (e.g., Oyserman, Coon, and Kemmelmeier,
2002; Realo et al., 2002). For example, Triandis and colleagues (1986) identified four dimensions that characterise individualism–collectivism at both the
individual and cultural levels. The orientation of interpersonal relations has
been identified as one of the most important characteristics of the individualism
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and collectivism constructs. It was proposed that horizontal and vertical social
relationships are the most important attributes to distinguish among different
kinds of individualism and collectivism (Singelis et al., 1995; Triandis, 2001
and 2011). Thus, not a specific target group, but more general social relations
and attitudes, appear to specify distinctive types of collectivism. However, there
has been no definite consensus among cross-cultural researchers about the core
themes or the measurement of individualism–collectivism to date (see Realo
and Allik, 2009, for review).
The existence of particular types of individualism or collectivism, however,
does not preclude the existence of a general notion or universal core of individualism or collectivism that is shared by all types of individualism or
collectivism, respectively. In order to describe the relationships between a
general core and specific sub-forms of collectivism, a hierarchical model of the
construct was proposed by Realo, Allik, and Vadi (1997).
Realo and colleagues (1997) demonstrated the existence of at least three
interrelated, yet clearly distinguishable, subtypes of collectivism focused on
relationships with family (Familism), peers (Companionship), and society (Patriotism). Individuals and social groups may be more collectivistic in regard to one
category of social relations but less collectivistic in regard to others. Cultures and
subcultures may vary in the main target of the social relationship to which collectivism is linked. Indeed, it was also shown by the authors that various criterion
groups have remarkably different patterns of collectivism. Later, a similar triad
division was applied to individualism, revealing it to be a combination of
autonomy, mature self-responsibility, and uniqueness (Realo et al., 2002).
Previous research suggests that individualism–collectivism is present in
many different value systems, even if different authors have named the respective values differently in their theoretical models (Oishi et al., 1998). Shalom
Schwartz (Cieciuch and Schwartz, 2012; Schwartz and Bilsky, 1990; Schwartz
et al., 2014; Vecchione et al., 2015) distinguishes between ten (or 19 in some
more recent works like Schwartz et al., 2012) basic values which are intended to
include all core values recognised in cultures around the world. Each of the ten
basic values can be characterised by its central motivational goal. The conflicts
and congruities among all ten basic values yield an integrated structure of
values which can be summarised on two dimensions: Openness to Change
versus Conservation and Self-Enhancement versus Self-Transcendence. Openness to Change refers to pursuing one’s intellectual or emotional goals, no
matter how unpredictable or uncertain the outcomes. Conservation, at the same
time, refers to preserving the status quo and the certainty this provides in
relationships with close others, institutions, and traditions. Self-enhancement
refers to enhancing one's own personal interests (even at the expense of others)
whereas self-transcendence refers to transcending one’s own selfish concerns
and promoting the welfare of others, both close and distant, and that of nature.
Different conceptualisations of individualism–collectivism (e.g., Oishi et al.,
1998; Realo, Allik, and Vadi, 1997; Realo et al., 2002; Triandis and Leung,
1998) have been related to Schwartz’s value types of Openness and Conser-
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vation at the individual level. The Openness to Change vs. Conservation
dimension contrasts novelty and expression of intellectual, behavioural, and
emotional autonomy on the one hand with communally tied preferences for selfrestriction and order on the other (Schwartz, 1994). At the cultural level, it has
been shown that the Openness to Change vs. Conservation dimension and
Hofstede’s individualism (1980; 1991), as well as Inglehart’s self-expression
value dimension, all tap ‘a common dimension of cross-cultural variation,
reflecting relative emphasis on human emancipation and choice’ (Inglehart and
Oyserman, 2004, p. 82). Schwartz (2004) has agreed that his autonomy–embeddedness dimension (a culture-level counterpart to his individual-level
Openness to Change vs. Conservation dimension) overlaps conceptually with
Hofstede’s individualism–collectivism to some degree, as ‘both concern with
relations between the individual and the collective and both contrast an autonomous with an interdependent view of people’ (p. 51).

1.4. Increasing Individualism, Decreasing Social Capital?
There is nothing particularly new about worries about rapid changes in society
and prevailing value systems. Throughout history, critical thinkers have lamented
the downfall of old values, and for the last couple of centuries, individualism has
often been one of the main enemies of traditional values, social cohesion, and the
organic unity between individuals and community (Lukes, 1971).
At the end of the nineteenth century, the question of declining social capital
was as hot a topic as it is more than a hundred years later. Although the term
social capital was not yet in use, recognition of the changing nature of social
structure and human relations is obvious in Ferdinand Tönnies’s (2009/2005
[1887]) distinction between Gemeinschaft (community) and Gesellschaft
(society), Georg Simmel’s (1976 [1903]) comparison of town and metropolis,
and Emile Durkheim’s (1969 [1893]) differentiation between mechanical and
organic solidarity. Tönnies’s (2009/2005 [1887]) theory is a particularly good
example here, as in the Gemeinschaft tight social ties and strong social control
prevail and the interests of the community are always put before those of the
individual. In the Gesellschaft, on the contrary, the importance of social control
diminishes, the individual becomes more important than the group, and people
are left alone with their egoistic interests and without emotionally enriching
relationships. It is clear that social development leads us closer and closer to the
ideal typical construct of Gesellschaft, which never really displaces the Gemeinschaft-type of relations in small non-formal groups. In short, the decline of
Gemeinschaft and the rise of Gesellschaft can be viewed as a theory of individualisation and social alienation. However, this was not the only way to see the
nature of changing social relations. Durkheim (1969 [1893]) had already
directed attention to the paradox of the relationship between society and the
individual in modern industrial societies, noting that growth of autonomy
conjointly entails even more dependence on society.
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Regardless of the terms used, the fear that social capital and individualism
are somehow antithetical has remained, and maybe even strengthened, as social
capital in Western countries is, arguably, declining (Putnam, 2000), and individualism increasing (Halpern, 2005; Putnam, 2000). After all, it can be
tempting and convenient to accuse the vaguely defined individualism for every
social malaise. Therefore, the question of the relationship between individualism and social capital is still far from resolved.
Putnam (2000) warned us that many national-level indicators of social
capital showed signs of decline during the last few decades of 20th century in
most Western countries. He interprets this as a major shift in social cohesion,
the erosion of practically everything that holds society together. Although
Putnam himself does not blame increasing individualism for the decline in
social capital, many theorists have seen the growth in individualism as a threat
to the organic unity between individuals and community. Ironically, one thing
that is often not recognised when worries about declining social capital are
expressed, is that it is not certain that it is actually in decline. There is the
possibility that social capital is not fading away, but just changing shape.
Inglehart and Welzel (2005) have remarked on the changing nature of social
capital. They claim that the debate about whether social capital is declining in
post-industrial societies overlooks an important point: social capital is actually
not declining in these societies, but is shifting from one form to another. There
has never been and there is never going to be, they argue, a society without
social ties, but the character of those ties may differ a great deal across different
societies. According to Inglehart and Welzel (2005), growing individualisation
makes people increasingly socially independent. It is not therefore a surprise
that the shaping of social ties in post-industrial societies is becoming increasingly a matter of autonomous choice. This means that ties are becoming
more intrinsically shaped, rather than externally imposed. Putnam (2002, p.
412), too, has argued that ‘the newer forms of social participation are narrower,
less bridging, and less focused on collective or public regarding purpose [….]
The newer forms may be more liberating but less solidaristic – representing a
kind of privatisation of social capital’. Therefore, the changing nature of social
capital has not made him less worried about the future of social capital.
The fear that growing individualism necessarily leads to a weakening in
social capital and civil society probably has a lot to do with the fact that individualism is often seen in a very negative light, as ‘amoral individualism’, and
the more positive features of individualism (such as taking responsibility for
your own actions, for example) are overlooked. According to Woolcock (1998,
pp. 170–171) ”’amoral individualism’ exists where there is neither familial nor
generalised trust, where narrow self-interest literally permeates all social and
economic activity, and where members are isolated – either by circumstance or
discrimination – from all forms of cohesive social networks. It is thus characterised by the absence of both integration and linkage”. Put like this, individualism indeed seems to be detrimental for social capital.
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However, there are also very different interpretations of individualism. Beck
(2000, pp. 171–172) describes ‘a co-operative or altruistic individualism’ that
rejects total subjection to homogenisation by either the market system or a
communitarianism which favours a personal life project, whereas pursuing
one’s own life project does not necessarily mean having no empathy toward
others. Rothstein (2002, 2005) advocates a similar idea that an individualistically minded person does not have to be, necessarily, an egoistic one. He has
adopted the term ‘solidaristic individualism’ to describe the value orientations
of individuals who are supportive towards others but also accept that these
others may have different values and engage themselves in different causes.
Realo and colleagues (2002) also argue that one of the essential components of
individualism is mature self-responsibility, suggesting that potentialities for
both individualism and altruism may be present in the one person.
Indeed, when looking at the empirical evidence about the relationship between
individualism–collectivism and social capital, it becomes evident that individualism may actually foster social capital. It might well be the case that
Durkheim (1969 [1893]) got it right from the beginning, in that individualism
forces individual members of society to become more dependent on each other
and each other’s actions. Realo and colleagues (2002) have argued that the
growth of individuality, autonomy, and self-sufficiency can be perceived as necessary conditions for the development of interpersonal cooperation, mutual
dependence, and social solidarity. At the country- or state-level of analysis, it has
been shown that, contrary to the widely held belief, individualistic values appear
to contribute to social capital and social capital appears to be conducive to
individualism (Allik and Realo, 2004; Hofstede, 2001; Realo, Allik, and Greenfield, 2008; Realo and Allik, 2009). Therefore, the consequences of individualism
are not always detrimental to social cohesion (see Allik and Realo, 2004).
Although previous research has shown that people in countries that emphasise individualistic goals are also more likely to trust other people and be
more engaged in different social networks (Allik and Realo, 2004; Realo, Allik,
and Greenfield, 2008; Realo and Allik, 2009), the corresponding relationship at
the individual level has, so far, received less attention. There are only a handful
of studies (Dakhli, 2009; Finkelstein, 2010 and 2011; Gheorghiu, Vignoles, and
Smith, 2009; Kemmelmeier, Jambor, and Letner, 2006) that have examined the
relationship and, to date, have yielded inconclusive findings. Kemmelmeier and
colleagues (2006), for instance, found both formal and informal volunteering
(which could be seen as indicators of social capital) to be more closely associated with individualism than collectivism. Finkelstein (2010, 2011), however, explored the relationship between individualism–collectivism and
volunteering, and found that collectivism was more strongly related to altruistic
motivations and the desire to strengthen social ties than individualism. Gheorghiu and colleagues (2009) demonstrated that, across 31 European nations,
individualism (operationalised via two of Schwartz’s value dimensions) is more
likely to foster generalised social trust among people than collectivism. Thus,
although the positive relationship between individualism and social capital
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seems to hold in some respects at the individual level, the relationship between
social capital and individualism–collectivism appears to be rather multifaceted.
The current dissertation aims to fill this gap in the literature by further
investigating the individual-level relationship between social capital and the
different sub-facets of individualism and collectivism.
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2. METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS
2.1. How to Measure Social Capital
There are at least as many ways to measure social capital as there are different
definitions for the concept. Thus, rigorous measurement of social capital can
prove challenging (Farrell, Tayler, and Tennent, 2004); there is no consensus on
its definition or measurement and different scholars have used different items to
construct their social capital indices (Bartkus and Davis, 2010; Schmitt-Beck,
2008). The selection of possible measures for social capital should be driven by
theoretical considerations, but this is often restricted by data availability (van
der Gaag and Snijders, 2002). Therefore, the selected measurement of social
capital may sometimes fail to capture different relevant characteristics of the
construct.
As noted above, there is no doubt that social capital is indeed a multifaceted
phenomenon that cannot be captured by one single measure (Halman and
Luijkx, 2006). Measurement issues are made more complicated by the fact that
studies clearly demonstrate that the different dimensions of social capital do not
exert a uniform effect on the same phenomenon (Kaasa, 2009; Saxton and
Benson, 2005). Earlier research has also shown that the relationship between
different dimensions of social capital (e.g., informal participation, formal
participation, trust, etc.) and other social phenomena may vary across different
social groups (Kroll, 2011). Thus, it is important to distinguish between the
different social capital dimensions, as was demonstrated by Guillen and colleagues (2011). They found that informal and formal participation, for example,
related rather differently to other variables (e.g., age, education, political action,
and happiness) and that there was hardly any relationship between either formal
or informal participation and different important components of the social
capital construct, such as social and political trust. In sum, Guillen and colleagues (2011) suggest that participation and trust should be considered essential
components, or formative indicators, of social capital.
Indeed, generalised social trust (which is the central variable in Studies III
and IV) is frequently seen as one of the key elements of social capital (Putnam,
2000 and 2002; Schmitt-Beck, 2008; Whiteley, 2000). However, as van Deth
(2008) contends, it may not be sufficient to use generalised social trust as a
single proxy for social capital. The author acknowledges that measures of
generalised social trust owe their popularity in social capital research, to a great
extent, to a lack of other viable social capital indicators in use in the most
popular and widely accessible datasets, such as the World Value Surveys and
the European Social Survey. Indeed, Studies I–III affirm that it is difficult to
find other appropriate social capital measures in available datasets.
Another central premise of social capital, as indicated above, concerns social
networks among people and the norms of reciprocity in those networks. Social
participation may be characterised in terms of quantity (i.e., frequency of
contact) and quality (i.e., content) of contact (van der Meer, Scheepers, and de
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Grotenhuis, 2008, p. 41). Different items have been used to measure the quantity and quality of networks, including questions about the frequency of meeting
socially with friends, relatives, and colleagues (Meulemann, 2008; SchmittBeck, 2008; van der Meer, Scheepers, and de Grotenhuis, 2008), providing help
for others (Schmitt-Beck, 2008; van der Meer, Scheepers, and de Grotenhuis,
2008), having anyone to have intimate discussions with (van der Meer,
Scheepers, and de Grotenhuis, 2008), taking part in social activities (Meulemann, 2008), and membership in voluntary organisations (Schmitt-Beck, 2008).
It has been claimed that the focus on participation in formal networks (i.e., civic
participation) in social capital research is excessive, and that more attention to
participation in informal networks (i.e., social participation) is needed (van der
Meer, Scheepers, and de Grotenhuis, 2008). Some authors have suggested that
direct participation in the informal social networks of everyday life is more
important in generating social capital than formally organised voluntary
associations (Yamagishi and Yamagishi, 1994).
Measurement of social capital becomes even more challenging in the case of
children and adolescents (as in Study II). Many adult social capital measures
are not relevant to children’s and adolescents’ lives because, at these ages,
participation in civic life is restrained (for example, people are unable to vote
until the age 18 and very few children are interested in politics), and they are
usually a member of a smaller number of groups (Leonard, 2005). Therefore,
most studies have concentrated on the social capital which is available to
children through their parents and the surrounding community (Leonard, 2005),
ignoring the fact that children and adolescents themselves may initiate relationships and create social capital. It is one of the biggest shortcomings in measuring children’s and adolescents’ social capital that there are only a few studies
which have attempted to measure children’s social capital using children as the
main informants. Instead of children themselves, parents and teachers are asked
about the social capital at the children’s disposal. The few studies which have
attempted to measure children’s or adolescents’ social capital using young
people themselves as the main informants have confirmed that children are as
reliable informants as adults about their own everyday lives (Casas, 2011; Casas
et al., 2013). Therefore, it may be considered one of the strengths of Study II
that adolescents themselves are asked about their social capital.
The choice of appropriate indicators is an extremely complex issue in crosscultural comparisons (as in Study II, III and IV) and we have to consider
cultural differences in the expressions of social capital (Halpern, 2005). It has
been proposed that living in a particular country strongly influences the form
and amount of social capital available to an individual (Meer, Scheepers, and de
Grotenhuis, 2008; Meulemann, 2008) and that historical events (e.g., interventions from external powers) have lasting effects on a nation’s social institutions
generations later (Halpern, 2005). The strong impact of the past becomes
evident when looking at the levels of social capital in the former Eastern Bloc
and other parts of Europe. Totalitarianism is considered destructive for social
capital and research clearly suggests that, in Eastern European countries with a
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Soviet past (like Estonia), people have lacked social capital when compared to
Western European countries which did not experience this long period of
totalitarianism (Halpern, 2005; Howard, 2003; Neller, 2008).

2.2. How to Measure Individualism–Collectivism
Many of the above mentioned measurement issues and concerns apply to
individualism–collectivism as well. Similarly to social capital, there is no
agreement on the definition or measurement of individualism–collectivism
(John, 1990; Carere and Maestripieri, 2008; Oyserman, Coon, and Kemmelmeier, 2002; Realo and Allik, 2009; Schimmack, Oishi and Diener, 2005).
Indeed, there is a myriad of different individualism and collectivism measures
(e.g., Freeman and Bordia, 2001; Hofstede, 1980; Hui, 1988; Hui and Triandis,
1986; Realo, Allik, and Vadi, 1997; Realo et al., 2002; Singelis, 1994; Triandis
et al., 1986), and different researchers have and continue to use different sets of
measures and indicators to capture individualism–collectivism (Carere and
Maestripieri, 2008; Oyserman, Coon, and Kemmelmeier, 2002; Realo and
Allik, 2009; Schimmack, Oishi and Diener, 2005).
Furthermore, similarly to social capital research, researchers also have to deal
with the conceptual leap between theoretical concepts and empirical indicators in
the case of individualism–collectivism (Carere and Maestripieri, 2008; Realo and
Allik, 2009), and it is difficult to include all aspects of individualism–collectivism
in one measure so that every aspect is given the appropriate weighting (Chen and
West, 2008). Indeed, one of the biggest dangers in measuring individualism–
collectivism is treating a multifaceted construct as unidimensional, which can lead
to many problems, like cancellation of, or inconsistency in, group effects, and
over- or under-representation of certain dimensions of the construct (Chen and
West, 2008). Furthermore, Chen and West (2008) argue that, while most
individualism–collectivism measures and subscales appear to be multidimensional, ultimately, they have been treated as unidimensional. However, not all
available datasets provide multidimensional measures of individualism–
collectivism and as such my co-authors and I had to settle for unidimensional
measures in Study II and Study III. In Study I, we were fortunate to be able to
apply multidimensional individualism–collectivism measures (Realo, Allik, and
Vadi, 1997; Realo et al., 2002) and investigate the relationship between social
capital and different individualism and collectivism dimensions.
Another concern that is common in social capital and individualism–collectivism measures is the challenge of cross-cultural research itself. Some authors
claim that individualism–collectivism measures often fail to reveal the expected
cultural differences (Chen and West, 2008; Oyserman, Coon, and Kemmelmeier, 2002; Voronov and Singer, 2002). It has been suggested that different
components of individualism–collectivism do not relate to different cultures in
the same way (Chen and West, 2008; Oyserman, Coon, and Kemmelmeier,
2002). This is due to the fact that specific components of individualism–
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collectivism affect the level of global individualism–collectivism in different
directions (Oyserman, Coon, and Kemmelmeier, 2002). Furthermore, when
doing cross-cultural research, one also has to keep in mind that individualism–
collectivism scales are sensitive to response styles (Chen and West, 2008; Hui
and Triandis, 1986). Therefore, it is important to test for measurement invariance across cultures, even though it may prove challenging to achieve measurement invariance in cross-cultural research (Chen and West, 2008).

2.3. Data and Methods Used in the Present Dissertation
The multifaceted nature of social capital and the fact that the relationship
between social capital and individualism–collectivism may vary across age and
cultural groups have been considered when choosing the research methods for
the studies in this dissertation. I analyse three different datasets and employ
various quantitative methods in analysing the relationship between social capital
and individualism–collectivism.
In the Study I, data from the Estonian Survey of Culture and Personality
(ESCP) – a large study of cultural value dimensions and ethnic identity in
Estonia in 2002 – are used. The questionnaire consisted of several sections, of
which only the social capital and individualism–collectivism measures were
relevant to the study. The sample was randomly selected from the National
Census and was representative of the Estonian population in terms of place of
residence, ethnicity, age, gender, and educational level. The respondents were
interviewed face-to-face. The data set included 1,451 respondents (812 females
and 693 males), with a mean age of 43.9 years (SD = 17.6), ranging from 15 to
74 years, who filled in the questionnaire in Estonian. On average, respondents
had completed 11.8 years of full-time education (SD = 3.1). Thirty-one percent
of respondents had post-secondary education.
Study II is based on data from the Value of Children Study (Trommsdorff and
Nauck, 2005) from Estonia, Germany, and Russia. The VOC study is a threegeneration study conducted in more than 15 countries and includes about 300
adolescents, their mothers, and about 100 maternal grandmothers in each
participating country. For Study II, only the adolescent participants from the three
countries were selected. In all three countries, participants were surveyed by
members of the local collaborating team, completing a questionnaire either at
home or school. In Russia, families were recruited through the schools of the
target adolescents; in Germany and Estonia, participants were chosen through
resident registration lists. The sampling was restricted to only a few locations
within Germany and Russia, but all counties were represented in Estonia.
Nevertheless, the samples came from regions that are diverse in geographical and
socioeconomic terms. The data collection took place in the years 2002 and 2003
in Germany, 2006 and 2007 in Russia, and 2009 in Estonia. We analysed data
from 786 respondents: 228 from Estonia, 278 from Germany, and 280 from
Russia.
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In the Studies III and IV data from the sixth round of the European Social
Survey (ESS) were used. ESS is an academically driven social survey to map
long-term attitudinal and behavioural changes in over 20 European countries
that has been carried out every 2 years since 2002. The ESS provides comparable data for nationally representative samples collected to the highest methodological standards across countries and the data are freely available. The data
from Round 6, collected from 54,673 respondents from 29 European countries
in 2012, were used for Studies III and IV. The sample sizes varied from 730
(Iceland) to 2,901 (Germany) individuals per country. The survey was representative of all persons aged 16 and over (no upper age limit) resident in private
households in all participating countries, regardless of their nationality, citizenship, or language. The sample was selected by strict random probability
methods at every stage and respondents were interviewed face-to-face. Complete answers on social capital and individualism–collectivism measures were
available for 50,417 respondents, with a mean age of 48 years (SD = 18).
Females made up 54% of participants. On average, respondents had completed
12.5 years of full-time education (SD = 4.04).
Measures (Study I)
Social Capital:
(1) The Social Capital Index:
 Trust: ‘Do you agree that most people can be trusted?’ (1 = ‘I don’t
agree at all that most people can be trusted’ – 4 = ‘I fully agree that
most people can be trusted’);
 Honesty: ‘Do you agree that most people are honest?’ (1 = ‘I don’t
agree at all that most people are honest’ – 4 = ‘I fully agree that most
people are honest’);
 Interest in politics: ‘How much are you interested in politics?’ (1 = ‘Not
at all interested” – 4 = ‘Very interested’).
Individualism and Collectivism
(2) The ESTCOL Scale (Realo, Allik, and Vadi, 1997) measures three interrelated, yet distinguishable, subtypes of collectivism, focusing on relationships with family, peers, and society. These subtypes share a common core,
which is superordinate to these particular forms of collectivism. The scale
consists of 24 items and participants were asked to indicate their response
on a 5-point Likert-type scale.
(3) The Three Component Individualism Scale (Realo et al., 2002) measures
three distinct aspects of individualism, focusing on autonomy (10 items),
mature self-responsibility (7 items), and uniqueness (7 items). Some statements were oppositely worded so that agreement with the statements
indicated low individualism. Participants were asked to indicate their
agreement with the items on a 6-point Likert-type scale.
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Measures (Study II):
Social Capital
(1) Parental Social Capital Index
 Ten items from the Parental Acceptance-Rejection scales (Rohner and
Cournoyer, 1994; only Acceptance items were included) were used to
measure parenting quality (e.g., ‘My mother makes me feel wanted and
needed’). Items were rated on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 = ‘Almost
never true’ to 4 = ‘Almost always true’.
 Six items from Furman and Buhrmester’s (1985) Quality of Relationship scales to measure quality of parent-child relations were administered. We used only the subscales Intimacy (e.g., ‘How often do you
tell your mother/father everything that is on your mind?’) and Admiration (e.g., ‘How often does your mother/father like or approve of the
things you do?’). Items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 =
‘Never’ to 5 = ‘Always’. All six items were rated twice: once in relation
to the mother and once in relation to the father; thus, all in all, 12 items
were rated.
(2) The peer-group social capital index
 The 10-item Peer Acceptance scale (Epstein, 1983) was used to measure the quality of peer relations (e.g., ‘People my age like to ask me to
hang out with them’). Items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from
1 = ‘Strongly disagree’ to 5 = ‘Strongly agree’.
Individualism and Collectivism
(3) The COLINDEX Scale (Chan, 1994): seven items assessed individualistic
values and six items measured collectivistic values. Sample items for
Individualism included ‘Creativity (uniqueness, imagination)’ and ‘Freedom (freedom of action and thought)’; sample items for Collectivism
included ‘Honor of your parents and elders (showing respect)’ and ‘Selfdiscipline (self-restraint, resistance to temptation)’. Participants answered
the items on a 5-point scale (from 1 = ‘Not important at all’ to 5 = ‘Very
important’).
Measures (Study III):
Social Capital:
(1) The Generalised Social Trust Index was used (also in Study IV):
 Trust: ‘Would you say that most people can be trusted, or that you can’t
be too careful in dealing with people?’ (0 = ‘You can't be too careful’ –
10 = ‘Most people can be trusted’);
 Fairness: ‘Do you think that most people would try to take advantage of
you if they got the chance, or would they try to be fair?’ (0 = ‘Most
people would try to take advantage of me’ – 10 = ‘Most people would
try to be fair’);
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Helpfulness: ‘Would you say that most of the time people try to be
helpful or that they are mostly looking out for themselves?’ (0 =
‘People mostly look out for themselves’ – 10 = ‘People mostly try to be
helpful’).
(2) Social Network indicator:
 Social relations: ‘How often do you meet socially with friends, relatives
or work colleagues?’ (C2: 1 = ‘Never’ – 7 = ‘Every day’).
Individualism-Collectivism
(3) The 21-item Portrait Value Questionnaire (PVQ21; Schwartz, 2007) was
used. The PVQ21 includes short verbal portraits of 21 different people in
terms of the goals and aspirations important to them. Similarity judgments
were made on a 6-point numerical scale ranging from 1 = ‘Very much like
me’ to 6 = ‘Not like me at all’. We used Openness to Change–Conservation
dimension factor scores as a proxy for individualism–collectivism, with
negative scores indicating higher Openness (i.e., individualism) and
positive scores higher Conservation (i.e., collectivism).
Measures (Study IV):
Social Capital
(1) For the components of the Generalised Social Trust Index, see the measures
for Study III.
Basic Values
(2) As in Study III, the PVQ21 (Schwartz, 2007) was used to measure values.
To assess the similarity between individual value preferences and the
central value profile of a given society, an individual-level value similarity
measure was created. For each individual, rank order values for all 21 value
indicators were estimated, which were then correlated with the value
hierarchy based on country-level average scores. Country-level value
similarity is calculated as the mean of respondents’ value similarity
measures.
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3. FINDINGS
The first objective of this dissertation was to examine the relationships between
social capital and different sub-forms of individualism and collectivism at the
individual level (Study I). To this end, a correlational analysis was used in
Study I to test the relationship between social capital (operationalised as
general trust, honesty, and interest in politics) and three subtypes of individualism (Realo et al., 2002) and collectivism (Realo, Allik, and Vadi, 1997).
The results were quite intriguing, as only one component of individualism,
Mature Self-responsibility, was positively associated with social capital. The
correlations between the other individualism components – Autonomy and
Uniqueness – and social capital were negative. On the other hand, all three
components of collectivism were positively associated with the social capital
index (although the correlation between Familism and the social capital index
was not statistically significant), most notably for Patriotism but also for Companionship. Thus, it seems that people who accept responsibility for themselves
and for their actions (mature self-responsibility), have tight and supportive
relationships with their friends and peers (Companionship), and are dedicated to
and ready to serve their nation (Patriotism) also have higher levels of social
capital. Controlling for age and education, the correlations were reduced, some
to non-significance, but the general pattern remained the same.
The second objective of the dissertation was to analyse the relationship
between social capital and individualism–collectivism in adolescence (that is,
during the life period when relationships outside the family are becoming
increasingly prevalent in young people’s lives) (Study II). We also aimed to
examine whether the relationships between social capital and individualism–
collectivism are consistent across different cultures. Therefore, we analysed
differences and similarities in mean scores of social capital and individualism–
collectivism between Estonian, German, and Russian adolescents by way of an
analysis of variance (ANOVA). Only small differences were observed in the
level of social capital in Estonian, German, and Russian adolescents and there
were no differences in the level of individualism–collectivism. Next, we set up
a multi-group structural equation model with the exogenous latent variables
Individualism and Collectivism predicting the endogenous latent variables
Parental Social Capital and Peer-Group Social Capital. In all three countries,
collectivistic values predicted parental social capital, whereas individualistic
values predicted peer-group social capital. There were also a few countryspecific relationships between the constructs, with collectivism and peer-group
social capital being positively related in Estonia and individualism and parental
social capital significantly negatively correlated in Russia.
The third objective of the dissertation was to compare if there are crosscultural differences in the strength of association between social capital and
individualism–collectivism (Study III). As it was found in Study II that the
relationship between social capital and individualism–collectivism varies in
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different countries, we wanted to find out in Study III how big this variation in
Europe is, and what country-level predictors could explain this variation.
In Study III, we first analysed cross-national variation in the relationships
between the social capital indexes and the individualism–collectivism measure,
using hierarchical linear modelling (HLM 6.02; Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002).
Analyses were conducted at two levels – that of individuals (Level 1) nested
within the 29 countries, and that of the countries (Level 2). First, the relationships between social capital indexes and the individualism–collectivism
measure were analysed. The simplest (unconditional) model – without any
predictors or moderators – indicated that most of the variance in generalised
social trust and social networks lies within countries, whereas less than 10% of
variance lies between countries.
Adding the individualism–collectivism measure as an individual-level
predictor of social capital index outcomes explained less than 1% of the
variance in generalised social trust and about 4% of the variance in social
networks at the individual level. Therefore, people with higher levels of
generalised social trust and stronger social ties were also more individualistic
(though the effect was weak). In the adjusted model (where individual age,
gender, education level, and domicile were taken into account), the relationship
between social capital indexes and individualism–collectivism remained
significant. Individualism–collectivism together with the control variables
explained less than 2% of the individual-level variance in generalised social
trust and about 6% of the variance in social networks.
The relationship between generalised social trust and individualism–
collectivism as well as between social networks and individualism–collectivism
differed significantly across countries. However, the individual-level relationship between social capital indexes and individualism–collectivism was not
moderated by a country’s Human Development Index, gross domestic product,
or Democracy Index, although education, health, wealth, and political liberties
in a country have all been found to be positively related to country-level social
capital in previous studies.
Finally, to examine how prevailing cultural values affect the individual-level
relationship between values and social capital measures, in particular generalised social trust, the relationship between social trust and value congruity at
the individual level was examined in Study IV. The study was inspired by the
results of the Study III, where the individual-level relationship between social
capital indexes and individualism–collectivism was weak and not moderated by
any country-level predictors. Therefore, we looked for alternative country-level
explanations, such as prevailing cultural values, that could explain the differences in social capital levels.
Results suggest that value similarity is more important in generating
individual-level social trust in countries where the overall levels of social trust
are higher. There is a stronger positive relationship between value similarity and
social trust in Scandinavian countries, which have high social trust levels, while
in countries with a low level of social trust, congruity between personal value
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structure and the country-level value structure tends to decrease individuals’
trustfulness. This suggests that the individual-level relationship between social
capital indicators (e.g., generalised social trust) and values (e.g., individualism–
collectivism) is dependent on the value structure at the country level.
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4. DISCUSSION
Social capital has been proven to be an extremely useful resource for individuals, groups, and countries (see Halpern, 2005 for a review). At the same time,
it is unequally distributed both within and between societies (e.g., Lin, 2000;
Lin and Erickson, 2010; Meulemann, 2008; Putnam, 2002; Wuthnow, 2002).
That, of course, raises the question of what the sources and determinants of
social capital at the individual as well as group levels that could explain these
inequalities are.
Impact of Individualism–Collectivism:
Cultural vs. Individual Level
One of the possible determinants of social capital is the impact of cultural
values, in particular individualism–collectivism. Cultural level analysis has
shown that people in more individualistic countries belong to a larger number of
different voluntary associations and believe more often that ‘most people can be
trusted’ than people in collectivistic countries (Allik and Realo, 2004; Realo,
Allik, and Greenfield, 2008; Realo and Allik, 2009). As the results at the
cultural level are so unambiguous, there is reason to inquire further whether
similar patterns also exist at the individual level. However, individual-level
findings do not necessarily have to mirror the results at the aggregate level of
analysis (culture, nation, etc.), and the relationship between variables can be
different, missing, or even completely opposite to theoretical expectations based
on findings at another level (Mõttus, Allik, and Realo, 2010; Ostroff, 1993).
Indeed, previous research has yielded somewhat contradicting results at the
individual level: the relationship between individualism–collectivism and different social capital measures (e.g., trust, participation in voluntary organisations)
at the individual level has been found to be positive in some studies (Gheorghiu
et al., 2009; Kemmelmeier et al., 2006), while other studies (Finkelstein, 2010
and 2011) indicate that people with collectivistic values participate in some
activities of civil society (e.g., voluntary organisations) at least as much as
people with individualistic values.
The findings of this dissertation confirm that the relationship between
individualism–collectivism and social capital may not be as unambiguous and
straightforward as it is at the cultural level. Although, there is support for the
hypothesis that a positive association between individualism and social capital
exists at the individual level (Study III), the results also indicate that different
subtypes of individualism have rather different and sometimes even opposite
effects on social capital, that certain dimensions of collectivism can actually
promote social capital at the individual level (Study I), and that both collectivistic and individualistic values are important in generating different types of
social capital (Study II). These findings are in accord with Finkelstein’s (2010)
assumption that, although individualistic and collectivistic people volunteer to
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the same extent, they do it for different reasons – that is, sometimes rather
different values may lead to very similar conduct in individuals. If we extend
this assumption about volunteering to some of the core aspects of social capital,
we can hypothesise that both individualistic and collectivistic people will trust
generalised others and invest in their networks to the same extent, but they
likely do it for different reasons. The first part of this hypothesis is supported by
the fact that different subtypes of both individualism and collectivism are
positively related to social capital (Study I). However, an analysis of the nature
of the reasons and motivations behind more individualistic versus more collectivistic individuals remains beyond the scope of the current dissertation.
Another important issue to keep in mind when interpreting and explaining
the different results at the individual and cultural levels is the fact that individualism and collectivism are not orthogonal to each other at the individual level
(Brewer and Venaik, 2011; Triandis and Suh, 2002; Zhang, Liang, and Sun,
2013), and individualism and collectivism fulfil different functions of the
individual’s value system (Trommsdorff, Mayer, and Albert, 2004). As there
are hardly any ‘pure’ individualists and collectivists, it makes sense that the
effect of individualism–collectivism on social capital at the individual level is
not as strong and straightforward as it is at the cultural level. However, it would
also be not correct to claim that the relationship between individualism–collectivism and social capital is completely different at the individual and cultural
levels, because some individual-level findings do replicate culture-level
outcomes. For example, the only measure of collectivism that was not significantly correlated with social capital in Study I was Familism, and this is in
accord with culture-level findings which have shown that Familism exhibits
negative associations with social capital (Realo, Allik, and Greenfield, 2008).
How much does Individualism–Collectivism Explain
Individual-Level Variance in Social Capital?
Individualism–collectivism and sociodemographic variables (i.e., age, gender,
education, and domicile) explain only a small fraction of individual-level
variance in social capital (Study I, II, and III). Although previous research
(Halpern, 2005; Lin, 2000; Lin and Erickson, 2010; Meulemann, 2008; Putnam,
2000 and 2002) has shown that age, gender, education, and place of residence
are all related to social capital at the individual level, the results of this
dissertation (Study I, II, and III) suggest that there must be something else that
explains differences in the level of social capital at the individual level.
What is more, Study III demonstrated that the strength of the relationship
between individualism–collectivism and social capital significantly varies
across different European countries. This is in accordance with the findings of
Study IV, which revealed that the relationship between generalised social trust
(which is considered one of the core aspects of social capital) and a more
general value structure significantly varies in the same set of countries.
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Therefore, the findings of Study IV suggest that not only individualism–
collectivism, but also a more general value structure, may be among the
possible explanatory factors behind country-level differences in social capital
levels. The results indicate that congruence between a personal value structure
and a country-level value structure is more important in generating individuallevel generalised social trust in countries where the overall levels of social trust
are higher. Therefore, it seems that, in some countries, there must be something
in the general value structure that favours the generation of social capital, and
individualism–collectivism may constitute a fraction of this broader value
structure that makes people more receptive towards social trust, norms of
reciprocity, and cooperation. In sum, people’s everyday experiences in their
collectives and communities must have a stronger effect on their generalised
social trust and social participation levels than their personal characteristics.
This is in accord with recent findings by van Lange and colleagues (2015;
2014), which demonstrate that a genetic influence on generalised trust is
virtually absent and that, instead, we should look to social interaction experiences, networks, and the media for the determinants of generalised trust.
Therefore, culture-level social capital (or at least some important aspects of it)
seems to have an impact on individual outcomes in social capital (or at least
some important aspects of it).
Challenges in Studying the Relationship between
Social Capital and Individualism–Collectivism
Measurement issues are extremely important when studying the relationship
between social capital and individualism–collectivism, because both are very
ambiguous constructs that have been defined and measured in many different
ways in the literature. The studies on which this dissertation is based clearly
demonstrate that using different measures for social capital and individualism–
collectivism can yield rather different results. One of the reasons for this is that,
sometimes, there is hardly any relationship among components of the social
capital construct, such as social and political trust and formal and informal
participation (Guillen, Coromona, and Saris, 2011). Furthermore, different
components of the social capital construct do not manifest a uniform effect on
the same phenomena (Guillen, Coromona, and Saris, 2011; Kaasa, 2009; Saxton
and Benson, 2005), and the relationship between different dimensions of social
capital and other social phenomena may vary across different social groups
(Kroll, 2011). Considering that social capital, which was operationalised
differently across Studies I, II, III and IV, was analysed together with another
ambiguous construct, that of individualism–collectivism, which was also
operationalised differently across the studies, it is quite astonishing that the
results of the studies are not in fact completely contradicting.
An issue that cannot be ignored is that, although the selection of indicators
of social capital and individualism–collectivism should be strictly based on
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theoretical considerations, data availability and constraints often affect the
choice of the measures. My co-authors and I often confronted a situation in
which, based on our theoretical understandings, we would have wanted to measure as many core aspects of social capital as possible, but due to data availability and statistical issues, we were not able to do so. There were two major
problems to tackle. First of all, of course, there is the possibility that the
required items are not in the data set. However, a second problem was in fact
more common: I had rich datasets which contain many questions about different
aspects of social capital, but these different items just do not form a coherent
index with satisfactory statistical parameters. Therefore, my co-authors and I
had to make some concessions when choosing social capital measures. In Study
I, we settled on a social capital index that unfortunately ignores the social network aspect of social capital. Study IV captures only one core aspect of social
capital–social trust. In Studies II and III, we solved the problem of having to
choose between different aspects of social capital by using two different social
capital measures in the same study.
Data availability issues were also present for individualism–collectivism
constructs. My co-authors and I were lucky enough to have individualism–
collectivism measures in the datasets used for Studies I and II, but there was
no direct individualism–collectivism measure in the European Social Survey,
used for Studies III and IV. The Schwartz value scale, which was used for
operationalising individualism–collectivism in Study III, is a rather good
instrument, as different conceptualisations of individualism–collectivism (e.g.,
Oishi et al., 1998; Realo, Allik, and Vadi, 1997; Realo et al., 2002; Triandis and
Leung, 1998) have been related to Schwartz’s value types of Openness to
Change and Conservation at the individual level. However, Schwartz’s value
types of Openness to Change and Conservation dimensions do not allow for
differentiating between different subtypes of individualism–collectivism, as was
done in Study I, which demonstrated that different subtypes of individualism
and collectivism might have rather different associations with social capital.
Another important methodological issue to discuss (which also helps to
explain the difficulties forming solid social capital indexes) is the measurement
of social capital across cultures. It is widely acknowledged that the content and
meaning of social capital is probably rather culture-specific. Communities and
nations can have quantitatively and qualitatively different forms of social
capital, and expressions of social capital are, therefore, often dissimilar across
countries and regions (Halpern, 2005); thus, there is the need for tailored assessments of social capital in different cultural settings (Ostrom, 2010). However,
the standard social capital measures have traditionally been imported from the
USA, following the research of Putnam (2000). Considering that social capital
is often culture-specific, it should not be surprising that these measures do not
always form a solid index in other cultures. Different history and cultural, political, and institutional contexts have formed rather different patterns of social
and institutional participation, as well as institutional and generalised social
trust levels, in different countries. For example, the long-lasting consequences
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of the historical experience of Soviet rule on social capital levels in Eastern
Europe demonstrate that political and institutional contexts played an important
role in eroding social capital, especially participation in civic society and
generalised social trust (Halpern, 2005), but also led to different types of social
participation, e.g., informal networks instead of more formal participation in
associations (Letki, 2009). Thus, it is important to always keep in mind that
social capital is a culture-specific construct which also, therefore, needs culturespecific measures.
In conclusion, although the positive relationship between individualism and
social capital seems to hold in some respects at the individual level, the relationship between social capital and the different components of individualism–
collectivism appears to be rather multifaceted, partly because the various studies
use different measures of both social capital and individualism–collectivism.
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CONCLUSIONS
Social capital is an extremely useful resource for individuals, groups, and
countries (Halpern, 2005). Therefore, the question of the possible determinants
or sources of social capital at the individual as well as group levels is of great
interest to social scientists. One of the possible determinants of social capital is
the impact of individualism–collectivism and indeed, there is more social
capital in individualistic countries than in collectivistic countries (Allik and
Realo, 2004; Realo, Allik, and Greenfield, 2008; Realo and Allik, 2009). However, individual-level findings have not been completely unambiguous, and,
even if a positive association between social capital and individualism is found,
it is not as strong as at the cultural level of analysis (Finkelstein, 2010 and 2011;
Gheorghiu, Vignoles, and Smith, 2009; Kemmelmeier, Jambor, and Letner,
2006).
The results of this dissertation demonstrate that the relationship between
social capital and individualism–collectivism is indeed not as straightforward at
the individual level as at the cultural level. Only one component of individualism, Mature Self-responsibility, was found to be positively associated with
social capital and peer- and society-related forms of collectivism also exhibited
positive associations with social capital (Study I). This suggests that people
who accept responsibility for themselves and for their actions (mature selfresponsibility), have tight and supportive relationships with their friends and
peers (Companionship), and are dedicated to and ready to serve their nation
(Patriotism) also have higher levels of social capital. This is in accord with
culture-level findings, which have shown that social capital levels are higher in
countries that exhibit lower levels of Familism and higher levels of institutional
collectivism (Realo, Allik, and Greenfield, 2008).
It also seems that, at the individual level, at least for adolescents, individualism and collectivism are related to different forms of social capital in distinctive ways (Study II). When analysing the relationship between social capital
and individualism–collectivism specifically during the adolescence, it was
found that collectivistic values are more likely to be related to higher levels of
parental social capital and individualistic values to higher levels of peer-group
social capital. This is hardly surprising, as individualism and collectivism fulfil
different functions for the individual value system (Trommsdorff, Mayer, and
Albert, 2004). Collectivistic values are found to be strongly associated with
family values at the individual level, whereas individualistic values are important for adolescents to successfully establish relationships outside the family.
Study II acknowledges that becoming an autonomous individual who maintains
her/his own social relations is an important developmental task, and suggests
that individualistic values can facilitate the establishing of those relations.
The Study III shows that the positive relationship between social capital and
individualism that has been found at the cultural level also holds at the
individual level, but that the relationship is, nevertheless, quite weak and the
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strength of association varies significantly across different European countries.
This variation, however, cannot be explained by country differences in the level
of democracy, human development, or wealth, which have often been found to
be positively associated with both country-level social capital and individualism
(e.g., Hofstede, 2001; Neira, Portela, and Vieira, 2010; von dem Knesebeck,
Dragano, and Siegrist, 2005; Whiteley, 2000; Zmerli & Newton, 2008). Interestingly, the ‘usual suspects’ for individual-level differences in social capital
(i.e., sociodemographic variables, such as gender, age, education level, and
place of residence) do not explain individual-level variation in social capital
either. Therefore, it is tempting to agree with Newton (2001) and van Lange
(2015), who argue that the sources of social capital and generalised social trust
at the individual level must be located in people’s everyday experiences and
immediate social surroundings, as well as their everyday social interactions, and
not so much in people’s own personal characteristics.
Finally, when examining how prevailing cultural values affect the individual-level relationship between values and social capital measures, in particular
generalised social trust, it was found that value similarity is more important in
generating individual-level social trust in countries where the overall level of
social trust is higher (Study IV). This suggests that the individual-level
relationship between social capital indicators (e.g., generalised social trust) and
values (e.g., individualism–collectivism) is likely to be dependent on the value
structure at the country level.
In sum, the results of this dissertation provide some support for the assumption that more individualistically minded individuals have more social
capital. However, individual-level findings are far more complex than culturelevel findings, and different subtypes of individualism and collectivism do have
rather different and sometimes opposing effects on different social capital
dimensions at the individual level. Furthermore, results suggest that individualism–collectivism together with sociodemographic variables explain only a
small fraction of individual differences in social capital. All in all, this indicates
that there must be other factors (e.g., income, employment status, and health)
that have a greater impact on individual differences in the accumulation of
social capital. Considering that congruence between personal and country-level
value structures plays some role in the formation of individual social capital
levels, it seems plausible that there is something in the general value structure
that makes people more or less receptive towards social trust, norms of reciprocity, and cooperation. Furthermore, culture-level social capital seems to have an
impact on individual outcomes in social capital. However, the impact of culturelevel social capital (and individualism–collectivism) on individual-level social
capital is something that requires further investigation.
All in all, the results presented in this dissertation show that neither personal
value preferences (i.e., individualism–collectivism) nor sociodemographic
variables explain much of the variation in individual social capital levels. This
is in accord with previous theories and empirical findings that suggest that the
sources of individual-level social capital must be located, not so much in the
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characteristics of the individual, but rather his/her social surroundings (Newton,
2001; Van Lange, 2015). Therefore, although the challenge of finding individual-level determinants of social capital is still far from complete, it seems
plausible that the ‘culprits’ are not only found at the individual level.
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SUMMARY IN ESTONIAN
Sotsiaalne kapital ja individualism–kollektivism
indiviidi tasandil
Sotsiaalne kapital – usaldusel ja normidel põhinevad inimestevahelised sidemed
ja sotsiaalsed võrgustikud – on äärmiselt kasulik ressurss nii üksikisikutele,
kogukondadele kui ka riikidele (Arts ja Halman 2004, Halpern 2005, Zmerli ja
Newton 2008). Samas on sotsiaalne kapital nii riikide vahel kui ka riikide sees
ebavõrdselt jaotunud (Jungbauer-Gans ja Gross 2007, Meulemann 2008, Putnam 2002). See tekitab loomulikult küsimuse, mis on sotsiaalse kapitali allikad
ehk millised tegurid võimaldaksid nii indiviidide kui ka gruppide tasandil seda
ebavõrdsust seletada. Sotsiaalse kapitali ebavõrdset jagunemist on riigi tasandil
seletatud muuhulgas sellega, et individualistlikke väärtusi kandvates ühiskondades võib valmisolek koostööks väga erinevate gruppidega olla kõrgem kui
kollektivistlikke väärtusi kandvates ühiskondades (Allik ja Realo 2004).
Käesolevas doktoritöös on uuritud indiviidi taseme seost sotsiaalse kapitali
ja individualismi–kollektivismi vahel. Seost sotsiaalse kapitali ja individualismi–kollektivismi vahel on seni uuritud eeskätt riigi ja piirkonna (nt USA osariigid) tasandil. Mitmed uuringud on näidanud, et riikides, kus inimesed hindavad kõrgelt individualistlikke püüdlusi, usaldavad inimesed ühtlasi ka teisi
inimesi rohkem ning nad on seotud rohkemate sotsiaalsete võrgustikega (Allik
ja Realo 2004, Realo ja Allik 2009; Realo, Allik ja Greenfield 2008). Küsimus,
kas seosed sotsiaalse kapitali ja individualismi–kollektivismi vahel järgivad
indiviidi tasandil samasuguseid mustreid nagu on leitud riigi tasandil, pole seni
uurijate tähelepanu eriti pälvinud. Varasemad uuringud on indiviidi tasandil
andnud veidi vastuolulisi tulemusi: indiviidi tasandi seos individualismi–kollektivismi ja erinevate sotsiaalse kapitali mõõdikute (nt üldistatud sotsiaalne usaldus, osalus vabatahtlikes organisatsioonides) vahel on osades uuringutes leitud
olevat positiivne (Gheorghiu jt 2009, Kemmelmeier jt 2006), samas kui teised
uuringud (Finkelstein 2010 ja 2011) on näidanud, et inimesed, kes peavad enam
oluliseks kollektivistlikke väärtuseid, osalevad kodanikuühiskonna tegevustes
(nt osalus vabatahtlikes organisatsioonides) võrdsel määral inimestega, kes
pigem rõhutavad individualistlikke väärtusi.
Väitekiri põhineb neljal empiirilisel uurimusel, mis on avaldatud artiklitena
rahvusvahelise levikuga eelretsenseeritavates ajakirjades. Väitekirja aluseks
olevate uuringute eesmärgid olid:
 Uurida indiviidi tasandi seost sotsiaalse kapitali ja individualismi–kollektivismi erinevate alatüüpide vahel (Uurimus I).
 Analüüsida indiviidi tasandi seost sotsiaalse kapitali ja individualismi–
kollektivismi vahel teismeeas ehk eluperioodil, mil suhted väljaspool perekonda muutuvad noore inimese elus kasvavalt oluliseks (Uurimus II).
 Võrrelda sotsiaalse kapitali ja individualismi–kollektivismi indiviidi tasandi
seose riikidevahelist varieeruvust (Uurimus III).
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 Uurida, kuidas ühiskonnas valitsevad väärtused mõjutavad indiviidi tasandi
seost sotsiaalse kapitali (üldistatud sotsiaalse usalduse) ja väärtuste vahel
(Uurimus IV).
Tulemused näitavad, et seos individualismi–kollektivismi ja sotsiaalse
kapitali vahel ei pruugi indiviidi tasandil olla nii selge ja ühene kui riigi tasandil. Hüpotees, et sotsiaalse kapitali ja individualismi vahel on ka indiviidi
tasandil positiivne seos, leidis küll mõningast kinnitust (Uurimus III), kuid
tulemused näitavad ka seda, et seosed sotsiaalse kapitali erinevate dimensioonide ning individualismi–kollektivismi alatüüpide vahel on üsna erinevad ja
kohati lausa vastuolulised (Uurimused I ja II). Nii näiteks selgus, et indiviidi
tasandil on sotsiaalne kapital individualismi alatüüpidest positiivselt seotud üksnes enda tegude eest vastutuse võtmise ehk küpse vastutustundega, samas kui
sotsiaalse kapitali seos individualismi teiste komponentide – autonoomia ehk
iseseisva mõtlemise ja otsustamisega ning oma unikaalsuse tajumisega – oli
negatiivne. Teiselt poolt on sotsiaalse kapitaliga positiivselt seotud kaks kollektivismi alatüüpi: patriotism ehk enda pühendamine rahvale või ühiskonnale ning
kaaslaste-kollektivism ehk tihedad sidemed sõprade ja kaaslastega. Seega võib
nentida, et rohkem sotsiaalset kapitali kaldub olema inimestel, kes võtavad
vastutuse enda ja oma tegude eest (küps vastutustunne), kellel on tihedad ja toetavad suhted sõprade ja kaaslastega (kaaslaste-kollektivism) ning kes on pühendunud oma riigile (patriotism). Samas ei saa kindlasti väita, et seos individualismi–kollektivismi ja sotsiaalse kapitali vahel on indiviidi tasandil täiesti erinev
riigi tasandi seosest, sest mõned indiviidi tasandi tulemused sarnanevad varasemate riigi tasandi tulemustega. Nii näiteks on perekonna-kollektivism (perekonna heaolu seadmine enda eesmärkidest ettepoole) Uurimuses I ainus kollektivismi dimensioon, mis ei ole sotsiaalse kapitaliga statistiliselt oluliselt seotud,
ning see on kooskõlas riigi tasandi tulemustega, mis on näidanud negatiivset
seost perekonna-kollektivismi ja sotsiaalse kapitali vahel (Realo, Allik ja
Greenfield 2008).
Seda, et indiviidi tasandil on individualism ja kollektivism erinevate sotsiaalse kapitali vormidega seotud erineval viisil, näitas ka Uurimus II. Analüüsides seost sotsiaalse kapitali ja individualismi–kollektivismi vahel teismeeas,
selgus, et kollektivistlikud väärtused soosivad pigem perekondliku sotsiaalse
kapitali teket ning individualistlikud väärtused pigem rohket sotsiaalset kapitali
eakaaslaste seas. See on seletatav sellega, et individualism ja kollektivism teenivadki indiviidi väärtussüsteemis erinevaid eesmärke (Trommsdorff, Mayer ja
Albert 2004). Kollektivistlikud väärtused on indiviidi tasandil seotud perekonna
väärtustamisega, samas kui individualistlikud väärtused on teismelistele olulised uute suhete rajamiseks väljaspool perekonda.
Uurimus III näitas, et individualismi–kollektivismi ja sotsiaalse kapitali
vahelise seose tugevus indiviidi tasandil erineb oluliselt Euroopa riikide lõikes.
See on kooskõlas Uurimuse IV tulemustega, mis näitasid, et seos üldistatud
usalduse (mis on üks sotsiaalse kapitali põhikomponente) ja üldisema väärtusstruktuuri vahel varieerus samades riikides olulisel määral. Uurimuse IV tulemused osutavad, et mitte üksnes individualism–kollektivism, vaid ka üldisem
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väärtusstruktuur võib aidata seletada riikidevahelisi erinevusi sotsiaalse kapitali
määras. Tulemused näitavad, et riikides, kus üldistatud sotsiaalse usalduse tase
on kõrgem, on teiste inimeste suhtes usaldavamad need inimesed, kelle väärtused sarnanevad riigis üldlevinud väärtustele. Seega näib, et osades riikides on
üldlevinud väärtustes midagi sellist, mis soosib sotsiaalse kapitali teket, ning
individualism–kollektivism võib moodustada üksnes väikese osa sellest üldisemast väärtusstruktuurist, mis soosib üldistatud usaldust, vastastikku heatahtlikku ja ausat käitumist ning koostööd.
Tuleb rõhutada, et individualism–kollektivism ja sotsio-demograafilised
tunnused (nt vanus, sugu, haridus ja elukoht) seletavad üksnes väga väikese osa
inimeste vahelistest erinevustest sotsiaalse kapitali määras (Uurimused I, II ja
III). Kuigi varasemad uuringud (Halpern 2005, Lin 2000, Lin ja Erickson 2010,
Meulemann 2008, Putnam 2000 ja 2002) on näidanud, et vanus, sugu, haridus ja
elukoht on indiviidi tasandil kõik seotud sotsiaalse kapitaliga, näitavad selles
väitekirjas esitatud tulemused (Uurimused I, II ja III), et indiviidi tasandi
erinevusi sotsiaalses kapitalis tuleb otsida kusagilt mujalt, ja Uurimuse IV
tulemused viitavad, et indiviidi tasandi sotsiaalse kapitali erinevuste taga võivad
vähemalt osaliselt olla ka kogukonna või riigi tasandi väärtused.
Kokkuvõttes pakuvad selle väitekirja tulemused mõningast toetust seisukohale, et mitte ainult individualistlikumates ühiskondades, vaid ka individualistlikumatel inimestel on rohkem sotsiaalset kapitali. Samas on individualismi
ja kollektivismi erinevate alatüüpide mõju sotsiaalse kapitali erinevate dimensioonidele indiviidi tasandil kohati erinev või lausa vastupidine. See on oluline
tulemus, sest riigi ja piirkonna tasandi uuringutes ei ole kuigivõrd tähelepanu
pööratud individualismi–kollektivismi ja sotsiaalse kapitali erinevatele vormidele (va Realo, Allik ja Greenfield 2008). Lisaks individualismi–kollektivismi
ja sotsiaalse kapitali seose uurimise indiviidi tasandile toomisele seisneb selle
töö uudsus seega ka selles, et kasutusel on väga suur hulk erinevaid spetsiifilisi
sotsiaalse kapitali ja individualismi–kollektivismi ning sotsiaalse kapitali
mõõdikuid.
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