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Abstract: In this essay | present a survey of the literature on socid cepitd and | dress that
‘socid capitaists tend to view underdevelopment mainly as a problem of collective action.
Although | do not deny the importance of the later in solving the development puzzle, |
believe that socid capita is not the way forward when trying to generate economic growth. |
argue this based on the following: 1) it is not cler what it is meant by socid capitd; it is a
vague and confusing concept, and 2) | believe that the role of the State, power rdations,
palitics, internationa factors and even geography remain as the key factors to understand why
some countriesregions develop and some others remain underdeveloped. To congruct my
agument | rely on some of the very same works in which it is argued that socid capitd is the
answer to underdevelopment, and | show that what the authors of these works are redly
saying, dthough they do not seem to acknowledge it and inSg instead on the relevance of
socid capita, is that the factors | have pointed out above are the ones we should concentrate
on when trying to generate economic growth. However, this does not mean that the socia
capita concept should be done away with: if by development one means the geation and the
digribution of wedth (‘socid capitadist’ assume development is the same as the generation of
wedth and nothing ese) then socid capita can become rdevant if by it one means solidarity,
i.e, the digribution of the wedth generated ky economic growth in favour of those who most
need it.

I ntroduction

The recent development studies literature reveals that socia capitd seems to be on its way to
become the dominant paradigm in deveopment. In this essay, however, | will argue tha
socid capita is not the answer to underdevel opment problems.

‘Socid capitadists suggest that underdevelopment should be considered as a problem
of collective action. Although | do not deny the role of the latter when referring to
devdlopment problems, | beieve that politics the State, geography, power reations,



internationa factors, good governance and class conflicts remain as the keys to understanding
the underdevel opment puzzle.

Fird, 1 will try to figure out what is meant by socid cepitd (there are many
definitions) and | will explan why socid capitd has become a useful concept in the
development literature. Second, | will point out the flavs | find in socid capitd as an
andyticd tool and | will explan why | bdieve it is not the answer to underdevelopment
problems. Third, | will present a few case studies of successful development and which have
been incorporated into the development literature as examples of how sociad capitd leads to
development. Based on the very same evidence presented by the authors of these case
dudies, | will argue that it is not socid cepitad wha explans economic success in these
experiences but one or many of the different variables | believe of importance in devel opment
issues (see above). Fourth, | will submit that by socid capitd it should be meant solidarity, in
which case then it becomes ussgful in solving underdevelopment. Findly, conclusons will be

drawn.

|. What is social capital?

“Socid capitd, while not dl things to al people, is many things to many people’ (Narayan
and Pritchett 1999:871). That is, there are many definitions of socid capital. Woolcock and
Narayan® (2000:229) identify 9 fields in which socid capitd has been utilized: “families and
youth behaviour; schooling and education; community life (virtua and civic); work and
organizations, democracy and governance, collective action; public hedth and environment;
caime and viodlence and economic  development”. | will concentrate on economic
development. Now | present the rdevant definitions.

Firg, according to Putnam, the notion of socia capitd can be atributed to James
Coleman. It means the “norms of reciprocity and networks of civic engagement” which exist
in a community and fadlitate spontaneous cooperation (Putham 1993:167).  Putnam
emphasses that “horizontaly ordered groups (like sports clubs, cooperaives, mutuad ad
societies and culturd  associations) should be postively associated with good government
[and economic development]” (Ibid.: 175 and chapter 6). Socid capitd is productive:
“Physcd capitd and human cepitd facilitate productive activity, and social capital does so

! These authors argue that there are four views to social capital in economic development: communitarian,
networks, institutional, and synergy. | reject thistypology because, when trying to define social capital, | found it
more useful to simply present the various definitions | came across with in the literature.



as wdl” (James Coleman, quoted in Petro 2001:230, emphasis added. See dso, Fine
2001:102).

Second, to Fukuyama, socid capitd is “...the component of human capitd that dlows
members of a given society to trust one another and cooperate in the formation of new groups
and asociations’ (1995:90, emphass added). Lyon (2000:664) adso dresses that socid
capita means trugt, and that such trust implies cooperation among economic agents. Petro
(op. cit.: 230) argues too that socid capital means trust.

Third, Fox (1996:1089) clams that socid capitd can be defined as autonomous civil
society, “organizations that can represent diverse societal interests’.  Hyden (1997:27) aso
finds a rdationship between socid cepitad and civil society: “[c]ivil society is needed...to
cater for those whose place at the dtate table is not reserved...it encourages people to act
autonomoudy to achieve their godss, thereby contributing to the creation of socid capitd”.

Fourth, for Uphoff and Wijayaratna, socia capitd means roles, procedures, rules,
socid networks, norms, atitudes, vaues and beiefs “that predispose people to
cooperate...the benefit tha we find most generdly associated with socid capitd is mutually
beneficial collective action...” (2000:1876).

Ffth, for the World Bank, “[slocid capitd refers to the inditutions, reationships, and
norms tha shgpe the qudity and quantity of a society's socid interactions. Increasing
evidence shows that socid cohesion is criticd for societies to prosper economicdly and for
development to be sustainable.” (World Bank website).

The concept of socid capitd then, in economic development, embraces at least the
following categories inditutions, networks, trust, socid norms and rules, attitudes and
beliefs, associationd life, civil society (organizations) and socid coheson.  One of the man
premises of the concept is that “economic effects arise out of non-economic factors’ (Fine
op.cit..16). From the definitions above, the importance ‘socid capitdists attach to collective
action should be evident. 1 will try to show that this latter point is of great relevance for it
implies that ‘social capitalists consider underdevelopment as a problem of collective action
(see, Brown and Ashman 1996). | submit that defining underdevelopment in such a way is the
major weskness of the sociad capital concept. | do believe collective action to be important,
however, underdevdopment is not only solved through harmonious collective cooperation.
This flaw, adong with the ones | will mention below, conditute the bass to argue that socid

capita is not the answer to development problems.



[.I The ‘usefulness of social capital

Socid capital is ‘useful’ because it works for its supporters as “the residual explanation for
poverty after everything ese has been taken into account” (Fine op.cit.:122, emphass added).
That is, when economic tools (neo-classcd tools) fal to explain certain economic phenomena
then socid capitd isintroduced as the true and find explanation to them.

Another reason why socid capitd has emerged as ‘useful’, particularly for the World
Bank, is because it dlows the latter to kegp on not responding to the important contributions
of the developmenta doate literature (critics againg the Washington consensus). Thanks to
socid capitd, the World Bank has ‘incorporated” those critics into its new policy
recommendations (post Washington consensus?) but, a the same time, the Bank “[continues]
with mogt of its practices and prgudices which include the benign neglect of macro-relations
of power, preference for favoured NGOs and grassroots movements...”(Fine 1999:12).
Which leads to one more reason why socid capitd is ‘useful’: by ignoring power relaions, as
well as class conflicts, palitics, internationa factors, etcetera, the concept of socid capita
reduces underdevelopment to a technicality and ‘opens the door to success if socid cepitd
will deliver development, creete socid capital!

[1. What is wrong with the concept of social capital ?

I1.1 A confusing concept

One of the main premises of ‘socid capitaists is tha non-economic factors have economic
consequences.  Fine (2001:25) argues that “...socid capitd is Smply an oxymoron. To be
otherwise, there would have to be some sort of capitd that is not socid relative to which
socid capitd has the potentiad to be digtinctivee.  As caoitd...is profoundly socid and
higoricd in content, this is not possble’.  Capitd is socid and there is no room for some
kind of capitd which is not, unless of course its socid essence has been arbitrarily left out to
begin with (Ibidem). That is exactly what neo-classca economics did in the last 25 years or
S0, and that is why the concept of socid capitd (so much in vogue since the second hdf of the
1990s) is “an explicit recognition of adding society to an otherwise asocid economy”
(Ibid.:26).

2More state and society-friendly than the previous consensus.



Socid capitd is then a kind of bringing society back in approach but in which the
economy remains separated from society. That is why non-economic variables (socid
variables) have an impact on economic outcomes (which, | beieve, are Hill being perceived
as non-socid). The socid becomes then one of the many independent variables that explain
the dependent variable defined as economic performance.  This is mideading because
economies, epecidly capitdist economies, are socid: “capitd is not a thing in the first place
but is already social, globa, exploitative, and embedded, to coin a phrase, in broader relations
of which the date forms a pat” (Fine 1999:16, emphads added). Economic performance
under capitdism is dso related to power reations, drdification, class conflict, tensons over
resources and, of course, politics (Harriss and Renzio 1997:927, Fine 2001:92). Economies
are socia, capital is social, socid capita emerges then as a vague and confusing concept.
How could socia capitd be considered as the answer to underdevelopment if one does not
even know for sure what is meant by it? Can one rdy on an andyticd tool that does not
consder the economic as socid?

[1.11 A circular concept

It is not cler whether socia cepitd leads to collective action, efficient government and
economic development, or collective action, efficient government and economic development
lead to the creation of socid cepitd. The argument, in Putnam’'s work, is circular: “*norms of
generdized reciprocity’ and ‘networks of civic engagement’ give rise to socid capitd which
in turn makes cooperation between people possible, and reinforces reciprocity and civic
engagement. How the problems of collective action which congrain reciprocity and civic
engagement are overcome in the firs place is a problem which not redly addressed [sic]”
(Harriss and De Renzio op. cit.: 924). It is not obvious ether how the networks of civic
engagement lead to effective government (1bidem).

[1.111" A midleading concept

Social capitd is a vague and confusing concept, hence, it is dso mideading. This is because
those who do not see the inherent flaws in socid capital as an analytica tool address the
underdevelopment problem without taking into account, paradoxicdly, the socid aspects of
the process of development such as politics, class conflicts and power relaions (among

others), and concentrate too much in collective action. Putnam, for example, argues that if



one wants to make democracy and capitalism work, one needs to build socid capitd, which in
tun will lead to spontaneous cooperation (Op.cit..chapter 6). Following Putnam himsdf,
building socid capitad would mean creating “horizontally ordered groups (like sports clubs,
cooperatives, mutud ad societies, cuturd associaions, and voluntary unions)” (lbid.:175).
But, are these kind of associations redly relevant for economic growth?

Grote points out that Putnam may have taken “too literaly” some of the messages
delivered by de Tocqueville in Democracy in America, “[flor example, it is not sad [in
Democracy in America] that an association which ‘counts its supporters and involves them in
a cause (de Tocqueville, quoted from Putnam; p.90, emphass added by Grote) must
necessarily be a soccer club, even  such a group ‘unites the energies of divergent minds and
vigorously directs them toward a clearly indicated goal’. Ye, Putnam is very explicit in that
respect” (Grote 1997:5). Grote is right in doubting that soccer clubs are the kind of
asociations de Tocqueville had in mind: “[ijn the United States associations are established
to promote the public safety, commerce, industry, mordity, and religion” (de Tocqueville
1994:192). If it is assumed that building socid capitd is the answer to underdevelopment, one
may end up with a lot of bird watching societies whose members ae poor and
undernourished.

As mentioned above, for some ‘socia capitaists the most important attribute of socia
capitd is trust. “Trust can dramaticaly reduce what economidts call transaction costs —costs
of negotiation, enforcement, and the like- and maekes possble cetain efficent forms of
economic organization that otherwise would be encumbered by extensive rules, contracts,
litigation, and bureaucracy” (Fukuyama, op. cit.: 90). Lyon also consders trust as relevant,
“..trust is necessay for the development of a vibrant private sector based on
microenterprises, in conditions where actors cannot rely on formal legal ingtitutions at
present” (Op. cit..663, emphasis added). It seems then that trust is conceived by ‘socid
capitalists as asubstitute for the State (in its form of legd indtitutions).

But this necessarily means that trust remains as a second bedt, that is why it arises as
necessary ‘in conditions where actors cannot rdy on formd legd inditutions. The
Hobbesian- Smithean solution to the functioning of society gill holds in place the State is of
fird importance (in this case, to promote efficient economic action by ensuring contracts
among actors). Following Harriss and De Renzio, | do not clam that “...‘festures of socid
organization, such as networks, norms and trug, that facilitate coordination and cooperation’
are unimportant, but that they are actudly very powerfully influenced by politica ingtitutions,
induding state ingtitutions. Development interventions which are amed a ‘creating socid



capita’, therefore —as for example, in programmes of support for associaions in civil society—
could missthe mark” (Op. cit.:928, emphasis added).

Social capita is then a mideading concept because it can be understood as a subgtitute
of the State (minimizing the role of the latter in economic development) and because it
focuses too much in collective action while ignoring, as | have dready sad, the socid aspects
of devdopment. This is why “...policy arguments which pose civil society againg the date,
or which res on the view that rich endowment in ‘socid cepitd’ is a precondition of ‘good
government’, are dmogt certainly misconcaived” (1bid.:919).

[11. Case studies: ‘creating’ social capital

If socid capitd is to be the answer to underdevelopment problems, it must then play the role
of an independent varigble, that is, socid capitd should be conddered as X when
development is Y. However, as pointed out above, it is not redly clear whether socid capita
leads to economic growth or vice versa. As a matter of fact, “...[the] distinction between
what causes socid capitd and what it actudly is, cannot be made.” (Lyon, op. cit..664). Even
though it is not possble to clearly identify what causes socid capitd, there are severd authors
who clam it is possble to build the laiter and, in this way, fight underdevelopment (Lyon op.
cit,; Heler 1996; Uphoff and Wijayaratna op. cit.; Fox, op.cit; Petro, op. cit; Brown and
Ashman, op. cit.).

| believe this type of works share a common flaw: their authors clam that cresting
socid capita leads to economic growth, hence, they propose that efforts should be made at
building more and more socid capita (the latter becomes and end and not a means). But a
closer look at these studies reveds that, in any case, what these authors labe as socid capitd
aises as a result of economic development which, in turn, has been achieved following the
drategies which ae widdy recognized as conducive to economic growth: improving
government (role of the State), land reform, providing more resources to more people,
changing the politicd environment in favour of capitd (invesments), etcetera | submit that
those who dam more efforts should be made a building socid capitd ae missng the
picture. | suggest that more efforts should be made at developing good government, security,
infragtructure, changing power redions in favour of those who have the least access to
resources, etcetera.

If as a result of the proposed measures economic growth is produced but aong with it

a dronger civil society arises and more soccer clubs are founded | would not complain,



however, this would mean that socid cepitd Stops being an independent variable which
determines economic growth and becomes a dependent variable determined by the latter. The
answer to underdevelopment problems is not social capital but growth.®> When these authors
clam tha there is a need to build more socid capitd, what they are actudly daming for is
more economic growth (and more democracy), and when they say that it is possble to build
socid capitd they are actudly saying that it is possble to build economic growth. | amply
do not understand why they do not recognize so and indst on the socid capital concept
(maybe they do s0 as a way to have an excuse in case of economic falure). In the following
paragraphs, | will be concentrating on al of the critiques | have hed regarding socid capitd
so far.

Lyon (Op.cit.) concentrates on the cregtion of socid capitd in Ghana's agriculturd
economies. He argues that socid capitd (in the form of trust in the absence of a legd
framework actors can rely on) can be built through relationships among traders and farmers.
His concluson is that “there is a wide range of circumstances where resource poor farmers
and traders develop cooperation or draw on existing networks, dlowing them to enter into
new markets and increase incomes’ ©76). And the policy recommendation he comes up with
(dthough he does not explain how a wesk State which has not managed to provide a reliable
legad framework will be cgpable of carrying out policy) is to creste “[a forma legd system
that is more appropriate for microenterprises [which would] dlow more time and resources to
be put into building up other reationships and establishing new opportunities. It is aso
necessary to identify those who are excluded from networks that have the potentid to lift
them out of poverty, and those that are tied into networks or dependency relaions that can be
highly exploitative’ (678). If farmers and traders have developed a system based on trugt to
cary out their busness, why ask for a formd legd framework? Because the author is not
redly convinced that socid cepitd is the best answer to the problems faced by farmers in
Ghana, instead, he goes back to basics and points out that a legal bass of law (provided by the
State) is needed to secure economic interactions. The State “emerges’ as a fundamenta actor
in economic development, not socid capital and not collective action ether.

Heler (Op. cit.) focuses on the cregtion of sociad capitd in one of Indids dates,
Kerda, which “enjoys levels of socid development that are decades in advance of the rest of
the country” (1055). Hedler argues that “[bly any account, [Kerdds] developmenta
succeses are tied to what are clearly exceptiondly high levels of socid capitd” (1055). And

3 Growth by itself will not lead to development. What | mean is that to start solving underdevelopment growth is
needed.



then he goes on to argue that Keradla has been successful because there was a radical land
reform in the 1970s which “trandformed the agrarian socid-property structure, destroying the
traditional landlord class and creating a new class of smadl proprietors...Moreover, even by
Indian sandards, the date has been very active in regulatiing the market, redricting labor-
disilacing technologies in traditiond indudries, legidaing work conditions and hiring
practices aswdl asin agriculture and aggressvely enforcing minimum wages’ (1056).

Even more interesting, Heler holds that “[t]he redidributive thrust of Kerdas
development has carried with it a direct atack on traditiona structures of power as wdl as the
prerogatives of capitd. It has as such entalled a fundamentd realignment in the balance of
class forces’ (1057, emphasis added). So far then, | do not see how socid capita had
anything to do with Kerdds economic success But Hdler inggts that socid capitd is
involved because in the 1970s Kerdas workers experienced high levels of labour militancy
which “adversdy dffected productivity growth and invesment. As indudria growth and
employment dagnated, it became increesingly clear that militancy was exacting a too high a
price’ (1060). In this case, dthough involved, socid capitd was not productive a dl: it
crested stagnation.  Heler explains that the State had to step in and mediate between
capitalists and workers and, in this way, industrid production recovered (1063). Socid
capital does not seem to have arole a al in Kerdd's economic success dthough Heller inssts
that it does. Based on the very same evidence presented in this study, | would argue that good
governance and a ghift in power relations is what determined Kerala's economic growth in

the last 20 years, and not socid capitd nor collective action (actudly, collective action, as in
Unions, was harmful). Heller argues that socid capitd was there because he confuses
economic development with socid capitd.

Petro Op. cit.), who looks a the credtion of socid capitd (as trust) in the Novgorod
region of Russa is dso a victim of this confuson: carefully explaining that the economic
successes of this region were due to a good locd adminigration (which in 1993 sat up a fund
to support smal busnesses initiatives, dtracted foreign invesment through ‘tax holidays and
has caefully managed its budget (232)), he aqgues that socid capitd is crucd to
understanding Novgorod good economic performance.  Why? Because Petro beieves that
what the loca adminigration in Novgorod was aming & was creating socid capitd when it is
obvious that it was aming a cregting economic growth. “The experience of Novgorod
reinforces the notion that governments will invest in the cregtion of socid capitd, if they see
how they gain from it” (237). Petro takes his confuson between socid capital and economic

growth s0 far that he even makes it explicit: “[gccording to three of the most common



measures of social capital —economic development, trust in government, and civic activiam-
Novgorod seems to have developed an unusudly high level of socid capitd” (237, emphasis
added). Is not this a tautology? Saying that economic development is a measure of socid
capitd implies that poor countries should have low endowments of socid capitd and thet rich
countries should have large ones. Which in turn leads to think that to be richer you need more
socid capita, but then again, richnessis socid capitd.

In this case, the explanaion to success does not lie in socid capitd, it lies in good

government, resources (foreign investment) and even geography for Novgorod is located

between St Petersourg and Moscow, a postion that makes it very attractive for investments
amed at food production and processing given the low trangportation costs from the region to
those two big cities (1bid.:232). Was Novgorod success just amatter of collective action?

Fox Op. cit.) sudies the cregtion of socid capitd (as civil society) in rurd Mexico.
He rgects Putnam’s notion of consdering horizontal networks as socid capitd, but ingsts on
socid capitd being the same as affluence, “[i]f this assumption were vdid [Putnam’s], then
many of Mexico's poorest regions would be consdered to have brge stocks of socid capitd.
They are covered with strong horizonta webs at the most loca level. Yet these are precisely
the country’s poorest regions, with the worst systems of governance in terms of both process
and performance’ (1091). Mexico's poorest regions do have horizonta webs, but this is not
considered as socid capitd because these regions are poor. It seems then, again, that socid
capita means richness.

Fox defends the idea that socid capitd is not only important for development but aso
for democracy (1096-1097). And this is where | find another problem with socid capitd:
socia capita is not only confused with economic growth, but dso with democracy. Another
tautology agppears in democratic countries there is a lot of socid capitd, and in non
democratic ones there is very little. If the latter wish to be democratic, they need to build
socid capital, but then again democracy is the same as socid capitd which leads me to say
that if you want to build democracy...you smply need to build democracy!

Looking a households, Mduccio et al (2000) demondtrate that socid capita (as
associations) has had a posgtive impact on income distribution (measured as expenditures) in
South Africas largest province, KwaZulu-Nata. They argue that “[o]n average, each
household was a member of 0.8 groups in 1993 and this increased by 65% to 1.3 in 1998.
Over the same period, the percentage of households with a least one membership aso
increased from 55 to 71 percent” (63). Three problems arise with this argument: 1) the
authors do not make it explicit that they are working with red expenditures and not gross

10



ones, 2) some households did not improve their condition but actudly became poorer, and 3)
the authors point out that, during the same period they are studying, South Africa experienced
important structura transformations which made investments more productive (77). Hence, it
is not clear whether households are spending more as a result of joining to more associations
or because South Africais Ssmply doing better thanks to structura transformetion.

V. Social capital as solidarity

| have argued that socid cepitd is not the way forward in solving underdevel opment.
However, a clarification must be made: this satement is only vaid because by development |
have meant the cregtion of wealth, which is the meaning that al the works here presented, and
economic theory in generd, give too to the term development at least implicitly. In this case it
is quite clear that socid capitad as collective action is not the only requirement to produce
wedth and it is dso clear that other factors or variables (like the ones | have mentioned dong
this work) are of great rdlevance. However, if by devdopment it is meant more than the
cregtion of wedth, i.e, the equa or a least the not so unequal digribution of such wedth,
then socid cepitd can be a useful concept if by it one means solidarity. Through socid
capitd in the form of solidarity, which could be expressed through ether income or goods
transfers to those who need them, societies would be in a better postion to achieve
development if by the former one means creation and didribution of wedth. This does not
imply that the variables we know can contribute to generate economic growth become
irrdlevant; solidarity would be usdess if there is no wedth to be didributed. The point is the
following: socid cepitd may not be relevant to generate economic growth, but it certainly
could be of the mogt importance to distribute the richness generated by that growth (through
solidarity). Of course this is a topic that would require another essay (even many essays) to
be dedlt with  Here, | only wish to submit that it can be useful to define socid cepitd as
solidarity.

V Conclusion

| have tried to show that socia capitd is not the answer to underdevelopment problems
because, to begin with, it is a vague and confusing concept on which there is no consensus
about its meaning. However, what it is cler about socid capitd is tha it handles the

economy as externd to the socid.
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Second, as it is frequently used, socid capitd puts excessve emphasis on the role of
collective action in solving underdevelopment. | do not, | repest, | do not deny that collective
action is important but to the extent it is privileged it leads to neglecting politics, power
reations, inditutions, resources, government action and efficacy, internationd factors, class
conflict and even geography when deding with economic growth. My point is that, even if
collective action is to be consdered of great importance, dl of the latter influenceit.

Third, not dl ‘socid cepitdists neglect dl of the above. When they take them into
account, however, it is usudly to show that by deding with them development is possble
(which is no surprise). Neverthdess, these ‘socid capitdists do not clam so and, instead,
they clam that socid capita (and not growth) can be created, which leads to my next point.

Fourth, ‘socid capitaists tend to confuse development with socia capitd and, some
times, even with democracy. They propose policy should am at building socid capitad but,
based on their very same sudies, | have tried to argue that this is misguided and tha the old
drategies to achieve development (role of the State, good governance, land reform, shift in
power relaions, foreign investment, etcetera) are il valid (see case studies again).

Fifth, if socid capitd is to be congdered as the solution to underdevelopment (as the
World Bank currently clams) then it mugt take the pogtion of an independent variable which
should have an impact on the dependent variable defined as economic growth. However,
given the confuson outlined above, ‘socid capitdidts make socid cepitd the dependent
variable and terribly miss the point.

Sixth, the socid capitd literature assumes that development is he same as the creation
of wedth. This essay has been constructed following such assumption and that is why | have
been able to show that socid capita is not the way forward to achieve development and that
other factors must be taken into account when trying to generate economic growth. However,
if one assumes that by development it should be meant the generation and the digtribution of
wedth, then socid capitd can become ussful if by it one means solidarity. Persondly, |
believe the time has come to try to build a theory of socid transformation based on human
solidarity and benevolence. For ingance, could capitdism survive in a world where
individuds are not sdfish? | do not think that trying to answer this question is a wagte of time.
After dl, we are humans and we are cgpable of showing compassion and sympathy, not only
sdfidiness Further research is caled for on thisissue.
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