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ABSTRACT
Purpose

The purpose of this paper is to examine the role of leadership (Transactional, Transformational and LMX) in determining social capital.

Design/methodology/approach
This is a conceptual paper in which we propose that leadership plays an important role in building social capital within organizations.
Findings
We hypothesize that transactional leadership style will be positively related to structural and cognitive dimensions of social capital whereas negatively related to relational social capital. Moreover, we contend that transformational leadership and high quality LMX will be positively related to structural, cognitive and relational dimensions of social capital. In addition, we recommend that social capital will ultimately lead to competitive advantage. Finally, we suggest that social capital will act as a mediator in the relationship between leadership and competitive advantage.

Research limitations/implications
The research literature on leadership consists of a number of leadership theories but this research paper is only based on three leadership theories namely Transactional, Transformational and LMX.
Practical implications
Our study is beneficial for managers in determining what kind of leadership style they should adopt to create an environment conducive to social capital.

Originality/value of the paper

This research paper addresses an important gap in the existing literature on leadership and social capital by integrating these two cross-discipline constructs and by proposing leadership styles as an antecedent of social capital.
Keywords: Transactional, Transformational, LMX, social capital, competitive advantage
INTRODUCTION
The notion of social capital has been getting more awareness generally since the mid of 90’s. Many of the researchers emphasized the importance of social capital politically, institutionally and economically (Putnam, 1995; Woolcock, 1998; Mulgan, 1998). 
The phenomenon of social capital has been of prime importance to researchers in the area of economics (Woolcock and Narayan, 2000) sociology (Coleman, 1988) and political scientists (Putnam, 2000; Ostrom, 1994). Moreover, it is also widely acknowledged by researchers that social capital is becoming an increasing popular concept in management and sociological research (Adler & Kwon, 2002; Burt, 2000; Hitt & Ireland, 2002; Knoke, 1999; Luthans & Youssef, 2004; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). 
The literature on social capital clearly highlight that social capital is crucial for the effective functioning of organizations (Lazega & Pattison, 2001; Lin, 2001) however little attention has been paid by researchers in this area to determine what role organizations and leaders play in building social capital (Bolino, Turnley & Bloodgood, 2002).
The research dominating the leadership literature has traditionally focused on studying the leader’s attributes/traits (House, 1977; Kenny & Zaccaro, 1983), emphasizing leader’s appropriate behavioral styles (Lewin, Lippitt, & White, 1939; Podsakoff, Todor, & Skov,1982), exploring situational attributes of leadership contexts such as task structure (Fiedler, 1971), analyzing the availability of leadership substitutes (Kerr & Jermier, 1978), examining the nature of the decision process (Vroom & Yetton, 1973) and highlighting the quality of leader–member exchange (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982). 
It has also been suggested by researchers that social connections for an individual are a resource and depending upon the pattern and nature of relationships among the parties involved, more or less value can be extracted by the resultant parties (Burt, 1992; Gnyawali & Madhavan, 2001). The social network perspective of leadership also asserts that the role of leader involves developing and managing social capital (Balkundi & Kilduff, 2005). This leader is instrumental in generating a sense of civic spirit in followers which is developed through exchanges which involve mutual trust and interdependence between the leader and the follower (Portes, 2000).
It is argued by researchers that a social network perspective is highly useful for expanding leadership research as it does not obscure the existing domains of conventional leadership research rather a network perspective can add a new perspective to leadership research by complementing and broadening it without repeating it (Bass, 1990; Hooijberg, Hunt, & Dodge, 1997). Previous reviews studying the role of leadership in networks clearly highlight that social capital is one of the major constituents and is at the core of social network analysis (Brass & Krackhardt, 1999). 

Leadership styles present a tremendous opportunity to enhance a firm’s structural basis for building social capital (Lengnick-Halla, Lengnick-Halla & Abdinnour-Helmb, 2004). Moreover, the reviews on social network theory and social capital clearly highlight that little theoretical and empirical work has been done linking both leadership and social capital (Brass, Galaskiewicz, Greve, & Tsai, 2004). 
Furthermore, in the past, researchers have studied how individual behavior is essential for the creation and management of social capital within and between organizations (Putnam, 1993) but still there is no study till date which has examined the impact of leadership styles in creating social capital within organization. Hence, we propose that leadership style will play an important role in determining social capital within organizations which will ultimately lead to competitive advantage.
This research paper addresses an important gap in the existing literature on leadership and social capital by integrating these two cross-discipline constructs and by proposing leadership styles as an antecedent of social capital. Particularly, we have focused on three main important leadership styles namely Transactional, Transformational and LMX to be important predictors of social capital. Moreover, we also propose that social capital will in turn positively influence competitive advantage. Finally, we hypothesize a mediated effect of social capital between leadership and competitive advantage relationship.
We have divided this research paper into three sections. Firstly, we review the literature on social capital and leadership styles. In this section we have also discussed the antecedents of social capital which have been examined in the past studies. Secondly, we put forward our propositions in which we take leadership styles as an important determinant of social capital. Lastly, in the discussion section we emphasize the research limitations, future research directions and implications for managers as well.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Social Capital
Social capital is a multifaceted concept defined in a number of ways by researchers (Adler & Kwon, 2002; Burt, 2000; Hitt & Ireland, 2002; Knoke, 1999; Luthans & Youssef, 2004; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). These distinctions among various definitions are mainly due to differences in levels of analysis as some definitions identify social capital as a network of relationships existing within organizations, whereas in other definitions relationships among organizations and their external parties is considered. 
Social capital was originally expressed as a relational resource comprising of personal ties but the subsequent broader conceptualization highlighted social capital as a set of resources embedded in business relationships (Anderson & Jack, 2002). This argument was further substantiated by Knoke (1999) who defined social capital as the process through which actors create and organize their network connections within and between organizations in order to gain access to other actors' resources. 
Social capital is defined as an organizational resource of trust, interactions and contact networks. Social capital can be accumulated inside as well as outside the organization. By this it is meant that employee can turn for help in solving problem both from his peers as well as from relationships maintained outside the firm (Luthans, Luthans & Luthans, 2004).
Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) have operationalized social capital as a multifaceted construct comprising of three dimensions namely structural, cognitive and relational. The structural component of social capital refers to the pattern of one’s network i-e how linkages are established between individuals or units and its central tenets are connectivity, centrality and the presence or the absence of ties (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). Furthermore, the authors argued that structural dimension is the configuration of impersonal links between people and units.
The cognitive component of social capital implies those intellectual resources that help parties to develop shared interpretations, illustrations and system of meanings (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Weick, 1995). They include individual specific intangible skills and competences that are embedded in organizations. 
Finally, the relational dimension determines the quality of relationships among parties and includes such issues as perceived trust and a sense of proximity among actors (Granovetter, 1992). Therefore, this study intends to follow the conceptualization of social capital based on the three component model proposed by Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998).
Researchers from several disciplines in recent years have become increasingly interested in the structure and strength of interpersonal relationships in social systems (Baker, 1990; Burt, 1997; Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 1993). Unlike human capital which means “what you know”, social capital that is “who you know” can be reserved in the firm despite the employee turnover. An employee can leave the organization at any time but the contacts he developed during his tenure in the organization are unlikely to be discontinued (Adler & Kwon, 2002).
Antecedents of Social Capital
The literature on social capital highlights a number of factors which have been studied as antecedents of social capital. Following is a brief review of the various determinants of social capital.

Social capital is formed and persistent when organizations encourage steadiness in employment, formulate reward systems which compensate groups and teams rather than individuals, select and pay incentive to people who value working together, and develop job descriptions in such a manner that capable human resources are interchangeable (Bolino, Turnley & Bloodgood, 2002).
A culture of an organization is considered an important antecedent of social capital if it recognizes an employee’s self respect, rights, individuality, cordiality and ability for personal grooming. Moreover, it believes in employee’s respect and human rights. In addition, it cares and serves for the employees of the organization and also it focuses on the welfare of organizational members rather than on material benefits. It has been argued that an organizational culture inculcating the above mentioned values is supportive for building an environment of trust and relationship which are founding stones of social capital (Melé, 2003).
Citizenship behavior is considered another antecedent of social capital (Bolino et al. 2002) as it refers to the employee behaviors that go beyond the in role performance, not openly or clearly rewarded by formal appraisal systems prevailing in the organization, and that helps in enhancing the organizational performance (Organ, 1988). Researchers contend that informal interaction also significantly contributes to social capital by developing bargaining skills, the sharing of ideas and friendship and by forming networks of shared values (Green & Brock, 2005).
Human resource management systems that incorporate partnership employment relationships and collaborative human resource management practices (Lepak and Snell, 1999), for example, provide interactions and an orientation that promotes social capital formation.
Leana & Buren (1999) analyzed the means by which certain employment practices may increase the level of social capital within a firm. Although employment practices reveal some aspects of how organizations can create social capital; nonetheless little is known about how individual behaviors within organizations might facilitate the development of social capital. Research in this area might benefit from multilevel theories seeking to explain how individual level might ultimately explain group-level and organizational level outcomes (Bolino, Turnley & Bloodgood, 2002). The above review suggests that numerous antecedents of social capital have been studied, but leadership styles are yet to be studied as a predictor of social capital. Therefore the purpose of this study is to address an important gap in the existing body of knowledge on social capital by taking leadership styles as determinants of social capital.
Leadership styles
Leadership is an important organizational and management concern (Filley, Alan, House, and Kerr, 1976; Scott and Cummings, 1973). Leadership is an influencing process that results from follower perceptions of leader behavior and follower attributions of leader dispositional characteristics, behaviors, and performance (Bass, 1990; Conger & Kanugo, 1998; House, 1977; Shamir, 1995; Waldman & Yammarino, 1999). 

According to the definition of leadership by House (1995, p.413) leadership is behavior “that gives purpose, meaning, and guidance to collectivities by articulating a collective vision that appeals to ideological values, motives, and self-perceptions of followers”. House (1995) further suggested that such leadership behavior’s leads to heightened awareness of organizational values, unusual levels of effort, and the foregoing of self-interest of followers for the good of the collective. Early theories categorized effective leadership into different styles (democratic or autocratic, socially oriented or target PR oriented etc.) and related them with various organizational outcomes (Blake and Mouton, 1964; Lewin et al., 1939). Considerable research has shown that leaders can significantly influence individual, group, and organizational performance (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Judge, Piccolo, & Ilies, 2004; Lowe, Kroeck & Sivasubramaniam, 1996). 
Leadership research literature for the past two decades have focused mainly on the subordinates’ perspective and proposed three main facets of leadership: transactional and transformational (Bass,1985;Burns,1978) and LMX (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen, 1976; Graen & Cashman, 1975). These theories have been the focus of attention for most of the researchers for many years.
Transactional and Transformational leadership are considered as the core concepts in the leadership literature. However, Transformational leadership is considered to be the most popular leadership type among the modern theories of leadership (Wang et al., 2005). Transactional and Transformational leadership theories were first introduced by Burns (1978) and developed by Bass and Avolio to encompass the “full range model of leadership” (Bass, 1985; Avolio and Bass, 1991; Bass and Avolio, 1993). In this model, transformational leadership ranks as the most effective style, followed by transactional leadership and then the laissez-faire style (Bass, 1985; Avolio and Bass, 1991; Bass and Avolio, 1993). 

Transformational Leadership
Transformational leaders display charismatic behaviors, arouse inspirational motivation, provide intellectual stimulation and treat followers with individualized consideration. These behaviors in turn transform their followers to realize their full potential and demonstrate extraordinary performance (Bass & Avolio 1990).

As opposed to transactional leader who engages in contingent rewards upon a display of desired behaviors (Burns, 1978; Waldman, Bass, & Einstein, 1987), transformational leader is the one who articulates a vision of the future that can be shared with peers and subordinates, intellectually stimulates subordinates, and pays attention to individual differences among people (Yammarino & Bass, 1990a).
Transformational leadership raises the employees’ awareness of their need to grow, validates their self-expression, and motivates them to perform at new and higher levels. A transformational leader influences the expectations of his subordinates, changes their beliefs and values, and raises them in the hierarchy of needs. Transformational leadership is a result of the leader’s character, the strength of his belief, and his/her ability to express a compelling vision (Bass, 1985; Avolio and Bass, 1991; Bass and Avolio, 1993).
Burns (1978, p. 20) defined transformational leadership as occurring “when one or more persons engage with others in such a way that leaders and followers raise one another to higher levels of motivation and morality”.  Bass (1985) built on Burns (1978) work and described transformational leadership in terms of the effect it has on followers trust, admiration, and loyalty towards the leader. Transformational leaders also change the organizational culture (Bass, 1985). 
Bass (1985) identified four dimensions of transformational leadership consisting of idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation and individual consideration. Idealized influence and inspirational motivation dimensions due to their high correlation are sometimes combined to form a measure of charisma.
Idealized influence refers to leaders who have high standards of moral and ethical conduct, who are held in high personal regard, and who engender loyalty from followers (Bass, 1985). Inspirational motivation refers to leaders who have a strong vision for the future based on values and ideals. These leaders by virtue of their symbolic actions and persuasive language stimulate enthusiasm, build confidence, and inspire followers (Bass, 1985).
Intellectual stimulation refers to leaders who have the ability to challenge organizational norms, encourage divergent thinking, and push followers to develop innovative strategies (Bass, 1985). Individual consideration refers to leader behaviors aimed at recognizing the unique growth and developmental needs of followers as well as coaching followers and consulting with them (Bass, 1985).
Transactional Leadership

Transactional leaders are the ones who exert influence by setting goals, clarifying desired outcomes, provide feedback, and exchanging rewards for accomplishments (Bass & Avolio, 1990).  Bass (1985) and Burns (1978) defined transactional leader as the one who operates within an existing system or culture rather than changing it. While working in such a system he attempts to satisfy the current needs of followers by focusing on exchanges and contingent reward behavior and pays close attention to deviations, mistakes, or irregularities and takes action to make corrections (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978).

Pawar and Eastman (1997) considered transactional leadership as a possible form of strategic leadership. Trice and Beyer (1993) also described transactional leadership as conceptually similar to the cultural maintenance form of leadership which acts to strengthen existing structures, strategies, and culture in an organization.

According to Bass (1985) transactional leadership behaviors are aimed at monitoring and controlling employees through rational or economic means. Bass (1985) identified four dimensions of transactional leadership consisting of contingent reward, management by exception–active, management by exception–passive and laissez-faire. Contingent reward refers to leaders who provide tangible or intangible support and resources to followers in exchange for their efforts and performance (Bass, 1985).

Management by exception–active refers to setting standards, monitoring performance, identifying deviations from these standards and taking corrective action as necessary (Bass, 1985). Management by exception–passive leaders takes a passive approach and intervenes only when problems become serious. Finally, laissez-faire leadership can be thought of as non leadership or the avoidance of leadership responsibilities (Bass 1985).

Although conceptually the eight dimensions of transactional and transformational leadership each represent a unique set of leader behaviors. However, the independence of these sub-dimensions has been a topic of some debate (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999; Bycio, Hackett, & Allen, 1995). According to a meta-analytical review by Lowe et al. (1996) the dimensions of transformational leadership are found to be highly correlated and a single transformational leadership factor appears to represent the data well (Carless, 1998; Judge & Bono, 2000). 

The Leader-Member Exchange (LMX)

Within the broad area of organizational leadership, leader-member exchange (LMX) theory has evolved into one of the more interesting and useful approaches for studying the relationship between leaders and followers (Gerstner and Day, 1997). LMX theory was first proposed by Graeri and colleagues (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen & Cashman, 1975). LMX is distinguished from other leadership theories by its focus on the dyadic relationship between a leader and a member (Dansereau et al., 1975). Originally termed vertical dyad linkage (Dansereau et al., 1975), LMX is distinguished from other leadership theories as it focuses on the dyadic relationship and the unique relationships leaders develop with their follower’s (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997).
The importance of LMX lies in the fact that the quality of the relationship that develops between a leader and a follower is predictive of outcomes at the individual, group, and organizational levels of analysis (Gerstner and Day, 1997).

LMX after more than 25 years of empirical research and theoretical development continues to provide an operable alternative to the traditional leadership approaches focused on leader traits and behaviors (Bass, 1990; Mintzberg, 1973; Stogdill, 1948).The main purpose of leader–member exchange (LMX) theory is that leaders develop different types of exchange relationships with their followers and that the quality of these relationships affects important leader and member attitudes and behaviors (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Liden et al., 1997; Sparrowe & Liden, 1997). 

The roots of LMX can be found in social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) which suggests that there is a perceived obligation on the part of subordinates to reciprocate high-quality relationships (Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960) and dyadic relationships and work roles are developed or negotiated over time through a series of exchanges (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). 
The leader–member exchange relationship is classified as either high quality LMX or low quality LMX. High quality LMX relationships are characterized by high levels of trust, interaction, support, and formal and informal rewards (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). Liden et. al., (1997) and Liden & Graen (1980) suggested that such relationships include the exchange of material and nonmaterial goods which extends beyond the formal job description. Furthermore, in high LMX relationships, followers receive support and encouragement from their leader, are given more responsibility, and receive more challenging, or developmental, assignments. 
In case of low LMX relationships, work is performed according to a formal set of rules and the employment contract; information is communicated downward, and relationships are characterized by distance between the leader and follower (Boies & Howell, 2006; Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975).
THEORTICAL FRAMEWORK
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Figure 1: Research Model depicting the impact of three leadership styles on social capital which in turns leads to competitive advantage
PROPOSITION SECTION
Transactional Leadership as an Antecedent of Social Capital
Transactional leader has been described as one who exchanges valuable rewards conditional upon the demonstration of desired behaviors by the employees (Burns, 1978; Waldman, Bass, & Einstein, 1987). We propose that transactional leader will be positively related to structural and cognitive dimensions of social capital, whereas negatively related to relational social capital. 
We believe that since transactional leaders main focus is to initiate an agreement with employees where valuable rewards are exchanged for performance and mutual support (Burns, 1978), they are more likely to generate a task-oriented relationship with followers generating structural social capital. 
In addition, transactional leaders involve in reciprocal exchanges in which both parties e.g. the supervisor and the subordinate each gets something valuable by mutually influencing each other (Yukl, 1981). According to Prusak and Cohen (2001b) task oriented culture does not encourage social capital to flourish because there is high concern for performance and less concern for people. Hence such impersonal and formal relationships will create an environment indicative of structural social capital.
We propose that transactional leader will have a negative relationship with relational social capital. Since Bass (1985) described the transactional leader as one who is risk avoider, works within the existing system or culture, pays attention to time limits and efficiency and normally follows the procedures as a means for maintaining control, therefore such a leader is unable to create a cordial relations with its followers resulting in an environment which is low in relational social capital. 
Luhmann (1979, p. 88) argued that "Without trust only very simple forms of human cooperation, which can be transacted on the spot, are possible and even individual action is much too sensitive to disruption to be capable of being planned, without trust, beyond the immediately assured moment". According to Simons (2002) employees tend to reduce their trust, commitment and willingness to perform extra effort when they perceive a discrepancy between what their supervisor say and do (which implies lack of respect and care). Simons (2002) conducted a study in Holiday Inn hotels and reported that hotels in which employees strongly believed that their managers exhibited values preached and fulfilled their promises were considerably more profitable as compared to those hotels whose managers scored average or lower. 

In addition, since transactional leader puts a price tag on everyone and everything (Vigoda-Gadot, 2006), they create an environment which is lacking in trust and since trust is an essential component of social capital we believe that such leaders will induce an environment which will be lower in relational social capital. 
In a transactional leadership environment developing personal relationships in the presence of performance contingent rewards decrease the social capital because it promotes concern for task rather than people. Individuals tend to focus on meeting the deadlines rather than spending time in relationship building. 
We also believe that transactional leader will be instrumental in creating cognitive social capital within organizations. We base the above argument on the premises that since transactional leader motivates followers mostly through contingent-reward-based exchanges (Burns, 1978) and focuses on setting goals, clarifies the link between performance and rewards, and provides constructive feedback to keep followers on task (Bass, 1985), they are more likely to create a stimulating intellectual environment, which in turn will have a positive relationship with cognitive social capital.

Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) argue that mutual mental coordination among employees is achieved through the development of shared language, shared system of meanings and shared vision. Such shared language and vision not only helps employees discuss problems, transfer ideas, share knowledge, offer more effective assistance to one another (Klimoski & Mohammed, 1994; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998) but also help to understand each other and communicate ideas more effectively (Boisot, 1995). 

Furthermore, Bass (1985) suggested that transactional leaders "mostly consider how to marginally improve and maintain the quantity and quality of performance, how to substitute one goal for another, how to reduce resistance to particular actions, and how to implement decisions" (p. 27). Therefore, we suggest that since transactional leaders are task oriented they have a tendency to build an environment which promotes cognitive social capital. Thus we hypothesize:
Hypothesis 1: Transactional leadership will be positively related to structural and cognitive dimensions of social capital whereas negatively related to relational social capital.
Transformational Leadership as an Antecedent of Social Capital
The transformational leader is by definition an exemplar and a role model of doing the right things (Avolio and Bass, 1991; Pillai et al., 1999). In addition, a transformational leader tends to educate, guide, and treat every employee to personal attention in his effort to motivate them to perform above and beyond what is required of them will lead to better organizational outcomes. The transformational leadership style is effective as it reinforces moral values, contributes positively to feelings of fairness and justice and reduces feelings of inferiority (Kacmar and Ferris, 1991).
Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) relate the relational aspect of social capital as distinguished by high levels of trust, mutual norms and perceived commitment and a sense of joint recognition. This idea of relational capital is relatively similar to Granovetter's (1973) concept of strong ties, which is described as relations between individuals that are typified by reciprocity, trust, and emotional strength. 

Furthermore, the relational dimension is the personal relationships people develop with each other across a history of interactions. These relationships include emotional responses such as respect and friendship that influence individual behavior. Leadership styles presents both advantages and disadvantages in terms of building a relational base for social capital development. Transformational leadership style increase the opportunity for new relationships to be developed by exchanging information about previously tacit processes (Lengnick-Hall, Lengnick-Hall & Abdinnour-Helm, 2004).
For organizations to foster relational social capital, transformational leadership style must be used as a platform for developing direct human contact (Lengnick-Hall, Lengnick-Hall & Abdinnour-Helm, 2004). Transformational leaders are characterized by creating a strategic vision, communicating the vision, modeling the vision and building commitment of followers towards that vision (Avolio, 1999; Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999; Bass & Avolio, 1993; Bass, 1997; McShane & Von). This view emphasizes that transformational leadership will be instrumental in building high levels of cohesion, commitment, trust, motivation, and performance among followers (Zhu, Chew & Spangler, 2005).

Moreover, Transformational leaders have a clear vision of what the company will be and what business it will be in the future (Bass, 1985; Bass & Avolio, 1993). This vision enables the organization to improve itself both in the long and short run. It has been suggested by researchers that transformational leaders have the ability to create an innovative vision, believe very strongly in that vision, articulate it clearly and communicate it to employees so that they too will believe in it and become excited by it. The transformational leader focuses on how he/she develops, maintains and influences followers and other organizational members through the use of charisma (or idealized influence), inspiration and vision.
Cohen and Prusak (2001) argued that three processes are necessary for establishing social capital e.g. making connections, fostering cooperation and enabling trust. Trust is considered as a very important element of social capital. Trust is vital for steady relationships (Blau, 1964) and is required for the successful operations of the organizations (Horton and Reid, 1991; Hosmer, 1995; Kramer and Tyler, 1996; Elangovan and Shapiro, 1998).
In addition, Leena and Van Buren III (1999) also consider that social capital occurs as a result of trust and associability. Associability is defined as the "the willingness and ability of participants in an organization to subordinate individual goals and associate actions to collective goals and actions" (Leana and Van Buren III, 1999, p. 541). Their concept of “associability” is somewhat similar to and perhaps more precise concept than “fostering cooperation” because it also takes into consideration the behavioral roots of cooperation for common goals. 

Interpersonal trust is created as a result of belief in the good intentions, openness, competence, and reliability of another party (Mishira, 1996). In addition, high levels of trust are indicative of the fact that each party is willing to be open to other party’s actions (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995). Moreover, past research suggests that trust helps create social and resource exchange, increases communication, and enhances cooperation between individuals (Jones & George, 1998; Misztal, 1996; Putnam, 1993; Tsai & Ghoshal, 1998). 
According to Perez-Lopez's motivational theory (1991, 1993) when managers are perceived as having a serious “concern for people” that results in the learning of those employees who know him or her and this learning in turn lead to identification, trust, commitment and loyalty. This general concern for people by the manager can be expressed by working towards the common good as opposed to particular interests, having a respect and recognition for the persons and their rights and continuing a committed attitude of service and care.   
Trust is an essential component of transformational leader. Frequent collaboration among the leader and the group members may enhance contact with each other which then facilitates the creation of social capital (Spillane, Hallett & Diamond, 2003). Transformational leaders’ individualized consideration of the needs of their employees may induce them to create relational social capital within organization as motivation and empowerment of followers helps build connections and personal ties among the leader and the followers which are based on trust and mutual reliance. 
We also contend that since transformational leaders pay attention and take into account individual differences in development and growth they invoke cognitive social capital in followers as well. The above assumption rests on the premises that since cognitive social capital involves development of shared mental models between the leader and the follower; the transformational leader has the capability to create cognitive social capital by realizing follower’s hidden capabilities and providing them with necessary resources to achieve their goals which ultimately brings followers intellectually closer to them.

In addition, transformational leaders pay special attention to followers’ needs for achievement and growth by acting as mentors or coaches. This concern for follower’s intellectual growth on the part of the transformational leader is useful for building cognitive social capital as followers develop intellectual capabilities and skills on similar lines and patterns envisioned by the leader. Furthermore, by encouraging followers to take on responsibility; the transformational leader not only develops their potential (Avolio, 1999; Bass & Avolio, 1994; Bryman, 1992) but establishes an intellectual bonding between the leader and the follower enhancing cognitive social capital. Therefore we propose:
Hypothesis 2: Transformational leadership will be positively related to structural, cognitive and relational dimensions of social capital.
Leader Member Exchange Theory as an Antecedent of Social Capital
LMX theory posits that leaders set up different social exchange relationships with different followers. High-quality LMX relationships are characterized by mutual trust, respect, influence, and obligation (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Leaders in such relationships rely more on their followers to model them (Dunegan et al., 1992) and give their followers more responsibilities and independence (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).
High-LMX subordinates are expected to receive more attention, nurturing, and support than their low-LMX counterparts. Subordinates in high quality LMX relationships are in a better position to receive additional information, support, and attention that could contribute to improved performance (Graen & Cushman, 1975). 
On the other hand, low quality LMX encompasses exchanges which are impersonal, unidirectional, economic and are limited to the formal employment contract (Dunegan, Duchon, & Uhl-Bien, 1992). Subordinates in such low quality relationships maintain distance from the leader, only comply with the formal duties and responsibilities of their contract and are rewarded for goal attainment by the organization and not the leader (Dunegan et al, 1992; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Sparrowe & Liden, 1997; Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997).

We contend that individuals in high quality LMX will contribute in the creation of structural, cognitive and relational social capital. It is our belief that since followers in high quality exchanges interact more frequently with their leaders; they will be more connected to each other and the leader than followers in low quality exchanges subsequently paving way for structural social capital. 

Followers characterized as in-group spend more time and effort communicating with the leader than the out-group members (Graen & Scandura, 1987). This frequent collaboration of the in-group members with the leader indicates that employees within group are connected to each other, have a pattern of relationships and know one another more than the out-group generating structural social capital more for the in-group than the out-group. Moreover, this mutual reciprocal relationship between the leader and the in-group members helps the leader to form partnerships (Howell & Merenda, 1999) which results in building strong network ties, an efficient mechanism of communication and a coordinated pattern of collective goal achievement between the in-group members and the leader creating structural social capital within organizations.
The LMX literature highlights that high quality relationships boom more when there is physical proximity and face to face interaction between the leader and the follower (Sparrowe & Liden, 1997). This argument supports our contention that high quality exchanges will pave way for the creation of structural social capital as leaders and members meet with one another frequently, exchange information regularly and coordinate activities repeatedly indicating a sense of connectedness within group members more than the out-group.

We also propose that high quality LMX will be highly conducive to the generation of cognitive social capital in organizations. In high quality LMX exchanges, followers receive more responsibility and are given more challenging and developmental assignments. Research in LMX shows that granting in-group subordinates independence, challenge and increased responsibility enhances subordinates self-confidence and self-efficacy (Schyns, Paul, Mohr & Blank, 2005).  

Furthermore, since employees in the high quality exchanges are empowered through autonomy and responsibility; these in-group members mutually respond to leader’s expectations by attaining the assigned tasks (Gomez & Rosen, 2001).  This mutual reciprocation of trust and encouragement from the leader’s end and respect and willing compliance on the follower’s end indicates a system of common mental coordination and shared intellectual understanding between the leader and the in-group members which is helpful in the promotion of cognitive social capital within organizations.

High quality LMX are characterized by subordinates internalizing shared goals, exerting effort beyond formal role requirements and aligning their individual goals to collective organizational goals (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995) reflects a common perspective and shared understanding among the leader and in-group members creating high levels of cognitive social capital.

Subordinates in high quality exchanges receive high levels of leader support and confidence in carrying out tasks independently (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995) which indicates that there is a high level of mutual mental coordination and understanding between the leader and the in-group members building cognitive social capital.
Bourdieu (1985) suggested that social capital is created by recognition, mutual association and long-lasting relations occurring from feelings of respect, appreciation and friendship. Bolino et al. (2002, p. 510) argued that relational dimension of social capital is concerned with the affective relationships between employees in which they like one another, trust one another, and identify with one another.

Numerous researchers have argued that trust helps in cooperation and coordination of social interactions (Blau, 1964; Coleman, 1988; Zucker, 1986). In addition, Carnevale and Wechsler (1992, p. 471) suggests that trust "encourages the exchange of relevant information and determines whether team members are willing to allow others to influence their actions".
Lee et al. (2005) argued that when friendship and trust levels are high, people are more willing to engage in social exchange and cooperative interactions, for example asking for help, relying on others, having unintended meetings and impulsive conversations and sharing knowledge, information and resources.

Associability and trust have been recognized as important components of social capital. Associability refers to a willingness and ability on the part of employees to give preference to collective goals over individual goals (Leana & Buren, 1999). Moreover, feelings of association involve both collectivist feelings towards others and an ability to coordinate activities. Trust is another essential element of social capital. It has been argued by researchers that ideology and norms play an important role in building and sustaining social capital. These norms not only help establish the pattern of relationships among individuals but also the quality of relationships between them as well (Coleman and Hoffer, 1987).
We also assert that high quality LMX will promote relational social capital within employees and in organizations. In the high quality leader-member exchanges there is mutual trust, support and communication which pave way for the relational aspect of social capital to emerge. In-group members in the high quality dyadic relationship receives leader’s attention, support and are rewarded both materially and non-materially (Liden et al., 1997; Liden & Graen, 1980). As a result of leader’s high level of encouragement and support for the in-group members an affective relationship develops between them which is characterized by high levels of emotional involvement and strong identification between the leader and the in-group members ultimately enhancing relational social capital within organizations. Thus we hypothesize:
Hypothesis 3: High Quality LMX will be positively related to structural, cognitive and relational dimensions of social capital.
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this paper is to highlight the role of leadership (Transactional, Transformational and LMX) in determining social capital. Specifically, we suggest that transactional leadership style will be positively related to structural and cognitive dimensions of social capital whereas negatively related to relational social capital. In addition, we assert that transformational leadership and high quality LMX will be positively related to structural, cognitive and relational dimensions of social capital. Moreover, we recommend that social capital will ultimately lead to competitive advantage. Finally, we suggest that social capital will act as a mediator in the relationship between leadership and competitive advantage.

This paper is theoretical in nature therefore we do not have the empirical evidence to support our hypotheses. Another major limitation of this research paper is the time constraint due to which we were unable to collect data.
Although this study is based on three leadership styles, future research in this area should also examine the role of charismatic and visionary leadership style in determining social capital. Moreover, future researchers in this area can also investigate the impact of perceived organizational politics in influencing employee’s readiness to involve in behaviors that inculcate social capital in the organizations. Another fruitful area of investigation might be to examine the role of task environment characteristics such as munificence, dynamism and complexity (Dess & Beard, 1984) as a moderator in the relationship between social capital and competitive advantage.
Future research on social capital should encompass on measuring social capital by highlighting what motivates individuals to become members, do people volunteer in building mutual connections, expectations and mutual trust or are these factors embedded in social and personal ties (Spence, Schmidpeter & Habisch, 2003).
Our study is beneficial for managers in determining what kind of leadership style they should adopt to create an environment conducive to social capital. Particularly, a transformational leadership style will be instrumental in creating structural, cognitive and relational social capital whereas transactional leadership is beneficial in building only structural and cognitive social capital. Therefore it is our belief that managers using a blend of both the transactional and transformational leadership styles depending on the situation will be more effective. Managers should keep on striving to create social capital in the organizations because social capital will be influential in creating a sustainable competitive advantage for the organization.
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