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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the study was to examine the impfaetiucational level of respondents’ parents offiedéht
components of social capital. The Sample comprafe00 students as respondents drawn randomly §emi-urban
degree colleges located in Vaishali district of &ilfindia). For measuring social capital, Lakshr@D(5) scale was used.
Five factors, namely; bonding with friends, acce of system, support & cooperation, selfishnegklmrmony were
found reliable. The findings revealed that the ediomal level of respondents’ father did not sigeahtly influence
acceptance of the system, support & cooperatiommbay and selfishness dimensions of social capiiat, it was
significant for bonding with friend’s dimensionssafcial capital. The findings also revealed that #ducational level of
respondents’ mother did not significantly influenaeceptance of the system, support & cooperati@mbny and

selfishness dimensions of social capital. Howeaveras significant for bonding with friend’s dimemss of social capital.
KEYWORDS: Social Capital, Parental Education, Factor Analysis
INTRODUCTION

Social capital can be broadly defined as the ndtsvarf relationships among people who live and wiorla
particular society, enabling that society to fuonteffectively. Many social scientists and develeptragencies have dwelt
upon the concept of social capital widely givingpitus to considerable theoretical and empiricaaesh in this field.
According to World Bank, there is growing empirielidence that social capital contributes signiftbato sustainable
development. World Bank (1999) stated ‘Social apigfers to the institutions, relationships andnm® that shape the
quality and quantity of a society's social intefact The central premise of social capital is thatial networks have
values.lIt refers to the collective value of all ¢sd networks” (who people know) and the inclinaahat arise from these

networks to do things for each other (“norms ofpexity”).

The term ‘social capital’ is a relatively new coptand has been discussed extensively by socattistis such as
Putnam (1993), Coleman (1988), Bourdieu (1980)Fudduyama (1999). The concept of social capital@bmcause while
neo-classical economists can explain only aboyteédGcent of economic activities; remaining 20 pamtde explained by
human nature and behavior. Fukuyama (1999), Cold@@288) and Putnam (1993, 2000) were unanimousfinmidg trust

as a key component of social capital.
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L. J. Hanifan's 1916 article regarding local supgdor rural schools is one of the first occurrenadsthe
term social capital in reference to social cohesiad personal investment in the community. Han{fe®16) described
social capital as “those tangible assets (thathtéar most in the daily lives of people: namelyoguwiill, fellowship,

sympathy and social intercourse among the indivgaad families who make up a social unit”.

Bourdieu (1986) described social capital mainly tarms of networks of relations. He defined it as
“the aggregate of the actual or potential resoumeich are linked to possession of a durable nétvafrmore or less
institutionalized relationships of mutual acquamt@ and recognition- or in other words, to memhprsh a group”.
Bourdieu described three dimensions of capitals,esith its own relationship to class: economic,tadl and social
capital. These three resources become socialltafe and their ownership is legitimized throudte tmediation of
symbolic capital. Thus Bourdieu’s concept of socipital is instrumental, focusing on the advargagethe possessor of
social capital and the “deliberate constructionso€iability” for the purpose of creating this resmri James Coleman
(1990) explained social capital as aspects of &bketructure that function as a resource of th#viduals in a group,
claiming that social capital 'inhere in the struetwf relations between persons and among persdhas, social capital
can be comprehended in the relations between ohais and groups, not in individuals per se. Irepthords, Coleman
identified social capital in functional terms asresource that the individual attempt to pursue acedumulate.
He identified three forms of social capital: obtigas and expectations, information channels, amihs. Putnam (1993)
makes a distinction between two kinds of socialiteipbonding capital and bridging capital. Bondigsgcial capital is
inward looking and refers to relations within horeagous groups such as families or social or ejmuigps. But in order
to create peaceful societies in a diverse, muitivet country, one needs to have a second kind @élsoapital: bridging.
Bridging is evident when people make friends withens who are not like them, like supporters ofthenfootball team.
Bridging social capital refers to relations betwelgferent groups, networks and encompasses peapbss diverse social
cleavages. Fukuyama (1999) claims that concepttlikst, networks, and civil society that have bessociated with
social capital are, in fact, only a secondary plegmon, emerging as an outcome of social capitanbtitbeing social
capital itself. His definition characterizes socipital as an informal norm that promotes coopmrabetween
(two or more) individuals. Fukuyama (1995) argubattsocial capital is a necessary pre-condition doccessful
development, but a strong rule of law and basidipal institution are necessary to build socigpital. He further believes

that a strong social capital is necessary forangtdemocracy and strong economic growth.

The aim of the present study is to examine the anhmd parental education on individual's social itap

The following hypotheses have been formulated:

» It was hypothesized that educational level of @itbefr will not significantly influence respondergsores on

different factors of social capital.

« It was hypothesized that the educational level ofher will not significantly influence respondenssores on

different factors of social capital.
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METHOD OF STUDY

Sample

The sample comprised of 200 students randomly difa@m degree colleges in the district of Vaish&8ihar).
While 111 students were male representing 55.5%etample, the remaining 89 were female represgad.5% of the
sample. The respondents were on average 2%5P5=(4.60) years old with the range of 20 to 28ye#msterms of
educational level, while 64.5% of the respondentrewundergraduate, remaining 35.5% were postgraduiie
distribution of educational level of respondentsther was 20.5% non-matriculate, 15.0% matricutatiass, 14.0%
graduate and 50.5% holding postgraduate degree. etlueational level of respondents’ mother was 41.56f-

matriculate, 15.5% matriculation pass, 20% gradaateremaining 23.0% postgraduate degree holder.
Measures

A questionnaire was developed by Lakshmi (2015)intadwo parts. Part one contained sixty statements
pertaining to the participants’ social capital. Tétatements measured social capital on a 5-poade sanging from
‘strongly agree’ (5), agree (4), neither agree diesagree (3), disagree (2) and strongly disagreerl{le sample statements

were as follows: (i) you trust your friends; (iipy talk freely with your friends.

Initially, the questionnaire comprised of 60 itetosassess the social capital of the respondentsefuently,
eight items were dropped on the basis of item amaly-inally, responses to the remaining 52 iterasewactor analyzed
using the principal component analysis (PCA) witlotated varimax solution on the criteria that eiggdue should not be
less than 1(one) and the factor must have acceptatihbility (alpha coefficient >.60). An initisdnalysis (SPSS-17

version) was run to obtain an eigenvalue for eactof of the data.

Factor | was given the nameBonding with friends The factor explained 78.20 per cent of the commariance

and also showed higher reliabilifgi =.80).

Factor Il was given the nameéAcceptance of systemThe factor explained 24.36 per cent of the common

variance and also showed higher reliabiiiy=.73).

Factor Il was given the nameStpport and cooperationThis factor explained 34.64 per cent of the commo

variance and also showed higher reliabi(iiy=.72).

Factor IV was given the nameSelfishness This factor explained 12.93 per cent of the camnnvariance and

also showed higher reliabilityii =.60).

Factor V was given the namé&Jlarmony’. This factor explained 14.50 per cent of the commariance and also
showed higher reliabilityrii =.68).

Part two of the questionnaire measured age andegesfdthe respondents. Data were collected frome don
August 2016.
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RESULTS & DISCUSSIONS

In order to verify the hypothesis that the levelfathers’ education of the respondents will notngigantly
influence respondents’ scores on social capitalofac One- way ANOVA has been computed. Table Isgmts the
summary of the statistical findings.

Table 1: One-way ANOVA Displaying the Level of Fatlers’
Education of Respondents on Factors of Social Capit

Factors Groups SS MS | F df=3/196

. . . Between 3.68 1.23

Bonding with friends Within 88.41 A5 2.72
Between 3.58 1.19

Acceptance of system Within 131.06 57 1.78
. Between 2.38 .80

Support &cooperation Within 8273 72 1.88
) Between 3.14 1.05

Selfishness Within__ | 157.71| 81 1.30

Harmon Between .90 .30 75

y Within 79.26 | .40 '

*p <.05p¥.01, N=200

Table 1 displays that F-test such asceptance of the systefd 3/196 =1.78, p>.05%kupport & cooperation
(F 3/196 = 1.88, p>05)selfishnesqF 3/196 =1.30, p>.05) andarmony (F 3/196 =.75, p>.05) are not statistically
significant. However, the factdronding with friendgF3/196=2.72, p<.05) is statistically significaithe null hypotheses
of no difference hypothesis have been acceptedeicase ohcceptance of the system, support & cooperatidfiskeess
and harmonyNull hypothesis has been rejected in the casmnfling with friendsnd the alternative hypothesis has been

accepted.

In order to verify the hypothesis that the levehudthers’ education of the respondents will ndfedigignificantly
in terms of personality factors, One-way ANOVA hdsen computed. Table 2 presents the summary
of the statistical findings.
Table 2: One-way ANOVA Displaying the Level of Motlers’
Education of Respondents on Socfahpital Factors

Factors of Social Capital | Groups SS MS | F df=3/196
Between 6.11 2.04

Bonding with friends Within 85.97 A7 4.64
Acceptance of system \?v?tt;,\\ilgen 1322"4159 "6872 1.21
Support &cooperation \?v?tt;,\\ilgen 852(1) 4823 1.98
cevenn| o121
coween | 250135 2

*p <.05, *B1, N=200

Table 2 displays that F-test such asceptance of the syste 3/196 =1.21, p >.055upport & cooperation
(F 3/196 = 1.98, p>.05)elfishnesqF 3/196 =.25, p>.05) andarmony (F 3/196 =2.14, p>.05) are not statistically
significant. However, the factdronding with friend§F3/196=4.64, p<.05) is statistically significaithe null hypotheses
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of no difference hypothesis have been acceptedeicase ohcceptance of the system, support & cooperatidfiskeess
and harmonyNull hypothesis has been rejected in the cadmoéling with friendsnd the alternative hypothesis has been

accepted.
CONCLUSIONS

In general, the study showed that education levels of therardid not significantly influence respondents’
scores onacceptance of the system, support & cooperatioffisseess and harmonyactors of social capital.
However, parental educational level significantifluenced respondents’ scores lmonding with frienddactor of social
capital. In addition, there are several considenatithat need to be taken into account when comsglthe findings of the
current study. First, the study was primarily basadself-report data. As a result, the strengtrel#tions between variable
was overestimated due to a common method of vaigdecond, the nature and forms of social capitahge over time

as well as the multidimensional construct of socégital.
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