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PERFORMANCE: THREE CASE STUDIES AND A 
NEW FRAMEWORK FOR VALUE CREATION
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Sociologists, political scientists, and economists have described different dimensions and 

functions of social capital from their disciplinary perspectives, emphasizing the value and 

impact of social relationships, governance institutions, or efficient and reliable economic 

transactions, respectively. In this article, we propose to integrate all three perspectives and 

the research accumulated in those fields in a common, practical framework for effectively 

using social capital assets in producing value-adding social and organizational performance. 

FROM THE ONSET of this century, all organizations 
everywhere have been responding to globalized competi-
tion (Sirkin, Hemerling, & Bhattacharya, 2008). Not only 
companies but entire countries, cities, and states compete 
in chasing corporate office space, tourists, stock markets, 
smokestacks (Black & Chandra, 1996), and financial and 
human capital by offering lower taxes, a stronger rule of 
law (Agrast, Botero, & Ponce, 2011), a facility for doing 
business (World Bank, 2007; Heritage Foundation, n.d.), 
access to infrastructure, good communications, and a good 
quality of living (United Nations Development Program, 
2003). At the core of all these competitive strengths lies the 
elusive power of social capital: the conditions that social 
ecosystems large and small—from families to organiza-
tions, markets, towns, and countries—provide their mem-
bers for creating wealth and well-being by combining their 
relational, organizational, and institutional resources.

SOCIAL CAPITAL DESCRIBED
For all its pervasive power, social capital remains hard to 
define and harness: politicians, marketers, and salespersons 
seek it by working rooms and crowds, polling and shak-
ing hands and kissing babies. City dwellers, home own-

ers, young parents, and retirees measure social capital in 
terms of quality of life, safe and friendly neighborhoods, 
good schools, and inclusive communities and networks. 
Entrepreneurs, investors, and businesspeople look for social 
capital in the form of efficient markets and organizations, 
rule of law, climate for doing business, stability, and guaran-
tees for contracts and investment. Government, taxpayers, 
and voters look for good institutions and governance.

Like the blind men in the Sufi tale, each one of these 
perspectives has a good hold on a particular dimension 
of social capital yet not enough to figure out the full 
elephant in the room. As a consequence, academics, 
businesspeople, and politicians disperse their efforts 
in partial solutions and hoped-for magic bullets for 
building social capital—from fixing windows to nation 
building, public housing and rent control to welfare, 
one laptop per child or corporate social responsibility—
with disappointing results and costly unintended con-
sequences. As is the case in the early stages of any new 
technology focused on testing partial solutions by trial 
and error—from incandescent light bulbs to coal-fired 
power plants to public housing—most of social capital 
goes to waste or creates unintended negative conse-
quences (Merton, 1936).
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Social capital is both a result of and a resource for 
societal and organizational performance. As a resource, 
social capital can be an asset for societal and organizational 
performance—providing trust, rule of law, brand loyalty, 
and care for shared public resources—or a liability as “anti–
social capital”—building gangs, weakening institutions and 
the rule of law, making contracts unenforceable, raising the 
cost of transactions, and provoking tragedies of the com-
mons by destroying shared resources (Hardin, 1998, p. 3).

Relational Capital
Individuals, small groups, organizations, and societies 
develop the primary dimension of social capital, relational 
capital, by establishing and maintaining relationships; 
sharing values, beliefs, and ideology; informally sanction-
ing behavior; and driving what economist Thomas C. 
Schelling (1978/2006) called the “micro motives” for indi-
vidual action that add up as Adam Smith’s (1776/2003, 
p. 572) invisible hand driving economic and social macro 
behavior (Schelling, 2006, p. 12; Solow, 2000, p. 34).

Organizational Capital
Businesses view social capital primarily as organizational 
capital, facilitating economic transactions between groups 

or individuals mediated by firms and markets. They are 
organized in business ecosystems, industries, and value 
chains that create aggregated economic and social value.

Institutional Capital
Governments and nongovernmental organizations 
(NGOs) view social capital as institutional capital, involv-
ing the rules and sanctions, formal and informal, that 
regulate and provide structure and framework for social 
interactions and economic transactions such as the rule of 
law, property and labor rights, contracts, and sanctions.

Governments, communities, and organizations can 
turn social capital into value-adding performance by 
adopting a practical, comprehensive framework, shown in 
Figure 1, that helps multiple stakeholders and specialists 
work together in projects, aligning their efforts to increase 
value-adding societal and organizational performance.

FIGURE 1. SOCIAL CAPITAL: LEVELS AND COMPONENTS

Most of social capital goes to 
waste or creates unintended 
negative consequences.
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We will illustrate how the three dimensions and 
views of social capital affect organizational and social 
performance, and how they can be measured and inte-
grated for turning around organizations and communities 
with examples and results from three cases in Argentina, 
Mexico, and Panama.

FROM SOCIAL CAPITAL TO VALUE-
ADDING SOCIAL PERFORMANCE: 
THREE KEY STEPS
In order to turn social capital into value-adding social, 
organizational, and individual performance, we must 
consider three key steps: establishing a shared vision 
among all stakeholders, measuring and reporting the 
value added (or subtracted) by social capital, and building 
a supportive social ecosystem.

Step 1: Establish a Shared Vision With All 
Stakeholders
Defining a common purpose among all stakeholders is 
the most critical step for turning social capital into value-
adding social performance. According to Roger Kaufman’s 
Minimal Ideal Vision (MIV; Kaufman, 1996, 2006, 2011) 
shown in Table 1, all stakeholders in the ecosystem can 
reach an agreement in a common vision for their shared 
future, identifying and prioritizing needs (defined as gaps 
in results) and focusing efforts in all three dimensions. 
For each MIV element, stakeholders can identify gaps 
between the current and desired level—what is against 
what should be—and agree on their priority.

 Kaufman’s Vital Signs, described in Table 2, provide a 
common framework for helping diverse stakeholders find 
common ground and agreement about shared goals. Using 
Vital Signs as a guiding star, communities (level 1) and 
organizations (level 2) can establish the needs—defined 
as gaps in results—to be addressed and prioritized and 
their corresponding requirements of social capital.

Step 2: Measure Social Capital’s Value Added: 
Making a Double-Bottom-Line Business Case
A wide variety of indicators such as the market price 
of mailing lists, sales referrals, brand names, or initial 
public offerings that turn private ownership into pub-
licly traded shares can provide a glimpse of the mostly 
underreported and undermeasured value of intangible 
assets such as social capital. Our performance-centered 
approach brings these intangibles to the social and orga-
nizational balance sheet. We use social and organizational 
performance results as dependent variables for measuring 
and analyzing the social and economic impact of different 

forms of social capital interventions considered as inde-
pendent variables.

At the microeconomic level, organizations and com-
munities can monetize the value added or subtracted in 
a double-bottom-line business case by social and anti–
social capital factors and interventions—from improving 
communities’ civic engagement, quality of life, employ-
ment, and rule of law, to customers’ and stakeholders’ 
relationships to organizational culture, effectiveness, and 
responsiveness—at three levels of performance: value 
added to society (Mega level), to organizations (Macro 
level), and to products and services delivered by social 
capital interventions (Micro level) (Bernardez, 2008). 

This performance-centered approach links and aligns 
social capital interventions to specific and measurable 
social and organizational results, accounting for its value 
as an asset or liability in the double-bottom-line business 
case. Using this methodology, governments, organiza-
tions, and communities can monitor and manage the 
effective use of new and existing social capital and control 
the progress and return on investment on turning around 
anti–social capital.

The double-bottom-line business case (see Table 3 
for an example) has three top lines: (1) a Mega top line, 
reflecting value added to consumers, shareholders, envi-
ronment, and community; (2) a Macro top line reflecting 
revenue, cost savings, and assets appreciation (and reduc-
tion of liabilities) for organizations; and (3) a Micro top 
line reflecting the number of products and services deliv-
ered and the time and work involved in interventions to 
create social capital or turn around anti–social capital.

The indicators in each category of the three top lines 
described in Table 3 summarize a wide variety provided 
by current research (Bell & Morse, 2003, 2008; Henriques 
& Richardson, 2004; Holliday, Schmidheiny, & Watts, 
2002); Hopwood, Unerman, & Fries, 2010; Laszlo, 2003; 
Morse, 2004; Savitz & Weber, 2006; Willard, 2003). 

Entrepreneurial ecosystems 
can be designed and 
developed addressing and 
complementing the three 
dimensions of social capital 
with specific subsystems.
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They might not be present on each specific case or vary 
depending on the specific metrics that apply. In specific 
applications, generic indicators such as increased revenue 
or reduced negative impact can (and should) be broken 
down in more customized metrics (Hubbard, 2007; 
Parmenter, 2007), such as tourism revenue or reduced 
damage to property, in order to increase traceability and 
keeping managers and officers accountable.

In the example in Table 3, Micro level interventions 
are measured in different units, such as the Doing 
Business Rating (DBR) or Index of Economic Freedom 
(IEF) rating points, employable workforce, direct and 

indirect jobs, housing units, or reduced crime and incar-
ceration rates. These can be translated into economic 
impact based on available local research, such as the cost 
of incarceration, the amount of property lost to crime, or 
the increased business and community revenue gener-
ated per point of improved DBR rating or per average 
new investment.

The business case for social capital presents two 
bottom lines: the first, or conventional, bottom line 
((BL)11) reflects the net result for organizations: 
BL1 = (Macro revenue – Cost). The second, or social 
bottom line ((BL)12), also factors in the net result for 

TABLE 1 MINIMAL IDEAL VISION

THERE WILL BE NO LOSS OF LIFE OR ELIMINATION OF THE SURVIVAL OF ANY SPECIES 
REQUIRED FOR HUMAN SURVIVAL. THERE WILL BE NO REDUCTIONS IN LEVELS OF SELF-
SUFFICIENCY, QUALITY OF LIFE, LIVELIHOOD, OR LOSS OF PROPERTY FROM ANY SOURCE 
INCLUDING: (INDICATE GAPS FOR EACH ELEMENT IN THE RIGHT COLUMN)

GAPS BETWEEN 
WHAT IT IS 

AND WHAT IT 
SHOULD BE

 War and/or riot and/or terrorism, and civil unrest

 Shelter

  Unintended human-caused changes to the environment including permanent destruction of the environment 
and/or rendering it nonrenewable

 Murder, rape, or crimes of violence, robbery, or destruction to property

 Substance abuse

 Disease

 Pollution

 Starvation and/or malnutrition

 Child abuse

 Partner/spouse abuse

 Accidents, including transportation, home, and business/workplace

  Discrimination based on irrelevant variables including color, race, creed, sex, religion, national origin, age, 
location

  Poverty will not exist, and every woman and man will earn as least as much as it costs them to live unless 
they are progressing toward being self-sufficient and self-reliant

  No adult will be under the care, custody, or control of another person, agency, or substance: all adult citi-
zens will be self-sufficient and self-reliant as minimally indicated by their consumption being equal to or less 
than their production

Consequences of the Basic Ideal Vision: Any and all organizations, public and private, will contribute to the 
achievement and maintenance of this Basic Ideal Vision and will be funded and continued to the extent to 
which it meets its objectives and the Basic Ideal Vision is accomplished and maintained. 

People will be responsible for what they use, do, and contribute and thus will not contribute to the reduction 
of any of the results identified in this basic Ideal Vision.
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consumers, shareholders, environment, and communi-
ties: BL2 = ((Mega + Macro revenue) – Costs).

Mega level indicators such as productive jobs, good 
health, appropriate housing, self-sufficiency, and unem-
ployment are monetized using existing social research 
(e.g., the impact of demographic changes, institutions, 
and relational capital in societal and organizational per-

formance and costs) and economic data (e.g., average 
wages, economic multipliers, and social costs of “non-
quality” such as welfare, unemployment insurance, or 
damage to property or environment).

When a direct indicator of an intangible is not avail-
able, the business case can use proxy metrics like the wage 
cost of down time provoked by preventable illnesses. The 

TABLE 2 VITAL SIGNS

SIGNS EXAMPLES OF SOCIAL CAPITAL REQUIREMENTS

First level: Basic survival for all people
•   Self-sufficiency: Poverty will not exist, and all adult persons 

will earn at least as much as it costs them to live unless they 
are progressing toward being self-sufficient and self-reliant

•   Organizational capital: Self-sustainable business ecosystem, 
viable productive organizations providing jobs

•   Zero pollution: No permanent destruction of the environment •   Institutional capital: Effective rules and governance of com-
mon pooled resources

•   No deaths or permanent disabilities from what is delivered •   Institutional capital: Consumer protection rules and institutions

•   Organizational capital: Safe products and services

•   No starvation or malnutrition resulting in incapacity •   Organizational capital: Self-sufficient organizations, sustain-
able jobs, efficient health care systems

•   Relational capital: Family and community care, effective 
health care and education (higher Development Index levels)

•   No partner or spouse abuse resulting in incapacitating physi-
cal or psychological damage

•   Relational capital: Stable, well-integrated families, 
family life, community support

•   No disease or disabilities resulting in incapacity •   Relational capital: Family and health care support

•   No substance abuse resulting in incapacity or dependency •   Relational capital: Family and support groups (Alcoholics 
Anonymous, church)

•   No murder, rape, crimes of violence, robbery, or destruction of 
property

•   Institutional capital: Rule of law, property and civil rights, 
effective law enforcement

•   Organizational capital: Self-sustainable business providing 
jobs above poverty level

•   Relational capital: Community engagement and participa-
tion, family support, high Higher Development Index levels, 
turning around “anti–social” relational capital

•   No war, riot, terrorism, or civil unrest resulting in incapacity of 
individuals or groups

•   Institutional capital: Rule of law, property and civil rights, 
effective law enforcement

•   No accidents resulting in incapacity •   Organizational capital: Safe products and services

•   Citizen quality of life •   Institutional capital: Rule of law, property and civil rights; 
effective law enforcement

 Second level: Organizational survival
1.   Continued funding based on measurable positive return on 

investment
•   Organizational capital: Effective, competitive organizations 

providing superior client experiences, products and ser-
vices, high Doing Business ratings and Index of Economic 
Freedom levels

•   Institutional capital: Rule of law, protection of contracts and 
investment

2.   Programs, projects, activities, and operations that meet all 
performance objectives while adding value to first tier 
requirements

•   Organizational capital: strategic alignment, Mega-focus

Source. Kaufman  (2012a, 2012b).
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Years 

MEGA TOP LINE 1 2 3 4 5

Consumers (aggregated) 5,700,000 6,840,000 8,208,000 9,849,600 11,819,520

 Increased revenue 2,000,000 2,400,000 2,880,000 3,456,000 4,147,200

 Cost savings 500,000 600,000 720,000 864,000 1,036,800

 Increased productivity 1,000,000 1,200,000 1,440,000 1,728,000 2,073,600

 Human capital appreciation 2,000,000 2,400,000 2,880,000 3,456,000 4,147,200

 Intellectual capital revenue 200,000 240,000 288,000 345,600 414,720

Shareholders (aggregated) 1,500,000 1,800,000 2,160,000 2,592,000 3,110,400

 Increased wealth (shares, dividends) 1,500,000 1,800,000 2,160,000 2,592,000 3,110,400

Environment (aggregated) 3,300,000 3,960,000 4,752,000 5,702,400 6,842,880

 Reduced negative impact 2,000,000 2,400,000 2,880,000 3,456,000 4,147,200

 Increased renewable assets 1,000,000 1,200,000 1,440,000 1,728,000 2,073,600

 Increased nonrenewable assets 300,000 360,000 432,000 518,400 622,080

TOTAL SOCIETAL REVENUE (MEGA) (in US dollars) 10,500,000 12,600,000 15,120,000 18,144,000 21,772,800

MACRO TOP LINE

Increased revenue 1,200,000 1,440,000 1,728,000 2,073,600 2,488,320

Cost savings 1,350,000 1,620,000 1,944,000 2,332,800 2,799,360

Assets appreciation (brand, IC, company valuation) 250,000 300,000 360,000 432,000 518,400

TOTAL ORGANIZATIONAL REVENUE (MACRO) 
(in US dollars)

2,800,000 3,360,000 4,032,000 4,838,400 5,806,080

MICRO TOP LINE: PRODUCTS AND SERVICES (INTERVENTIONS, UNITS DELIVERED)

Social capital interventions

Improving organizational capitala 5 6 7 9 10

Employable workforce members 2,000 2,400 2,880 3,456 4,147

Direct jobs 1,600 1,920 2,304 2,765 3,318

Indirect jobs 6,000 7,200 8,640 10,368 12,442

New investment projects 5 7 8 10 12

Housing (units) 4,500 6,300 7,560 9,072 10,886

“Anti–social” capital interventions

Reduced crime rate (percentage points) 25 20 16 13 10

Number of reduced property damage incidents 15 9 5 3 2

Reduced incarceration (cases) 250 200 160 128 102

Reduce cases of preventable disease 345 138 55 22 9

COSTS (in US dollars)      

Social capital interventions (hours/people) 1,920,000 1,536,000 1,228,800 983,040 786,432

“Anti–social” capital interventions (hours/people) 357,000 285,600 228,480 182,784 146,227

TOTAL COSTS (in US dollars) 2,277,000 1,821,600 1,457,280 1,165,824 932,659

BOTTOM LINE 1 (B1)– (MACRO-COSTS) (in US 
dollars)

523,000 1,538,400 2,574,720 3,672,576 4,873,421

BOTTOM LINE 2 (B2){(MEGA+MACRO)–COSTS}
(in US dollars)

11,023,000 14,138,400 17,694,720 21,816,576 26,646,221

CONVENTIONAL ROI (B1/COSTS) (in US dollars) 1.2 1.8 2.8 4.2 6.2

SOCIETAL ROI (B2/COSTS) (in US dollars) 5.8 8.8 13.1 19.7 29.6

aMeasured in terms of hard indicators such as World Bank’s Doing Business Ranking (DBR), Heritage Foundation’s Index of Economic Freedom (IEF), and United 
Nations Development Program’s Human Development index (HDI).
Source. Bernardez (2009).

TABLE 3 DOUBLE-BOTTOM-LINE BUSINESS CASE: EXAMPLE
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U.S. Congressional Budget Office and World Bank have 
developed a considerable number of proxy and leading 
indicators, as have Hubbard (2007), Bell and Morse (2003, 
2008), Hopwood et al. (2010), and Morse (2004). 

A low or negative social return on investment (ROI) 
indicates that the social capital intervention may actually 
subtract value from its intended beneficiaries, as in the 
case of failed welfare and foreign aid programs (Hankcock, 
1989; Moyo, 2009; Polman, 2010; Sowell, 2009). A low or 
negative conventional ROI indicates that the social capital 
intervention is not economically sustainable.

Used as a research framework, the double-bottom-
line business case facilitates collecting and monitoring 
all critical variables data for testing each social capital 
intervention, turning a 5-year social capital development 
process into an experimental design with controlled 
variables allowing the application of time series analysis 
and other advanced research methods (Booth, Colomb, 
& Williams, 1995; Chatfield, 2004; Creswell, 2009). Using 
the double-bottom-line business case as a common score-
board, different stakeholders can track and align their 
goals and metrics.

Step 3: Align and Organize Social Capital 
Factors in an Effective Social Ecosystem
The successful creation of value-adding social capital, 
from California’s Silicon Valley to Singapore to China’s 
Special Economic Zones to India’s digital cities around 

the Indian Institutes of Technology, shows that positive 
social change comes faster in smaller, entrepreneur-
ial ecosystems operating as innovation’s support sys-
tem with institutions that can more rapidly showcase 
results, inspiring emulation rather than imposing change 
(Baumol, Litan, & Schramm, 2007; Bernardez, 2009; 
Iansiti & Levien, 2004) .

Entrepreneurial ecosystems can be designed and 
developed addressing and complementing the three 
dimensions of social capital with specific subsystems 
(Hooghe & Stolle, 2003). Intellectual capital and contracts 
protection, infrastructure, and common pooled resources 
(CPR) management can provide adequate institutional 
capital; market, finance and logistics support supply orga-
nizational capital; security, education, housing, and com-
munity development foster relational capital (Figure 2).

Multiple social capital factors and interventions can 
be aligned by developing a shared vision among all 
stakeholders (Kaufman, 1996) based on the perspective 
of the shared “customers” of their social and business 
ecosystem—such as residents, visitors, and patrons 
of multiple businesses in the community (Bernardez, 
2008; Bernardez, Arias Vallarino, Krivatsy, & Kaufman, 
2012).

Using this integrated framework, multiple organiza-
tions and institutions in Colón City, Panama, coordi-
nate interventions for improving the city’s social capital 
and turning around anti–social capital—from turning 

FIGURE 2. MANAGING SOCIAL CAPITAL THROUGH BUSINESS ECOSYSTEMS
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gang members into tourist guides and employees in 
waste management jobs to involving former squatters in 
rehousing and hospitality projects.

Using a cross-organizational flowchart (Figure 3), 
multiple businesses can organize in value chains serving 
shared customers. Each organization participating in a 
value chain providing some of the products and services 
required for a common customer (in the case of Colón 
City, visitors and residents) can visualize how their prod-
ucts and services contribute to the shared customers’ 
experience in coordination with others.

The cross-organizational flowchart tracks the eco-
nomic flow, tying residents’ income, jobs, and organi-
zations and investors’ revenue and ROI to customers’ 
consumption and spending. Multiple organizations can 
also visualize their participation in one or more value 
chains supporting the customer experience.

Bringing about a fast-growing, emerging economy 
depends crucially on rapidly developing value-adding 
social capital and turning it into effective social perfor-
mance. Three 5-year case studies in Argentina, Mexico, 
and Panama that follow illustrate the possibilities and 
results of using an integrated framework and methodol-
ogy focused on three levels of results.

TURNING PICKETERS AND 
UNEMPLOYED INTO FARMERS: THE 
REFINOR CASE IN ARGENTINA
Refinor is a company operating two refineries in two 
states in northwest Argentina and a 1,200-mile pipeline. 

After taking over the refineries in the process of priva-
tization, Refinor focused from 1994 to 1996 on reengi-
neering and streamlining its operations and training and 
developing personnel and management. In spite of the 
progress made in operational and financial performance, 
it became evident in 1996 that the region’s social and eco-
nomic problems were worsening, with high unemploy-
ment rates and social turmoil, depressing the consumer 
market and making the three cities where the company 
operated inhospitable for Refinor’s employees and their 
families. Riots, fuel pilferage, gang activities, and drug 
trafficking were on the rise, menacing businesses and 
residents alike.

Refinor’s management hired a consulting team with 
the mission of proposing a plan for turning around anti–
social capital in the three cities, with the understanding 
that addressing social problems was essential for any 
viable business strategy. The consulting team engaged 
company employees, unions, local businesses, NGOs, 
local government, and community members in defining 
a shared vision for the region and the cities of Tartagal, 
Pocitos, and Mosconi. The resulting strategic plan com-
mitted all stakeholders to reducing the local unemploy-
ment rate, property loss, riots, addiction, gang activities, 
and preventable diseases.

Between 1996 and 1998, Refinor invested in rebuilding 
social capital, helping unemployed residents start agri-
cultural businesses, creating school boards for focusing 
education on the required competencies, and supporting 
health and rehabilitation programs and improving health 
care, infrastructure, and waste management. Social indi-
cators started to improve: in three years, people who had 

FIGURE 3. ALIGNING SOCIAL CAPITAL INTERVENTIONS IN COLÓN CITY, PANAMA
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previously been unemployed started 120 new small farms 
with the help of their own children who were attending 
local agro-technical schools. Crime and social unrest fell 
significantly as the unemployment rate reduced by half 
thanks to new jobs created in the process. New farming 
increased the demand for diesel and gasoline, helping 
Refinor expand its market share by becoming the brand 
of choice in the region it helped turn around. Refinor’s 
double-bottom-line business case reflected the impact of 
the investment in social capital in 1996 and 1997, turning 
a profit in the conventional and social bottom line during 
the third year.

In 1998, Refinor was sold to a Brazilian state company, 
Petrobras, which decided not to continue with the invest-
ment in social capital and reducing significantly the hours 
of social work. The disappointing results that followed from 
1998 to 2002 confirmed the crucial impact of social capi-
tal: unemployment and social conflict rose, and Refinor’s 
market share and revenue took a significant downturn. 
A double-bottom-line business case helped measure the 
impact of variations in unemployment, riots, strikes, and 
damage to property in adding or subtracting economic 
value in market, communities, and Refinor’s business.

An analysis of the 9-year period with a double-bot-
tom-line business case showed a significant correlation 
between investment in social capital, measured in hours 
of social works and social performance indicators such 
as property loss, riots, and similar other incidents and 
business performance measured in terms of market share 
(Figure 4).

BRINGING MEXICANS BACK TO 
MEXICO: THE PERFORMANCE 
IMPROVEMENT INSTITUTE AT ITSON
For decades, Mexico has been in an unfortunate situation 
due to the loss of social capital to continuous migra-
tion, weak and dysfunctional institutions, and pervasive 

levels of anti–social capital. In 2005, the Sonora Institute 
of Technology (ITSON) developed a new vision for the 
southern Sonora region based on Kaufman’s MIV and 
validated it with its academic community and communi-
ties and taxpayers in the region. The core idea behind the 
new vision was to reverse migration, keeping and bring-
ing back Mexicans to sustainable jobs and livable commu-
nities in Mexico. Following a strategic plan focused on the 
new vision’s strategic and the mission goals, ITSON estab-
lished a doctoral program, the Performance Improvement 
Institute (PII), focused on graduating not only individu-
als but value-adding organizations.

Between 2005 and 2009, the PII helped create, incu-
bate, and position in the market 34 new projects involving 
start-ups, NGOs, and community networks for micro-
finance, clusters, and business incubators for strategic 
industries along the Guaymas agribusiness corridor to the 
Pacific (see Figure 5).

The strategic plan for developing the southern Sonora 
ecosystem (Bernardez, 2009; Rodriguez Villanueva & 
Lagarda, 2009) served as the framework for coordinat-
ing multiple organizations and industries serving shared 
national and international markets and customers.

Each new project was assigned a team of doctoral can-
didates, put in charge of the planning; MBA incubation 
students, put in charge of managing the new organizations 
during the incubation and acceleration stages; and project 
sponsors—business owners, social entrepreneurs, inves-
tors and government and NGO leaders—providing finan-
cial support and ownership involvement (see Figure 6).

By adopting this three-tiered approach, the PII pro-
gram sought not only to graduate employable profession-
als and new organizations, but also to support them with 
relational, organizational, and institutional capital orga-
nized in social ecosystems. This model helped increase 
relational capital, providing entrepreneurs, angel capital, 
and business, government, and nonprofit organization 
leaders with bonding and bridging opportunities for 
accomplishing the shared vision and indicators.

FIGURE 4. REFINOR: CORRELATION BETWEEN BUSINESS PERFORMANCE AND INVESTMENT IN SOCIAL CAPITAL
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FIGURE 5. SOUTHERN SONORA CORRIDOR

FIGURE 6. PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT INSTITUTE THREE-TIERED ORGANIZATION: 
PLANNERS, MANAGERS, AND SPONSORS
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Social capital was developed in four innovative ecosys-
tems addressing the region’s strategic priorities: agribusi-
ness and biotechnology, software and logistics, ecotourism 
and sustainable development, and education and health 
(see Table 4 for summary of job creation during the evalu-
ation period).

TURNING AROUND ANTI–SOCIAL 
CAPITAL: A MODEL FOR COLÓN CITY, 
PANAMA
Once the proud and thriving Atlantic gate to the Panama 
channel, Colón City had turned into an undesirable situ-
ation for anti-social capital after decades of neglect and 
political stalemate. The dilapidated buildings of the his-

toric center occupied by squatters stood in stark contrast 
with the bustling Tax-Free Trade Zone and the cruise 
ports and hotels circled by protecting walls as a reminder 
of an occupied city. Crime-ridden streets, shootings, fall-
ing property value, crumbling infrastructure, and unsani-
tary conditions triggered a slow but steady middle-class 
flight to Colón’s suburbs. The city’s population dropped 
from 200,000 to 60,000 in two decades. As the national 
celebration for the Panama Canal extension drew near, 
government and business leaders finally agreed on tack-
ling the long-postponed, politically toxic challenges. They 
called for a plan for turning around Colón before 2014, 
the canal extension deadline. 

Their first step was to conduct a comprehensive needs 
assessment with the participation of all of Colón’s stake-
holders—from residents, government, businesses, to 

TABLE 4 PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT INSTITUTE JOB CREATION STATISTICS, 2004–2012

INNOVATIVE ECOSYSTEM DIRECT AND INDIRECT JOBS CREATED

2004 2008 2012

Agribusiness and biotechnology 35 234 3,500

Software and logistics 85 370 4,300

Ecotourism and sustainable development 40 110 1,500

Education and health (Digital City) 30 270 2,000

Total 190 984 11,300

Source. Rodriguez Villaneuva and Lagarda (2009).

TABLE 5 COLÓN TRANSFORMATION: STRATEGIC INDICATORS

STRATEGIC INDICATOR GAPS IN RESULTS BASED ON A SHARED IDEAL VISION AVERAGE PRIORITY

Education in Colón is preparing future citizens properly 1

Residents and visitors are safe 2

Gangs are not active in Colón 3

The quality of life in Colón is good 3

The elected officials are committed to a new, safe, and thriving Colón 3

New businesses are coming to Colón 3

Everyone who lives in Colón wants everyone to be safe and for businesses to thrive 4
5

The infrastructure for Colón is sufficient for growth 6
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visitors, squatters, and gang members—in order to mobi-
lize them around a shared vision for the future. Engaging 
in collective action was the first step for rebuilding social 
capital. A customized version of Roger Kaufman’s MIV 
was used as the starting point for several panels that came 
up with the priorities and goals for all major strategic indi-
cators described in Table 5. The column Average Priority 
shows the priority that a consensus of all stakeholders gave 
to each one of the strategic indicators, defining measur-
able goals for the transformation and future of Colón.

Priorities were translated into measurable strategic 
goals for the 2010–2014 period, validated by all stakehold-
ers and aligned with government strategic plans in five 
key areas (Gobierno Nacional—Republica de Panama, 
2009): security, job creation and employment, housing 
and development, health and sanitation, and tourism.

In order to achieve progress in closing the gaps in all 
strategic indicators, avoiding the fate of previous projects 
that focused on improving specific areas, the consulting 
team developed a framework and tools to coordinate all 
the efforts and actions required for a successful recovery 
and transformation (Figure 7).

Following this model, Colón City would be able to 
turn its multiple problems into linked opportunities: 
housing, other building, tourism, and sanitation could 
provide well-paying, stable jobs as an alternative to low-
paying, high-risk gang activities and improve health and 
education standards.

CONCLUSION: LESSONS LEARNED
Experiences around the world and the findings of the 
Refinor, PII, and Colón City cases show that there is no 

FIGURE 7. FRAMEWORK FOR COLÓN’S 
TRANSFORMATION

Source. Bernardez, Arias Vallarino, Krivatsy, and Kaufman (2012).

magic bullet or single solution for turning around anti–
social capital. Only an integrated approach that builds on all 
three dimensions of social capital—relational, organizational 
and institutional—stands an effective chance of success.

Social capital can be an asset or a liability. Turning 
social capital into value-adding social performance 
requires a focus on measurable social, organizational, 
and individual results.

Applying an integrated framework focused on value-
adding performance, communities, organizations, and indi-
viduals can turn social capital into a force for good. 
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