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Social capital and the privatization of knowledge
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ABSTRACT

This work examines the intellectual movement tlaahishated the scientific thought in the social scesn
from the 1960s onwards, and its connection withctienges in the world's economic and politicaltiete
since then, emphasizing the United States. Twbhafiost significant manifestations of this movenset
found in questions related to the identificatioraafinstitutional crisis in American democracy &nel need
for a process to re-evaluate the role of sociolbgyh from the institutional point of view, andasool to
explain the social reality of the country and tharhel. The reorganization of America's economic pQwae
a result of the technological development and tbbajization process, provides the backgroundHer t
political crisis in the United States. When it bewas evident that the foundations of the American
democracy are threatened by changes in its intstnadture and behavior, it is possible to deteet t
development of a considerable amount of researdistdies dealing with different perspectives ef th
large corporations' activities. As a counterpainthte apparent deterioration of the internal paaiti
community, this effort intends to identify the comtments of the business circuit with the civic béba
and democracy, whether in the assertion of ethitsisiness, or in the perspective of the developwiea
social policy more compatible with the corporatatgtgies. It is in this context that the conceptanfial
capital becomes the main articulator of politiaadl aheoretical disputes on the subject of the econo
development and the changes verified in the indlstector resulting from the expansion of new
technologies and their effects regarding the need fedimensioning of the intellectual properghti
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The Anglo-American version of the Third Way prograrposed by Giddens in 1998 and 2000, can
be seen as a kind of smooth surface that at the Sama conceals and reveals, in spite of the géogadl
and economic peculiarities of the moment, the liet&lial excitement that influenced the scientifiought in
the field of social sciences in the late 20th centliwo of the most significant manifestations luift
movement can be seen in questions related to émtifidation of an institutional crisis in American
democracy in the 1970s, and the verification ofrenfiguration process that sociology experieratetie
same time, especially the social science developdee United States. The background for the instibal
crisis in American democracy, as it has been desdby some authors, is the reorganization of Acaési
economic power, which occurs simultaneously witchianges and is often considered as a resule of th
phenomenon of economic globalization. The issu&oferican exceptionalism” is one of the most
remembered aspects in the analysis of the obsehates.

An interesting statement in this regard is sporasbgehistorian Colin Gordon, in his search for the
reasons why the theme of exceptionalism has ceéadszla matter of interest to those who study Acaeri
history. Taking into consideration the most popular perceptf the issue of corporatism, thatds,a social

[ Sociologist, professor emeritus at UFRGS. Email Address: I@asal.com.br



order resting on three foundationbusiness, work and politicsGordon examines the question and verifies
that the United States) terms of political economy, seems to be “thetbiown of corporatism.”

Whatever the analytical perspective adopted irticgldo patterns of work, business or political
organization, the conclusias the same, a total lack of organization (p.298)9

Sustaining the low organizational capacity of thmeekican work sector, which, throughout its
history of struggle, through unions and associatioever had enough density of activity to allotoit
impose comprehensive and long lasting social mdidizordon focuses on the attempt to explain tzelpu
that the power of business represents in the diefinof America’s destiny, even though it is disangzed
too. According to his interpretation, the entiresimess sector benefits from the disorganizatiahefvork
sector as well as the national politics in gendrhé privileged status of the business sector coeld
consequence of the political disorganization ofwloeking class and its own disorganization. Theatibn
is somewhat unusual: first, the historical weakredgbe national movement of workers contributeth®
weakness of the business organization; seconavedhi&ness of the nation contributes to the disorgdioin
of the business sector. As a result, the busiregsrsis the dominant force. According to Gordamwhere
(among industrialized democracies) is the polititakat to private capital weaker, and nowherehis t
antistatist rhetoric more ferociolibid. p.41). In effect, the antistatism is mdilee a smoke screen to
cover the fact that it is used by the “businessosédGordon’s explanation, however, does not adgmit
“industrial corporatist” policy. Drawing on a metag from political scientist Charles Lindblom, acdiag
to whom the political sector is a prisoner of tharket, Gordon states that what would contributin¢o
privilege of the business sector would be the aabicthe ‘generic logic of democratic capitalishbecause
“Any system of democratic capitalism sets ‘capitdbsundaries around ‘democratic’ ruldibid. p.33).

A comprehensive and influential study on the in$ititnal crisis in the United States is Robert
Putnam’sBowling alone, the collapse and revival of Americammunity 1995. The author explores issues
related to civic engagement and the pre-conditdfrdemocracy and democratization in American sgciet
Putnam’s approach is central to the discussiorolitigal solutions in terms of a third way. In padlar, his
concerns include the decisive role of issues sadeial capital and trust in the definition ofetitions for
the country.

In part driven by the issues raised by Putnamreéhewned political scientist Seymour Lipset
exposes the scale assumed by the institutions giogethe domestic U.S. politics in the boéiknerican
exceptionalism, a double-edged swdt€96. To a certain extent, Lipset revisits issalesady raised ifhe
politics of unreasonfrom 1978, exploring the contradictions in Amarcsociety as signs of a world that has
experienced too many changes in recent decadestdudes melancholically, stating that the virtags
American exceptionalism are in the origin of itsreat problems: The American Creed (...) fosters a high
sense of personal responsibility, independentatiite, and voluntarism even as it also encouragéfs s
serving behavior, atomism, and a disregard for comah good (p.268, 1997).

Carl Boggs'The end of politics: corporate power and the dexlif public spherel999, rejects
Putnam’s arguments on the decline in the “levelsadial capital as the reason behind the faults of
American democracy. According to Boggs, the dealihAmerican political life appears after a process
“corporate colonization” that, through the manipigia and diffusion of a national ethos contraryuiitics,
depletes participation in public life, transforndifical events into less important issues, ancbarages the
growing disinterest in the electoral process.

Another interesting study on the degradation of Acag demaocratic life is that of Theda Skocpol's
Diminished democracy: from membership to managemehmerican civic lifepublished in 2003. Starting
from a 1998 report of the Council of Civil Sociéan organ of the Institute of American Values) that
identified the declining living standards in theiotry, Skocpol's research is organized throughtaildd
examination of the forms of political participatieimce the voluntarism of the early stages of répab life.
Skocpol notes that from the Civil War to the postl War 1l, the voluntary associations and theécsst
promoted by the State Welfare were closely reldtethis connection the real substrate of the Acaeri
version of Keynesianism. Back then, most volunggeups were much more than representative segroents
local communities. Many of these associations wabifke a long time as sections of regional and matio
institutions, and supported important social praggdinanced by public funds, playing a decisive rial the
democratic organization of the government. In the&-1960s, although these associations continugtaio
an important role, they gradually lost ground aigaificance, due to the emergence of new social



movements and new kinds of leadership and moregsainal types of involvement in the process afrcla
In general, the expansion of the social movemeintiseo1960s, with its popular and radical charadteced
a redefinition of the relationship between loblkyighd government. Together with the civil rights
movement, the feminist movement, the environmentalement, the active religious brotherhoods, #te.,
1970s and 1980s saw the emergence of specializediasons representing the business sector. These
associations would become more expressive in tB8slompeting, with the advantage of expertist) wi
other voluntary organizations, resulting in a majoange in the behavior of civic socieGomparing
optimistic and pessimistic views on the changdbénassociations and their role in the politida bf the
country, Skocpol concludes that the classical aagtee participation in associations formed a twayw
bond between groups and spaces and between latabtional. In the context created in the 1980=seh
bonds began to deteriorate, due to the more efeeatition of centralized institutions run by expefthus,
the civic life of the country is increasingly rested to a kind of oligarchic domination (accordiig
Skocpol, cap.6, 2003).

As can it be seen by the characterizations appi¢lde changes the globalization process brought to
the state organization, identified by the publim@dstration researcher Ali Farazmand as “CorpoGitge,”
“Shadow State,” “Contracting State,” “State Entésgs,” etc., the main change would concern the
persistence of the Nation State and the changésadministrative nature. Welfare state becamepo@ate
state,” or “corporate administrative state,” asaZarand prefers. The downside of economic globabzain
his view, would correspond to a threat to the seigeity of the Nation States, the constraints ona=aty,
the concentration of the global power structure,dtiengthening of centralized decision-makindnan t
hands of business and government elites, and ¢ineaising dependence of the less developed napdsiss(
1999).

Farazmand'’s contribution to the appraisal of thenges in the administrative structure of the state,
combined with the debate on the question regartth@gituation of democracy and exceptionalism é th
United States, raise the question of the assessrhérg structure of power and decision-makingia t
American society, as well as the role and functiofithe corporations in this process, from thetjuall,
social and cultural point of view. Within the sarigf manifestations that seek to characterizegakpower
of the corporations at that time, the notion of amand capitalism appears as a result not of therecbf
corporations, but of the pressure of unspecifiatefiest groups” (Monsen, 1979). However, in the099
the discussion on the subject was given a moraekkitontour with the use of the term state capitaly
Seymour Melman (1997) (author Béntagon CapitalisrandPermanent War Econom$970 and 1974
respectively, among other works), and the analgéé®e globalization process and the practices of
transnational corporations contained in Sklair §8]9 1990 and 2002), Giovanni Arrighi ([1996], 1994
Hirst and Thompson ([1998], 1996), and others.

The source for any connections established bettteeooncepts of “corporate state,” “state
capitalism” and “general entrepreneur state” istthesformation, both in the material and non-maker
plan, that work in the international division obta since the international expansion of the capons,
usually characterized as products of the movemestanomic and financial globalization. The tendeimc
American society, at the end of the 20th centw fesult of the new configuration of the worldrke# and
the actions of its main players, the big transmai@orporations. In other words, the civil disargation of
the American society, as identified by the aboverm@ed researchers, is the other side of the esxparf
corporate power, and thus, the expression of angtepolitical horizon, defined by a new form efjional
economic groupings, induced by this power. Thitiésstarting point for the third way program, lgdtbe
American and British governments.

The intellectual movement that dominated the sifienhought in the social sciences from the
1960s onwards, but whose developments became racigwly manifest since the 1980s, is framed hy tw
emblematic events: the exhaustion of the Keynesitamomic policy and the events of May 1968 in Paris
From then on, the spectrum of sociological scigreoés to break up in a wide range of programmatic
alternatives. More than a dozen proposals andéatahl projects can be identified in this context,
sometimes it is a refinement of perspectives, antkesimes it is a simple replacement of theories and
methodological procedures considered historicaltylated. Some trends can be identified as morelglea
defined. Among them, the rejection of classicabthes, a proposal to refine the techniques of eagir
research, the strengthening of the sociology dficell the creation of programs of theoretical reggahe



establishment of interdisciplinary studies withldgue between different theoretical and methodakmigi
trends, the formation of collaborative networksgjirantitative research, or the construction of new
theoretical syntheses to perform diagnostics oteroporary reality (according to Giddens, p.23-387,
Collins, 1986 and 1989; Camic & Gross, 1998; Smel4899; Moody, 2004).

As it can be imagined, this universe of proposgi®iruled by the dispersion of efforts and a fot o
confusion. According to the assessment of Smedsen though there have been important contributions
the development of the discipline in the last 2&rgethroughout the process, some visible trencsged,
both towards the fragmentation and the standaidizaf differences, replacing old disputes between
different epistemological or ethical positions &oform of mutual tolerance, for some kind of “pdate
pluralism.” To Smelser, a deep ambivalence is nesigfd in the sociological landscape of the latl 20t
century. It is evident that sociology has beentimsbnalized and is established as a long-lastinigrprise,
but on the other hand, there is unrest surrounitiimgd a sense of loss of direction is visible é&ar, p.6,
1999). More or less in accordance with Smelser&eplations are Camic & Gross’ considerations on the
general framework of the configuration paradignd@9-9, 1998). Although it is possible to identify
evidence of intellectual vitality in some projedtss evaluation of the whole thing does not favppasitive
appraisal. As for the future of the projects, passin, disillusionment, disorientation and disorgaition are
predominant.

In fact, when considering the analysis performedheyabove-mentioned authors on the new
directions of the evolution of science, two chaggstics are dominant in this process, the disaaly
fragmentation and the theoretical dislocation @jgxts and innovative proposals for a committeticeti
perspective of social reality. The “peaceful pligral,” which Smelser used to illustrate this lackagafritical
vision of contemporary society, points to the amstture of a conformist bias that defines the diioecfor
sociology. The same feeling can be found in MictBaebwoy’'s apprehensive statement on the fate of
science in the late 20th century. According to Buog, post-modern pessimism has permeated sociahogy
such a way that it mistakes the post-colonial théor the post-socialist theory. In his words, pust-
socialist thought has become a kind of quintessehttee postmodern thought in its refutation of thepian
visions as impractical and dangerousgainst this messianic pessimism we need not adatemore facts
that root us in an eternal presefit.). This is a time not for normal sociolo@y.), but for revolutionary
sociology that reconfigures what we already kh@urawoy, p.695, 2000). In accordance with thiesens,
the arguments of the launching manifesto ofliwernal of Classical Sociologi2001) criticized the
fragmentation of the discipline due to the creatbsubspecialties and the development of inteiplisary
studies that, absurdly, are disconnected fromdbiedl roots contained in their disciplines of anigBesides
the lack of intellectual rigor that results fronetpractice of interdisciplinarity and its adverffie@s on the
educational system, the manifesto also emphadieedistortion of the discipline through its treathas a
“social theory” and the progressive abandonmeiisafritical content (JCS, 2001).

David Owen (p.13-17, 1997) identified the two majebates surrounding sociology at that time.
The first comprehended the perspective of an emgngostmodernity, characterized by a consisterdfset
propositions intent on criticizing the metanarrasiand the Eurocentrism, as well as the affirmadidhe
anti-fundamentalism and the relativism, in partécuhe relativism of discourse. The other corregparto
the dispute between those who maintained thatahtemporary development was a tendency, as thaadve
of a new social system in which chaos, indeternyirsael ambivalence would predominate; and those who
thought that these new conditions were the sigmmafmerging new global modernity, reflexive modtgrn
These debates are closely intertwined with the ndigzussions sociology faced at the beginnindpef t
globalization process, in its economic, politiaaid cultural aspects (Guillen, 2001); and they mbke
possible to discern some key directions for sogyplo the 21st century.

Owen's observation permits to discover a nexusdmivthe seemingly contradictory proposals
mentioned in the discussions above. The key eleméhts approach is the concept of “risk,” whiakides
other ideas that, in this context, begin to dongribe theoretical scene as a development of stodidse
process of globalization. One of these conceptsaisof “disorganized capitalism.” The other is tiaion
of “reflexive modernization,” whose definition igdeloped in the context of the characterizatiofriek
society.”

The social concept of risk seems to occupy a peenitasspace in the interests of the social sciences
in the late 1970s and early 1980s (Krimsky & Goiih992). In accordance with Ortwin Renn’s



observations on the studies regarding risk froraciosogical perspective, the issue involves twomai
dimensions. The first contrasts perspectives frodividual analyses with structuralist perspectivesyhich
the individual, group or institutional basis ofkris discussed, as well as its character as a pmeman that
involves unintentional socio-structural and glopadblems. The other, opposing objectivist and
constructionist positions, includes discussionsuatite nature of risk and its manifestations, whity be
real and observable phenomena or manifestatioasectas “social artifacts,” produced by social goar
institutions. According to Renn, within this speuwtr of theoretical perspectives are theories sutheas
theory of rational action, the theory of social ntiahtion, the organizational theory, the systeheory, and
also the neo-Marxist critical theories, as welttes cultural and constructivist theories (p. 67-1/4892).

The concept of disorganized capitalism has at eastersions. The version of Lash & Urry (1987)
seeks to establish the difference between “orgdreapitalism” as a national phenomenon, and disizrgd
capitalism as a global phenomenon resulting froerikernational advancement of transnational
corporations, working not only in the industriat&e, but also in the commercial and financial sex;t
through which is processed the distortion of thisonal borders. The version of Carl Offe (1989pislt
primarily on the idea that, within the new capgedi the work sector is marginalized, a positiopulisd by
the first two authors. In any case, both versiorsrmagreement with the notion of risk societyintiag to a
common element in the relationship of ambivalehes, tat any given time, has come to surround the
technological development associated with econgmwth, when the scientific-technical rationaligy i
identified as an element to protect and legitinthéedegradation of life in contemporary societydige
[1998], 1986).

The concepts of risk and reflexivity that flow frahe theoretical frame that defines the new
modernity — reflexive or post-traditional moderniBeck, 1986; Giddens, 1991) — form the nerve cent
of another conception in the construction of theidogical theory, but of the vision of a new sagito
which the theory must be adapted.

In this movement of theoretical reconstruction, ohthe most impressive variants in the discussion
was the shift of the paradigmatic apex of sciemomfthe work sector, whose lack of ethical substanc
results from the emergence of a society in whiehsiérvices are predominant, to the field of comcaton.
Claus Offe explains this idea in his wddksorganized capitalisppointing to examples in the “classical
traditions of the bourgeois sociology” — in thiseathe works of Marx, Durkheim and Weber — of the
tendency to transform work into the main sociat faap.5, 1989). Offe’s thesis, even though hegdaide
by side worldviews based on contradictory epistegiels, just like the theories of the above-mentione
“classical” authors are, was accepted in acadeirdles with surprising ease.

To understand this fact, it must be taken as agidhe great paradigmatic context that enveloped
sociology in the 1980s. The decisive factor thaitgbuted to make acceptable Offe’s ideas on thmitical
roots of the foundations of sociology being basedvork, much more than its sources (derived froen th
critical ontology of Karl Marx by Jurgen Habermas,well as the studies of Ralph Dahrendorf on ko
the work society, André Gorz on the end of thegtaniat, and Alain Touraine and Daniel Bell on the
emergence of a post-industrial society), was th&@salthough not epistemologically correct, soluiof
moving the core paradigm of the sociology of thelwmocess into the market sphere, in which ratigna
would rule differently. The emergence of more aiffitdent kinds of social conflicts in contemporary
society would have depleted the former place oflmist the factory, the favorite site for socidss
struggles, owners and workers. This place, therpibes a unified front to confront emerging social
conflicts from outside the production process. gibreral expansion of services in industrialize detiss,
and the resulting changes in the nature of workleréey to the radical transformation in the duice of
contemporary life.

Offe’s book, in a sense, serves as a consistent@raof the evolution of the theoretical tendency
that feeds the trend of the idea of another motleraind within it, the concept of civil societyfigeled by
notions of risk and reflexivity, changing the wactor to act as a source of understanding foakand
environmental costs of productive activities in gi&h and not limited only to the workplace and gec
companies.

The discussion around the concept of civil socéguires an unprecedented scale in sociological
analyses with the debate on democratic socialishEamocommunism, in the 1960s and 1970s. In the
United States and the United Kingdom, in particulae concept of civil society seems to experience



revival with the publication in 1989 of the trarigba into English of Jurgen Habermas’ bdstkuctural
change in the public spheredited in 1961.

Habermas’ work seems to bring elements for a reassnt of the concept of civil society, as it
suggests the rupture of the “old model,” which leli$hed a strict separation between the publicfaingte
spheres, created, in accordance with his termi)édpourgeois society. That is, the decay of tlwfgeois”
public sphere would occur under the auspices ointiegration between the public and private seetith
the emergence of a new public political spacehatroot of Habermas’ text, there are issues tltagemize
the whole discussion around the technological, ecnr, social, political, cultural and ideological
transformations that from then on characterizectiteeism and reconstruction of the conception of
modernity and the review of the dominant paradignmsociology, of which the above-mentioned Offes
eloquent example.

Regarding the Anglo-Saxon sociological literatuheyre is a clear convergence on the view that the
concept of social capital, considering the formolabf James Coleman and further developmentseof th
concept through the work of other authors, is afkeyor in the “revitalization” of the concept at/i¢
society, especially in the United States, whetakies place concurrently with the resumption ofxidale
Tocqueville’s thought on the foundations of demticrife in that country (see, for examples, thdexdion
of texts edited by Craig Calhourabermas and the public sphefom 1992; and Cohen & AratoGivil
Society and Political Theory1994). The correlation between the two conceges to believe that the idea
of public sphere, developed by Habermas in 196thgiglecisive impulse for its acceptance as arytcall
tool of the political and social order. The new bdaries of the concept of civil society represent a
recreation of Habermas'’s idea of public spher¢hénsense that civil society is not restrictedrie public
sphere, based on the uniqueness of the ratioraiutise, but it consists of multiple public sphetes
combine rational and non-rational elements, as age#lements of contestation (see Calhoun, 1991.i§
an emerging model of civil society that comprehemdsimber of public spheres, communities, and
associations nested within one another, and al$linva putative larger ‘national sphere’ of civibsiety
(Taylor, 1995, apud Jacobs, p.1239, 1996).

In this movement, in which the expansion and rexaigon of the capitalist system, together with the
decline of the Soviet system, provides a widerzZworifor scientific thought in the field of sociaisnces,
the resurgence of the concept of civil society plifly a strategic role in the process of articalathe
analyses and categories that had been circulatiog or less independently, in the sociologicadlists, in
the economic studies, or in the areas in betweaa.tD this strategic role, the concept assumesrund
certain conditions, the sense of a patchwork irctviihe analytical purposes are mixed with claimarof
ethical nature, seeking alternatives to overconmdlicts over conflicting demands made by different
institutions, associations or social groups, whth &im of preserving the social order. The fact itha
represents the synthesis between public and pnivelfare seems to be the reason behind the widedpre
use of the concept in Anglo-Saxon literature (Fdelydwards, 1998; Magnuson, 1997), and the basiggo
transformation into an instrument of rapprochentttveen the different fields of knowledge. Withsthi
kind of support, the second phase in the developofegconomic sociology presents a vitality unsieeits
first phase — with Talcott Parsons, Neil Smelsel Afilbert Moore, in the 1960s — and it is in thiaythat it
will consolidate the tendency to confirm the pregrance of Anglo-American sociology over the other
streams of sociological thought (on the secondgb&sconomic sociology, see Swedberg, 1997, p6165-
1998).

In the developments of this new phase, severabmstialready widely circulating in the intellectual
and scientific circles, will be revised, but, witlthe discourse of economic sociology, they aremganother
dimension and projection, especially after the asgination of concepts such as civil society and,
particularly, that of social capital, contributidgcisively to promote the short-term bias thatriefithe
main direction for the development of contemporanyerican sociology (Elias, [1994], 1968; [1997],719
1987). In the program of this sociology, the kegtdas in the organization of the theoretical and
methodological propositions are to be categoriregitcordance with conceptions completely emptied of
their historical contents, representing notions/jated by the new technological rationality, such as
globalization, information society, knowledge, risk&flexive modernity, etc. Within this theoreticaid
methodological context, the conflicts result froimedgent interests, and the central dynamic ofetgas
resolved through the process, or mechanism, ofisimh-exclusion of individuals and groups regardime



different levels of coexistence, and institutioaakocial situations. It is at this point that 8tmtegic role of
the concept of social capital is defined.

The concept of social capital, in Coleman, represtire development of the exchange theory and
the consolidation of the rational choice theoryhvitsociology. The definition of social capitalgsen by
its function, i.e., to create human capital; asdsiurces basically correspond to the expectasiods
reliability of the social structures, networks anfbrmation, as well as the observance of the rates$
acceptance of the sanctions defined by the sdciadtares. Its fungibility is virtually nil, if coared to
human and physical capital. This is due to the tzat it is not within the individuals or physidaktors of
the production process. The substance of socidiatapccording to Coleman, is its propositionaiseand,
in this case, the social organization (system tba®r corporate actor) that entails the accornptisnt of
objectives that could not be achieved otherwisksagt not without a very high cost.

The arguments on the subject are discussed irxth@ublished in the supplement of #wmerican
Journal of Sociologyin 1988, and they are further developed in thekifeoundations of Social Theory
(1990), considered the most important work of tidar, in which many previously published texts are
revisited to provide elements to demonstrate, énatiithor’s point of view, the rediscovery of tharidations
of community life that followed the revolutionaryganizational transformation that marked the enmerge
of contemporary society, the modern corporatiosag/&hown as anonymous society). Another important
document in the evaluation of this project is thesplential address presented at the inauguraimgeaftthe
American Society of Sociolggn 1992 (Coleman, 1993), which is a summary efitiéa of rational
reconstruction of society and the role of sociologthe process.

The concept of corporate actor dominates the tek®80 and the message to the sociologists of
1993. Since the text éfoundationds a composition that resumes earlier texts, niengs the reader comes
across the resumption of ideas already proposeidhvgleem to create the impression of a lack oftglar
the enunciation of the concept. The reiteratioaarhe questions, however, also works to promote the
consolidation of certain key points of his thedFiiis applies to the definition of corporate acteisgstem of
action, through which Coleman’s idea of extendimgtheory of rational action to all structural arstes of
the collective life becomes manifest. Take, forregke, Coleman’s characterization of minimum corpera
actor: “A natural persorencompasses two selves, object self and actingsgfincipal and agent, in one
physical corpus. A minimal corporate actor is cexhtvhen principal and agent are two different passo
He continues, With this same minimal structure, the principal ni&ya corporate actor, or the agent may
be a corporate actor, or both may be corporate ex{as when a corporation owns another corporation)
A more widely developed corporate actor has mutipkincipals,” who are the object, and many “agént
playing the active role.This is the way a publicly owned corporation is @@imed of in modern society.
Coleman explains this occurrence as follovihé principals are the multiple owners, the shatéérs of
the corporation; the agents are all those empldygdhe corporation, from its chief executive offiteits
production worker$.The same idea applies not only to the unions,sghmembers are the dispersed
principals, and the leaders are the agents thradngth the demands are filtered; but also to thiesta
which the citizens are the principals and the govemnt officials are the agents (p.421, 1990).

Although the idea of corporate actor is expressea system that is present in different organized
structures of society, almost all of Coleman’s angut involving the formation and development of the
concept, and its basis of origin, is made throwgjarence to the modern corporation, becausehissype
of organization that promotes the radical changeénegal order of society and, consequentlyctiange
in the social organization that will define theeditions of contemporary society.

The widespread use that the concept of socialalapduld experience in the 1990s occurs,
significantly, apart from its theoretical complereahat of the corporate actor, as developed bg@ah.
Considering the evolution of the use of the conoégbcial capital in the social sciences, throtigharticle
by Alejandro Portes (p.18, 1998), it is possibleadfy that, at that time, more precisely in 19B®bert
Putnam set in motion changes in the use of theeginbased on the activities of civic organizatjons
different types of associations, communities angome cases, even cities and countries. In otbatsythe
articulation of the concept of social capital witie representative bodies of “civil society” is #tey to the
development of the concept in different contextisType of articulation seems to provide an iakeay to
circumvent the institutional problem involved inl@man’s formulation of the concept of social cdpita
related to the concept of corporate actor, whicleribeasier, more palatable, to assimilate irlegroutside



the academic environment, such as the World BadKklaa International Monetary Fund, to mention two
examples of institutions associated with the foatiah of the world's economic-financial policy.idtwith
the support of Coleman, Putnam (1993), and Fukuy@®@b), that the concept of social capital,
characterized as a new development perspectivei®ra key element in the discussions and studies
conducted by researchers of the World Bank on tbklem of poverty; and an instrument in the
readjustment of that institution’s propositionstba subject of economic growth of the peripheratem
(see Grootaert, 1998; Grootaert and Bastelaer,)2001

It is worth to mention the fact that Pierre Boutdgecontribution to the concept of social capital,
which precedes Coleman’s approaches on the sulgengntioned only incidentally, in a series of @ap
from the Social Capital Initiative of the World Bamwhich started in 1996; at the same time, it sedhe
concept of civil society began to circulate in theernational Monetary Fund (Dawson and Bhatt, 2001
This seems to be definitive evidence of how fartiine theoretical contributions are. While Bourdisu
concerned primarily with the construction of a Hewel of theoretical consideration for the relatibip
between the individual and society, in order taegivore historical consistency to the analysed®fri
society; Coleman, who also works in the field o€raimacro relationship, seems to be more interaated
detaching sociology from its historical contengtee it the sense of a project of rational orgatiiaaof
society. His contribution is more in line with tliea of sustainability of development programststigally
targeted to improve social networks and institigion

The restrictions on the arguments of Colem&wandationslargely attached to the theme of
corporate actor and the alleged inconsistenciéiseohrguments used to support the concept (Stinchect
alii, p.183-262, 1992; Tuomela, 1993; and Lindegb26003), do not disqualify the author, neithetanms
of his importance to American sociology, nor imterof his role in the historical moment of the stagical
thought and the circumstances that characterizpahied of economic and political development @& th
United States and its role in the world economgheflate 20th century. The dimension and the reasmmg
of the book can be properly assessed only by giogeit on the historical perspective, and by pngbihe
possible reasons why Coleman brought back to theri&an sociological scene a theme that, for reasons
that remain unclear, was abandoned after beinglyidged by the sociologists of the post-war perfe@m
the end of the Second World War to the mid-1960east, the debate on the issue of control of aatpo
property was subjected to analyses and empiriselrehes by sociologists who, based on the classic
of Berle and Means (1932), reached positive coimhgsabout the nature of that process, regardiag th
effects on social stratification and the impacthase effects on the improvement of the democliggiof
the country. The importance of Coleman’s textshendoncept of corporate actor is precisely thetfaadt it
makes evident, as opposed to the dominant direictithve thought of the sociologists who worked wifib
subject before, that Berle and Means knew thaséfparation between property and control within the
corporations, in the movement towards the conceotraf power, produced a distortion in the relatip
involving the new characters of the economicdifiel the former actors, a fact that had important
repercussions in the political sphere. The “fissdbthe atom of property,” by providing conditiofts the
creation of managing groups, independent both afettolders and owners, set up an oligarchic terydenc
that contaminated the positive sense of the origirperience. The constant allusionskoundationsto
Robert Michels’ text on political parties ([1982P14), sometimes mentioned alongside referencBsre
and Means’ text on the modern corporation, arecatdie of the author's concern to disentangle the
characterization of the concept of corporate atton the problems that result from the bureaucasitin of
the organizational systems, revealed by the aatelbieconomic progress of the corporations; asagethe
need to avoid a possible contamination of hisqatopf rational organization of society by the firaw of
organizations.”

Coleman’s original construction, the concept ofpawate actor and the articulation of its theorética
roots with the historical trajectory of the corpiiwas in America, has influenced the American slogiwal
thought, apparently, since 1974, with the publaatfPower and the structure of sociefp that time, his
analysis fits in a context where the issue of poavet social responsibility of corporations serveshae
epicenter of a political debate that is about teie increasing projection in the country. Thatigk
consensus on the existing social science in therigarepolitical system, in which, according to Rick
Tilman (1974), the ambiguity in the writings of AtilBerle (co-author ofrhe Modern Corporation and



Private Property played an important role, is interrupted by tlebate between the supporters of pluralism
and of elitism.

In the year 1988, when Coleman introduced the naifesocial capital, as related to the concept of
corporate actor, which he had been developing sheerevious decade at least, and the later ttiealre
developments of this articulation (in 1990 and 19@%rk the moment when the institutional basgsoofer
in the country are being questioned, when topich s1$ corporate citizenship and the criticism & th
pressures and the advance of techno-bureaucnatierieies of corporations in the restructuring ef th
American federal power are entwined in a tanglgugstions about the central dynamic of the globabn
process and its effects on democracy in the cowmtdythe world (for more information see, amongnth
analyses, Melman, 1997; Gordon, 1998; Boggs, 188&zmand, 1999; Sklair, 2002; Carroll and Fennema,
2002; Carrol & Carson, 2003; Skocpol, 2003; Miziu@004). Coleman’s political-institutional projest
not just an integral part of this landscape, b#t ohits key components.

It is no accident that this project of social-otemhchange, from within a work that carries the
meaning of a general treaty of social theory, atiogrto the characterization Bbundations of Social
Theoryfound in Patrick Baert's (p.164, 1998), seemsetwe as a line of convergence for a number of &ssue
that circulate in different circles and are refégtin the ongoing discussion in the field of sosiEénces.

The concept of social capital is a key elemenh@drchitecture of a Sociology for the new millemmiand,
as in Coleman, it is from the very core of the Aiwem sociological thought that comes the notiosasfial
system and the recent concern with the micro-meadetionship (and strictly in this sense). Accogito
Coleman, as a model of exchange within the sysfesn@al action, the idea of social capital serzes
conceptual tool to work a combination of two thesridescriptive and interpretive, of social actibe: first
is manipulated by most sociologists, who understhatthe social action is guided by rules, regoiet and
obligations; and the other by most economists, gd®the actions of the actors as independent demitaxnt
towards self-interest (S95-S96, 1998). In a sangéjs manner, he tends to turn the paradigm tddmal
action into the international language of the dosséences. But beyond that, what seems to beidedrs
the theoretical context of the late 20th and e2llst century is its relationship with the new tlyeair
development, reflecting the institutional problemhg\merican society and the reconfiguration of the
international division of labor.

The theory of development that emerges at the &tiedl980s, to replace the various versions of
the structuralist kind that were predominant bdent has the technological rationality for economatrix
(for more information see, among other texts, Giéd4; Evans 1996; Hyden, 1997; Nahapiet & Ghgshal
1998; Woolcock, 1998; Fine, 1999 and 2001; Woolc&dkarayan, 2000; Fevre, 2000; Maskell, 2000;
Biggart & Castanias, 2001; Piazza-Georgi, 2002;tlRdge & Amsberg, 2003; Bezemer, Dulleck & Fritjers
2004). In general, the new theory is organized dbasethe activity of transnational corporationg] &s key
elements of social and political support and jicstifon are based on the cultural bias construgtadarily
through concepts such as social capital and acilesy, that serve as privileged tools for the abtarization
of differences in development, registered at tiggoreal, national and local level.

One of the most significant manifestations of ttirection in the theory of development is the tlyeor
of endogenous growth, which incorporates the thebhuman capital as a sponsor of the technological
change. Formed in the mid-1980s, this theory, dpear by Paul Romer (1986, 1989 and 1990), was widel
discussed in the American academic circles antheri990s, it was integrated, together with therphef
social capital, into the sophisticated system aflyses and definition of strategies for global exuit
growth, managed by international agencies suchea®orld Trade Organization, the World Bank, the
International Monetary Fund, and the OrganizatmmBconomic Co-operation and Development, etc..
Among the main arguments, supported by Romer’'srtheoostly inspired by Joseph Schumpeter’s theory,
it is evident the existence of a conflict betwemmoivation and perfect competition, the need faz frade,
and investments in large corporations as the predepute for the promotion of economic growth tigio
the access to new technological solutions; makgegaf the same criteria to explain the existingsgaghe
economic indexes of different countries.

Although there are links explicitly recognized e trespective authors of the theories of
endogenous economic growth and social capitaletiseno doubt that the inclusion of both theoriéhivw
the same circuit, which explains and proposes globlécies sponsored by international organizatjass
due to the existence of a series of converging eisrbetween them, important elements that représen



main direction of the theory of development thaetashape. For example, the nerve center of betrids
is located in the large modern corporations, arg tioth develop a critical awareness of the thebry
perfect competition, they see communication agm fof external economy, and include the process of
organizing information in the evaluation of theisbcosts of transactions.

On the other hand, in the case of the emergingyrafadevelopment, it is quite common to find
evaluations of the process of economic developineing performed with privileged analytical tools:
theories such as rational choice, public choiceyggtheory, network theory, agency theory, micro#mac
relationship, human capital, social capital, trastporate citizenship, civil society, corporategmance,
institutionalism, communitarianism, etc.; all guidey short-term perspective. This combination of
conceptual and theoretical fields also servesftwnm explain and justify the global, regional,inatl and
local economic and social policies under the aefisternational organizations, whose catalyshés t
concept of social capital. As a result, the conbggtbecome the “missing link” in the theory of
development, and the “glue that keeps societiestbha@g,” to mention the most suggestive metaphamdo
in the studies conducted by members of the stafie@fVorld Bank, as noted by Ben Fine (p.158, 2001)

Due to the rapprochement between James Colematsytnd Paul Romer’s theory of growth, it
becomes quite clear that the role of the concepboial capital is to act as a kind of microsysthat serves
as the point of theoretical equilibrium for a prsgén which the technological innovation represéms
fundamental dynamics, and the information systarantrolled by large corporations — the key way of
defining strategies to ensure the reproductiorusiriess, all justified by the “imperfections” oktimarket.

Keynes, quite rightly regarded as one of the lepdapresentatives of the social theory of the 20th
century (Lemert, 1999), outlines the main strateigthe theory of development defined at the enthef
century, after the supposed exhaustion of his aoamphilosophy. InThe General Theory of Employment,
Interest and Money1936), he affirmed that the theme of “state affaence” had never been handled
properly by the economists, who treated it onlyuedlg and superficially. This was not the casehef t
“practical men” who made this issue the subjecaftinuing interest and concern (p. 136, [194386)9As
noted by Jeffrey Alexander (p.150, 1995), Keyn@sthis occasion, suggested that, given the inghdit
objectively know the future, apart from probabitigtrojections, a door was opened for irrationatiwaion
and the concept of trust.

Keynes’ observations point to the core of the thedrdevelopment, created to explain and justify
the contemporary economic movement and its impache political level. As a microsystem of equilibm
for the social relations, the concept of socialitehgseems to be perfectly adapted with this scere its
principal field. Among the multiple characterizatsoof the concept, especially within the sociology
produced in, or derived from, the United States, tfvthem define, in my view, its substance. linsfact, a
double substance. The first has a subjective naamethe other an objective nature. From a sulbgepbint
of view, the common substance is trust, which seageas a key element due to its condition as arfatt
conceptual convergence and aggregation. The olgestibstance, common to all approaches to the pbnce
of social capital, is undoubtedly the issue of infation. Taken as a triggering and encouragingfdotthe
entire process of building stable social relatigoshinformation has become a link to articulat pinocess
of rationalization technique induced by the protigcsystem and the ideological emptiness of théasoc
conflicts, reduced to cultural and group difference

As a microsystem of information, the concept ofiglocapital, in recent years, has become a key
element in the formation of the new economy paradifpe process of creative destruction (see Greansp
1999; Aghion and Howitt, 1992; Nakamura, 2000; Hafad Taylor, 2002; Grennes, 2003; Alcouffe and
Kuhn, 2004). Thus, it will surely be a part of t@ntext in which is included the process that bifgeck
(p-12, 1997) classified as the “reinvention of isiial society,” i.e., the process of “reflexive
modernization,” or “creative self-destruction ofvarld order;” and Giddens (chap. 2, 1997), in turn,
characterized as a movement of abandonment, digémbnt and problematization of tradition (or
“detraditionalization”), included in the emergingdernity.

On the other hand, the concept of social capitakgived primarily as a microsystem that mobilizes
trust, corresponds to the subjective counterpatie@mmodernization process, connecting the conadptsk
and reflexivity (Coleman, chap. 5, 1990; Gidders,ait. chap. 1 and 2), and incorporating the @atiians
and moral sentiments contained in the culturaldtsit supports the prosperity of the post-indaissaciety
(Fukuyama, Part I, 1996).



Within this double substance is the reason fomtitke diffusion of the concept of social capital in
the debate on public policies, in virtually all s and instances of verification. It is this pnapef
combining discourses that gives the concept tlagegiic function it has in the new theory of ecoromi
development and in the definition of directions $ociology and social sciences in the new century.

It is necessary to consider the concept of soaipital within the historical perspective of therthi
technological revolution to understand its real efidctive meaning. The concept of social capéal,
originally defined by Coleman, i.e., its role iretbreation of human capital, is a typical prodddhe so-
called “knowledge society” or “information sociétfeven though the economists, as suggested by Ben F
(ibid: 97), consider the notion of social capitaian-market way to explain the imperfections of erket;
from the point of view of the notion of economicdasocial development derived from the technological
change, that is, from the point of view of the methance of an essentially technical rationalityteskey
element of social change, that same notion is piseamological complement of the concept of human
capital. And, in this sense, it acts as a decifgigtor in the socio-cultural and political metalsati of
acceptance, not only of the imperfections of theketa but also of the inevitability of economic fgc

A concrete evidence of this condition is the his@rcorrelation between the emergence and
diffusion of the concept and the expansion, inléisé decades of the 20th century, of the debatgs an
political and theoretical disputes about the natum@ scope of the industrial property law, settedhe
process of expansion of new information and comeation technologies and their impact on the need to
redefine the intellectual property right.

James Coleman offers very important hints of thenéin several moments Bbundations Among
the cases he examined, one of the most illustraitiee characterization of the practical inalightgtof the
social capital, when compared to other divisibledgpand objects of private property, such as physic
capital and human capital, and the primarily sos@aise that characterizes them as an attributes of t
structure of relationship in which the individualembedded (chap.12). Also suggestive is the chapte
devoted to the examination of the corporate ad@ system of action, which emphasizes the anaiysie
effects derived from the development of computehmelogy in the erosion of property rights overagi@nd
innovations produced in activities promoted by cogtions (chap. 16). This is due to the fact thatrtew
organizational structures that come out with thestiment of computer science promote the fadiitaof
the “transport of ideas” from one sector of theuisttial activity to another, enable the organizaio
autonomy of corporations (and workers), strongiyslate the link between research and researclasedb
in universities and companies, etc. Induced bynghwe technology, the organizational structures ef th
corporations, in general, tend to accept a newafalocating property rights to ideas and innovasi
produced in activities developed within the orgatiins, to protect the rights of the “corporaterdage
involved, thus shaping the diffusion process ofdbiecept of shared property, between the corporatnol
its employees.

The phenomenon identified as “deindustrializatiar,“route to the information economy,” or
“outsourcing,” which, in essence, defines whatoswentionally understood as the emergence of
“knowledge society” or “information society,” anchase incidence becomes constant in the economic
literature of the advanced countries, especialth@United States, in the early 1970s, settindithe and
environment in which the concept of social captalkerges. The idea of social capital, defined bpritmary
function of creating human capital, correspondshenwords of an American economist, to angerative
to consider humans as commodifie®, according to Theodore Schultz, to consitheint as human capital
machine% (Adams, p.627, 1982). Within this logic, the cept of social capital is an instrument to identify
the collective substance of the knowledge presetitea human capital and, thus, it works to charexetehe
field of what is “common,” i.e., what is in the gitbdomain and requires an organization that iteagnd
able enough to control its implementation and taeriauseful for “all” society.

The acceptance, by the social sciences, of thagyhef the social origin of the workers’ knowledge,
which in a particular historical moment correspotalthe need for a controlled socialization of this
knowledge, is a step in the restructuring of thecept of property concerning the directions defibgdhe
development and expansion of technology, as wahe@sonditions that emerge from the competitive
process. In this sense, the concepts of socialatamd human capital are part of the set of sagunatthat, at
some point, forces the business logic to developt@nsive effort to extend the planning of wagstspwell
beyond the sphere of contract negotiation, tometdlived in the very organization of the workerfeliThis



effort, wrapped in market logic, lies behind thieatpt for an integrated planning of the innovation-
production-consumption cycle, which in the late @®Would be translated into the idegpafsumey
developed by Alvin Toffler to represent the endhaf divorce between producer and consumer. A tifesid
would be accepted in academic circles relatedddhbory of business organization through the natio
mass customization.

This concept, which began to circulate in the Whiates in 1987, with Stan Davis, is presented as
a supposedly holistic view of economic life, whabgective is oriented towards the conversion ofrfeand
patterns of consumption into factors to determiatgons and forms of the production process, pistif
this objective through the impact brought to lifiegeneral by the innovations induced by the new
communication and information techniques (Boyntdigfor and Pine 1l, 1993; Davis [1996], 1987, 1994,
1998; Davis and Meyer, 1997, 1999; Cox and Alm,8%ne Il, 1994). It fits in the perspective afiew
stage of the evolution of the large multinationadporations, in the face of changes that have oedun the
market, that is, a market that shifted from sdbeouyer, imposing innovation and exclusivity as tew
characteristics of the demand, according to théyaiseof Bolwijn and Kumpe (1990).

It is within this scenario that the conceptualdief the social theory developed around the
“intangibility” of the work would be improved by ather concept, that of intellectual capital, whibdgins
to circulated in Thomas Stewart’s journalistic gext 1991 and 1992, and was published in his book
Intellectual Capital: the new wealth of organizattin 1997. This concept, the subject of much
consideration in the theory of organization, is tramcerned with the analysis of the process ofWtedge
manipulation in corporations (see, among othembhéskind, 1996; Spender 1996; Spender and Grant,
1996).

In general, the concept of intellectual capitadusrounded by imprecision. There are three aspects
that seem to be more consistent in its analysit;, fts connection to the so-called new econoragprd, its
field of action, the sphere of business organiratichen its origins are connected to the thoughliveéd
Marshall and the statement that knowledge is itstppowerful engine of organization; and third, bat
least, its character as a complementary notiohaa@oncept of human capital (on these three aspseds
Saint-Onge, 1996; Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998;dlllr1998; Edvinsson, 2000; Nerdrum, 2001).

It becomes evident in the writings of the differanthors that examine the emergence and content of
the concept of intellectual capital, that the itiegt the organization, and especially a particiylpe of
organization, the corporation, is the institutiooahtext par excellence for its development. #l&o
perfectly clear, from presentations on the theime cbndition that the concept of intellectual capgissumes
as a strategic element of survival for corporations highly competitive environment, which is tséated
into the notion of mass customization, represerditgrning point that occurred in the capitalistkeain
recent times.

Usually, it is omitted from the consideration oétbmergence of the concept of intellectual capital,
and its rapid expansion in the circuit associatetth¢ study on the effects of the new informatiod a
communication technologies on business organizsitithe facts that intervene in the national ecorsemi
derived from changes in the international divistbhabor, decisive facts that trigger a movement of
rearrangement for the power relations and propéghys.

An important observation in this respect is inclliite Lester Thurow’s analysis of the action of new
technologies in the process of reorganizing thddweconomy (2000). Thurow identified two moments in
the process of globalization. In the first phaseyave, following the Second World War, the procefss
integration of the world economy was led by twatablocs of nations, structured around the Cold.\War
this stage, the companies, still highly dependertheir countries of origin, tend to expand their
transnational borders. In the second phase ofltimligation process, which began around the 188ds
accelerated in the 1990s, with the developmert®fthinese economy and the dismantling of the Sovie
Union, the technological advances would serve dastirument for the expansion of the private sector
conditioning the behavior of the countries of anignd those in which they have settled to theinenoc
and financial interests. It would be in this contiat the issue of intellectual property would dree the
main uncertainty of the international economic eyst

Significantly, with the heated discussion on theliectual property rights, the issue of the Erglis
enclosure laws would re-emerge. Even Lester Thii®87), commenting on the importance of information
and information technology in the movement of gliadion, reiterated the importance they had indhset



of the Industrial Revolution, and emphasized thedrte examine very carefully the issue of propeghts
in order to prevent those rights from turning iatgreat confusion, due to the interests of powedohomic
groups.

One of the most interesting and important aspddiseodebate on the intellectual property rights, i
the face of technological changes in course, refetise analysis of the aforementioned laws thgtileted
the use of productive land in England from the Xsthtury onwards, regarding the characterizatiahef
common domain as public domain and their relatigh e private domain. This is the case of thdyaes
conducted by James Boyle (2002 and 2003), in dodeharacterize the attempts to regulate intelbdctu
property that were then beginning to be definethasecond historical moment of occurrence of exucho
laws, now targeting the privatization of intelleztproperty. That is,the enclosure of the intangible
commons of the miridas stated by Boyle. The approach of this autiaptures the remarkable expansion of
the intellectual property rights in recent timemging from the patenting of scientific knowledtgenew
methods of production and doing business, to digitstems, etc., to the point of threatening tlte ol
boundaries of intellectual property. His testimasmgloquent:

That baseline — intellectual property rights ame élxception rather than the
norm; ideas and facts must always remain in théigpdbmain — is still
supposed to be our starting point. It is, howeneder attack. (...) the
commons of facts and ideas is being enclosed. Bademincreasingly
stretched to cover “ideas” that twenty years afjecolars would have
agreed were unpatentable. (...) In the new visfantellectual property, (...)
property should be extended everywhere; more tehép. 38-40, 2003).

The similarities between the first movement of ¢énelosure laws and the process that the author
considers to be the second movement of the samedngpease while the opposition to the attempts to
expand the process of privatization of ideas isiilesd as economically inconsequential, and the
beneficiaries maintain that the expansion of priypeghts is necessary to ensure progress. But #hargh
there are similarities between the two movemehtsetare also dissimilarities. In contrast to thel@sure
of productive lands in which, generally, the uséaod for certain purposes prevented it from beisgd by
others, Boyle points out two of the directions ihigh this dissimilarity can be identified. Firdtgt
intangible commons of the mind can be simultangouséd by multiple users and the use does not skhau
them. Second, it has been observed that excegsitecion of intellectual property rights brings mya
problems for the process of industrial innovatiocreasing costs and reducing access to resoueeeked
for the development of new products, and it algat@s difficulties for the communication and cabledsion
between sectors of scientific research (Boyle cap.40-3; see also: National Research Counc020
David, 2001; Hansson, Husted and Vestergaard, 2005)

These observations by Boyle point to the less als/imeaning of the idea of mass customization as
the proposed new matrix of economic life. Everydigse involving this concept in the writings oe th
theory of business organization is based on theiatjve of technological innovation as a formula to
support the competitiveness of companies in the @ highly volatile market; which is basicallydyer.”
What defines the change in the “product-processtiretom “stable” to “dynamic,” according to the
theory, is precisely the condition in which theention is accelerated by innovating processes anmtbined
with the constant quest for a variety of produBtsynton, Victor and Pine II, 1993). This is a vetyong
reason for the importance of the issue of intallelcproperty and patent dispute in the last decatitse
20th century. But it is certainly not the only reasnor the most important.

The support for questioning the legitimacy of agpiation of inventions and innovations developed
in the industrial production process conductedigydompanies can be found either in the commentiseon
division of labor by Adam Smith (Smith, v.I, 1988y, in Karl Marx (v.1, Section 1V, 1946), for exalap
The same arguments found in these classics ofgabléconomy can be used to discard in the attibef
market formulas of the techno-bureaucracy the idatthe innovations are imposed by the demand for
products. What is evident from the analysis ofdineumstances in which the innovations are develape
in general, the need to implement the control systihat the companies exert on the “intangible consn



of mind,” in order to maintain their power over tti@ef-engine of production (Freeman, 1994; Uzwahd
Laperche, 1997; Alter, 2002).

While the free-market supporters of the 19th cgnivere strongly against the intellectual property
rights, because they thought it was a remnantufdemonopoly, as indicated by Perelman (2003adgytp
the intellectual property rights promote radicahiepes in the nature of competition. In the facthefnew
market situation, the corporate control over ietetilal property rights, unlike the correspondingpirty
rights over material goods, is a control that isreed directly over people and assumes a much more
intrusive feature.

The conditions for the verification of this contpesent peculiar characteristics. Perelman (2003a
and 2003b) draws, from the writings of Marx, a hygtuggestive framework to project these peculesit
that, in a given moment, work to turn the issuentdllectual property into the key element of tiamcges
driven by the computer revolution in the internagibdivision of labor. This is about the concept of
universal labor, addressed by Marx in his writitggmphasize the fact that the ideas and discevare
always a collective product, and not the produc single person or organization. One of theses tiext
particularly interesting. It is the one in which tmentions the fact that fixed capital is used tmadestrate
that knowledge has become a direct force of praglucemphasizing to what degrethé conditions of the
process of social life itself have come under th@rol of the general intellect and been transfodne
accordance with it(Marx, v.2, p.230, 1982). According to Perelmifarx would never consider this to be
the root to overcome the capitalist system, buvae certainly aware of a major change in the i
view of the system of market competition. It was Beginning of a new market landscape, in which
“capitalists can no longer pretend that they arevsey a social function fostering accumulation byvarg
workers longer or harder or even by organizing thefficiently (p. 306, 2003b).

The dispute over intellectual property would remstinouded in ambiguity as long as the process of
appropriation of the knowledge of others was doitk wrtually no cost to the companies. That is|casy
as “universal labor” was not important. However tan occasions, things seemed to be changing, says
Perelman. The first moment of pressure on intaledgbroperty would be during the great world ecoitom
crisis, in the late 19th century, when the econtsnisalized the importance of intellectual propaya
strategic element to reverse the course of evartseoid economic disaster. The second moment would
begin, in the United States, in the 1960s, wheoyaycome the stagnation that involved the coustry’
economy, the attention was turned again to thdéléateal property rights. ThenAlthough many old line
industries could no longer compete effectively amnldvmarkets, exports of intellectual property lnetform
of royalties and copyright fees soare¢h. 307, 2003b).

These two moments correspond to well-charactestzmges in the development of a conception of
the relationship between capital and labor, whassslof theoretical support is the link betweenlthsiness
sector and the social sciences. The transition tr@ri9th to the 20th century was marked, in theeAoan
society, by the need to increase industrial pradiigt as well as an effort to valorize the worlkdathe
worker; and many experiences aimed at increasmgahtrol over the organizations, both in the bessn
sector and work sector, were implemented with blaate. The second stage is guided by structurabelsan
the American economy, derived from the technoldgiexelopment. These changes are first observed in
agriculture. Beginning in the 1930s, and increaginidpe following decades, it is possible to idgné
technical revolution in the primary sector of ecaryp which is manifested in the new designs of farm
machinery, the business improvement, and the dizpitian of farms (Oehmke and Schimmelpfennig,
2004). In the following decades, the technologizhlances in the industrial process cause the ringrat
large numbers of workers to the service sectoultiag in the phenomenon of “deindustrializatiomHhich,
in fact, represented a broad restructuring of twmemic activities of developed countries in gehdrat
whose impact was more severe and remarkable inidamesociety. It is this context that provides aeno
precise definition of the rapprochement betweerstwiological theories and the theories of business
organization, an intellectual movement that is egped mostly in the two stages in the consolidatfon
economic sociology.

Among the formative tools of this theoretical atebiure, far from Marx’s solution of “universal
labor,” are included the concepts of human capstatjal capital and intellectual capital, whichgeneral,
intend to translate the new nature of capital,tecavithin the structure that broke with the cleaki
conception of property — the corporation. Instefdialectics, what supports and ornaments thisréiaal



construction is the conception of economic develapnmspired by Schumpeter, to whom all logic is
derived from the model of economic decision (p.123; 1996).

In the analysis of the logical matrix that guidies formulation of the theory of social capital dsse
the recognition of the complementary charactehefdoncept of intellectual capital, as relatechtd of
human capital, seems to be nothing more than &rreafion of the role of social capital in the ciea of
human capital. The analysis of the context in whids function works, however, makes it possible to
discern a fundamental difference between the soajaital and the other capital assets. As a sdarce
human capital and intellectual capital, the socagdital is an expression of what is common not ¢mlgll
workers, but to all individuals in general and doesbelong to any one in particular. Social cdpites
value in use, but it has no exchange value, asbyaldmes Coleman. It does not belong to anyome ntit
only common, it also is public. The opposite i®thoth to the human capital, which is, within time of
argument, the universal substance of intelligefareorkers and non-workers; and to the intellectua
capital, which is the raw material of innovatiordas activated under very special circumstancesléeVh
human capital represents the knowledge and experigthe individual, and has use value and exahang
value, and therefore it is not public; the inteliled capital is defined as such only within thepowation, as
an “organizational advantage” of the corporatiod,amnsequently, something that is “common” becidtuse
was appropriated by the corporation on behalf ef‘torporate community,” but is not public.

From the solutions provided by the social theorgharacterize the work sector as an extension of
the capital sector, social capital is the only farhintangible capital that remains relatively in§ible and
unexchangeable. In the different versions of thecept (Coleman, Putnam or Fukuyama), its dominant
feature is its condition of idea unaffected by iagts other than those of the groups involvedsierigation.

It is a natural product of the social system, ergbcial structure that includes the individual#thill the
social systems are defined the rules of human stede that will become the social capital of these
individuals. It is from there that it derives itsramon and public character. This is how it actaras
instrument that changes universal labor into iatiial capital, by announcing its preventive englesand
promoting the process of legitimizing the privatiaa of knowledge implemented by the corporations.
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