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KuiBcbkui HauioHanbHUM yHiBepcuteT iMeHi Tapaca LLleBuyeHka, KuiB, YkpaiHa
NOACHEHHA NONITUYHOIO BUBOPY: MEPCMNEKTUBU EKOHOMIYHOI TEOPII

HocnidxeHo eHecok ekoHOMIi4YHOT meopii 8 aHani3 nonimu4Ho2o eubopy. 3'acoeaHo, wo nosimuyHuli eubip xapakmepu3syemscs ippayioHasnb-
Hicmto, wo dae npocmip Ons pisHUXx crocobie 308HiWHBLO20 ennuey Ha AyMmKy eubopuie. [I[podeMOHCMpPoO8aHO, WO €EKOHOMIYHe 20/10Cy8aHHs1 He

npucym-e 8 yKpaiHCbKOMY MosliimuyHOMY KOHMeKcmi.

Knro4oei cnoea: meopis cycninbHo2o0 eubopy, eKOHOMi4He 20s10cy8aHHs], HeOOCKOHana iHghopmayisi, nonimu4Huli subip, payioHanbHe Hesi-

OaHHS, meopisi cycninbHo20 subopy, ippayioHanbHicmb.

C. CnyxaM, A-p 3KOH. HayK, npod.

KuneBckuit HaumoHanbHbIW yHMBepcuteT uMeHu Tapaca LLeBuyeHko, Kues, YkpauHa

OB BbACHEHME NOJNIMTUYECKOIO BbIEOPA: NMEPCMNEKTUBbI 3KOHOMUYECKOW TEOPUU

HccnedosaH eknad 3KOHOMUYECKOU Meopuu & aHasu3 MosuMuU4ecKko2o ebli6opa. BbisicHeHO, Ymo nonumu4veckuii 8bi6op xapakmepu3syemcsi
uppayuoHasbHOCMbIO, Ymo daem npocmop Onsi pa3/iudHbIX Crloco6oe eHeuiHe2o 8o3delicmeusi Ha npednoYmeHusi usbupamenel. [pPodeMoH-
cmpupoeaHo, Ymo 3KOHOMUYECKOe 20/10CO8aHUe He Npucymcmeyem 8 yKpauHCKOM MoJiumu4yeckoM KOHmMeKcme.

Knrodeenie crioea: meopusi o6wecmeeHHo20 8bI60pa, IKOHOMUYECKOEe 20/10CO08aHUe, HecoeepuweHHasi UHghopmayusi, nonumuyeckuii ebi6op,
payuoHanbHoe HegedeHue, meopusi o6ujecmeeHHoO20 8bi6opa, UpPayUOHaIbLHOCMb.
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FACTORS INFLUENCING SOCIAL CAPITAL IN RURAL COMMUNITIES IN NIGERIA

Social capital has become an important aspect of most rural communities in developing nations. But, the dimensions of social
capital vary across rural regions while little is known about the factors influencing it in rural areas. This study aimed to identify the
prevalent social capital dimensions in rural areas and examine the factors determining rural people involved in those dimensions. A
field survey which consists of structured and self-administered questionnaire was carried out with rural households. The information
of the survey was obtained from 220 rural households in the study area between August and October, 2019. The descriptive analysis
identified social networks (3.875), norms (societal values) (3.390), trust and solidarity (4.115), and cooperation and group action
(4.139) as the prevailing social capital dimensions in the rural communities. The results further suggest that cooperation, trust and
solidarity, and networks are respectively the dominating social capital dimensions in the rural areas. The results from probit model
estimates show that the factors that are more likely to be associated with social capital in rural areas include education, access to
credit and ownership of farm (cash crop). Since social capital is becoming a prerequisite for rural development, our findings lead to
the suggestion that cooperation, build-up of networks should be facilitated for people in the rural areas. Furthermore, policy
direction towards access to education, credit provision and development of primary occupation in the rural areas should also be
enhanced. Economic policy makers and rural development agencies are invited to continuously work on the identified factors to
promote the individual, community and national development on equitable basis.

Keywords: cooperation, social networks, norms, rural development.

Introduction countries, poverty and the decline of agriculture which form

The importance of social capital as a strategy for the
development of rural areas has attracted interest in recent
years. Increasing rural-urban migration in most developing

the base of most rural economic activities are part of the
reasons for the renewed call on ways to strengthen the base
of rural areas [1, 2, 3]. Also, the ineffectiveness of various
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measures to address rural development challenges in
developing nations has strengthened the call for
understanding social capital issues in rural areas. The
relevance of social capital includes the facilitation of
coordination, identity and purpose among the group of
people. Social capital could be viewed as all forms of
relationship between people that "shapes their interactions".
The relationships are usually built on mutual understanding,
bonds, common values which determine the directions of
development and livelihood engagement of individuals,
groups, institutions, associations, and communities [4, 5, 6].

Unlike other forms of capital, social capital is
considered more important for developmental changes
especially in developing regions with a high percentage of
the rural population [7]. But, the need for social capital also
requires appropriate information on the underlying factors
driving social capital acquisition in rural areas. This is more
important since the benefits that could be derived from
social capital covers all the resources an individual could
derive from being a member of a group. The concept of
social capital could be viewed as "the capital of
cooperation, joint action, mutual trust and assistance. They
are also formed as a result of economic interactions among
individuals" [8]. In essence, social capital is meant to
create economic value among individuals.

Strengthening the social base of rural communities
through social capital could serve as a survival path for the
poor and the less privileged. The opportunity arising from
social capital could be a source of sustainable networks,
linkage for better livelihood opportunities and a source for
credit for business activities [9]. Social capital could also
contribute to rural development by reducing the negative
consequences of rural abandonment by the youths [10, 2].
Consequently, social capital is considered to affect both the
individual and society at large [2]. Yet, the questions on
determinants of social capital, especially in rural areas,
remain unanswered.

Several advantages and disadvantages have been
associated with social capital growth in rural communities.
Benefits that are associated with social capital include
reduction of social exclusion among the rural populace,
sustenance of local governance structure, economic
empowerment, and provision of support to the needy [11,
3]. On the contrary, studies (e.g., Phillips M. [13], Tregear A.
and Cooper S. [9]) have also found the negative effects of
social capital to include redundancy of knowledge, "over
bonding" that could result in worse social exclusion and
poor management of local governance issues.

Despite the well-acknowledged importance of social
capital to the development of marginal regions such as
rural areas, existing studies on social capital have not
examined the driving factors of social capital in developing
nations. Yet, adequate information on the characteristics of
rural people who desire and deserve social capital is
required for creating effective strategies for rural
development. To this end, this study examines the social
capital dimensions in rural areas and analyzes the factors
determining social capital in rural areas, using rural
communities in Southwest, Nigeria, as a case study.
Specifically, this study examines the social capital
dimensions in the rural areas. It also analyzes the socio-
economic factors influencing social adoption in the rural
areas. The influence of cooperation, social norms and
values, trust and solidarity and social networks are
highlighted. As a concept, social capital enables
relationships among individuals in addition to cooperation
and trust [14]. Social capital explains the
interconnections, relationships, trust and networks that
exist among individuals [15].

Some contributions are highlighted in this study. First,
the study expands the literature on the components and
structure of social capital in rural communities in
developing nations, especially sub-Saharan Africa, using
Nigeria as a case study. While there is increasing literature
on social capital and its role in human development, little is
known about its determinants. Since social capital has
been found to include the potential for economic and social
benefits to the rural populace, understanding the
underlying factors of social capital may be beneficial to
designing effective strategies for rural development.

The paper is structured in sections. The following
section presents a critical review of social capital
concepts, social capital and cooperatives, and social
capital indicators in Nigeria. This is followed by the
methodology of the study, and results and discussion.
The paper ends with a conclusion.

Literature review

Literature on social capital is expansive. But the
coverage area is narrowed to studies on the adoption of
agricultural technologies, and poverty [16, 17, 2, 3],
neglecting the underlying characteristics of individuals
that could determine the sustainability of the benefits
inherent in social capital.

In the last decade, social capital remains one of the
most important concepts that are of great interest in social
science-related researches [18]. Despite different
perspectives by researchers on what constitutes social
capital, there seems to be general agreement that the
concept relates to connections, networks, trust, norms,
relationships, shared values, collective actions, reciprocity,
institutions, cooperation, link, bond, and bridge [19, 20, 21,
15, 11]. The existing contentions on the concept revolve
around the applicability of these indicators to all social-
related settings. For instance, Liang Q. et al. [14]
streamlined the concept of social capital to networks. This
is based on the perception that the idea is more of
community capital that is only relevant in facilitating
interactions among the community members. Using this
perspective, Chriest A. and Niles M. [15] opined that the
concept is relevant when there is the presence of social
structure within a community. By implication, the views of
the concept as networks are only relevant if there is the
existence of both intra and interrelations among the
people of a particular community. Meanwhile, Luo Q. and
Wang Z. [12] believed that social capital is not more than
a useful instrument for resolving the problems associated
with collective action. Thus, the concept of social capital
could be context-specific.

Different indicators have been used to measure social
capital in different organizational contexts. The indicators
that have gained prominence in the literature relating social
capital to cooperatives activities are generally classified
into three. For instance, Chloupkova J., Svendsen L. and
Svendsen G. [22] highlighted civic participation, trust and
membership in community groups as the three indicators.
These indicators however differ from earlier literature
which considered "networks, norms and trust" [23, 24, 25]
as the three core indicators of social capital. In these
latter categories, networks are considered the same as
relationships that occur in a social setting. Norms relate
to both acceptable and unacceptable actions while trust
simply refers to confidence in people even in the
presence of uncertainties.

The World Bank [26] categorized social capital into six
dimensions: "groups and networks, trust and solidarity,
collective action and cooperation, social cohesion and
inclusion, and information and  communication,
empowerment and political action". However, the study
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conducted by Musavengane R. and Simatele D. [27]
excluded empowerment and political action from the World
Bank definitions of social capital dimensions.

In an attempt to provide a concise description of social
capital, some studies have adopted classification based on
dimensions. Using this perspective, Liang Q. et al. [14]
classified it into cognitive, relational and external
dimensions. In all these, the authors attempted to link
social capital to cooperative structures. Consequently,
these three dimensions are discussed based on
organizational networks from both the intra and
interrelationship perspectives. The external dimension is
considered to be "inter-organizational" links of cooperatives
while the cognitive and the relational dimensions are intra-
networks of cooperative entities. Nonetheless, the contexts
of these dimensions are related to trust and collective
orientation which are part of the general indicators
highlighted in the existing literature.

Some studies across the world affirmed the importance
of cooperation in social capital to human capital
development [28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33]. Social capital
cooperation is known to create non-financial assets which
could help in shaping individuals' behaviour [29]. Social
capital can be described as a "bond, bridge and link" [34].
The "bond" relates to trust and cooperative relationships
among individuals with shared characteristics. It is often
more effective among homogenous groups of people most
especially, those within a defined entity such as rural
areas. However, a beneficial relationship is generally tied
to gaining access to opportunities and resources which can
only be facilitated by "bridge and link" [35]. While "bond"
could bring people of similar characteristics together,
"bridge" and "link" can facilitate and expand benefits and
access in various heterogeneous settings. Social capital
also enables the linkage of people with formal institutions
(e.g., financial) that can provide support for personal
development [36]. Hence, social capital can help connect
people with available resources and benefits within and
outside their operating environment.

Social capital enables the acquisition of livelihood
capitals through the creation of relationships among
individuals. The essential elements of social capital including
networks, norms and trust are considered crucial to
cooperative success and the attainment of shared objectives
[37, 38, 29, 34]. Although social organizations are generally
considered as constituting social capital, the relevance of
social organization in such context depends on its ability to
facilitate benefits and meet the needs and aspirations of
members.  Consequently, social capital facilitates
cooperation just as cooperation among people of certain
communities enables the acquisition of wealth [39, 40].

The interaction between economic success and social
capital acquisition is mutually reinforcing [29]. This
interaction could lead to the successful actualization of
poverty reduction objectives among the poor in vulnerable
areas. Ruben R. and Heras J. [19] considered factors like
operational, organizational and financial as key success or
factors of social capital and development. These factors
encompass delivery commitment, effective management
and access to finance at both internal and external scales.
Hence, cooperatives as social and human capital can help
reduce the poverty index through organization, facilitation
and delivery of transactions among the needy. The
platform created by social capital can in turn facilitate
collective actions and decisions that help the poor [41, 29].

A more effective role of s social capital is related to
poverty changes across the globe [42]. The scope of
benefits from social capital has become multidimensional
because most people at the grass-root consider it a form of
social enterprise with strong potentials in helping the needy.

Methodology

A field survey was carried out in the Southwestern
region of Nigeria, between August and October, 2019. The
region is an important geographical area in Nigeria with
close to 50 percent of the population living in rural areas.
Rural communities are targeted in the study areas. Twenty-
two (22) rural communities are selected for the study. The
average size of the villages in the selected rural
communities is 15. For the study, 10 villages are randomly
selected in each of the communities representing about
67 percent of the entire villages in the study area. Thus, a
total of 220 rural households are sampled. At 95%
confidence level and 0.5 margin of error with a sparse
rural population of less than 1000, sample size above 200
is considered appropriate [49]. The rural communities are
purposively sampled based on two factors. The first is the
existence of a relationship with local government
authorities. This factor is crucial to determining the
activeness of the rural communities and their capacity to
protect the social capital that exists among them. The
second is the proximity of the selected areas to urban
centres. This is essential to affirm the relevance of social
capital to the development of rural areas. This framework
is part of the critical social dimensions needed to facilitate
and coordinate the anticipated benefits and performance
of the cooperatives.

Household data for the study are collected using a
structured questionnaire that is self-administered with the
assistance of rural headship. The design of the
questionnaire follows the integrated framework for the
measurement of social capital developed by the World
Bank [43]. A 5-point Likert scale is used. The scale of the
questions ranges from 1(strongly disagree) to strongly
agree (5). This scale is used to examine the social capital
dimensions in the study area. A binary scale is also used to
analyze whether the respondents adopt the social capital
dimensions or not. Furthermore, the sets of responses
were alternated between positive and negative to ensure
that the answers are not systematic. The respondents
willingly agreed to cooperate with the research procedures.
The data contain information on characteristics of rural
households, dimensions of social capital which are
classified as networks, norms, trust and solidarity, and
cooperation and group action members' level of
participation in social capital groups. Data collected were
analyzed using descriptive statistics and the probit method.
The probit model is specified to analyze the factors
determining social capital dimensions in rural areas.

The social capital dimensions in the rural areas are
examined using mean, standard deviation and factor
analysis. The influence of socio-economic factors
influencing social adoption in the rural areas is analyzed
using the probit model. The probit model is used to explain
the behaviour of the dependent variable that is
dichotomous. Based on normality assumption, the
probability estimate in the probit model is based on
cumulative distribution function (CDF) [44]. The model is
specified as follows:

The general form of the probit model is:

Pi* = F(B'X) = 1/[exp (-B'X)]  [49] (1)
The original functional relationship is specified as
Yi* = Bo + ZBi X + ui (2)

where Yi* is not observed, i.e., a latent variable.

The dependent variable of the probit model is binary (1
if a respondent belongs to a social capital group and 0,
otherwise). This binary model is used to determine whether
a respondent adopts a social capital or not. The
independent variables include the set of socio-economic
characteristics of the respondents. These include age
(measured in years), gender (binary), household size
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(numbers), education and years of experience. Since the
coefficients of the probit model cannot be used to
determine the effect sizes, the marginal effect is estimated.

Results and Discussion

The socio-demographic  characteristics of the
respondents are presented in Table 1. Most of the sample
rural populace are above 40 years of age. Specifically, less
than 10 percent (6.7 percent) of the sample are less than
30 years of age. About 14 percent of the respondents are
between 30 and 40 years of age while 28.6 percent are
between 41 and 50 years of age. In the age bracket of 51
and 60 years, there are 41.4 percent and 9.0 percent of the
rural populace that is greater than 60 years of age. The
results suggest a big age gap between the young and old
population in the rural areas. The results on gender show
that 58.1 percent of the rural sample are female while
41.9 percent are male. This shows there are more females
in the rural areas than males. The rural household size also
differs; 11.9 percent are in the range of 1 and 3 household
members while 21.4 percent have between 4 and
5 members of the rural household. The majority
(66 percent) have a household size above 5 members.

The attainment of a good level of education is quite
discouraging. 14.3 percent have no formal education,
47.2 percent have primary or elementary education,

31.4 percent have secondary education while 7.1 percent
have post-secondary education. The descriptive statistics
also cover respondents' access to credit, years of farming
experience, being the primary occupation in most rural
communities and the type of crops cultivated given that
agricultural crop production is also dominant. A larger
percentage of the respondents (62.8 percent) have access
to credit while 37.2 percent of the rural sample claimed
they do not have any access to credit. The years of
experience in their primary occupation of farming vary
among the respondents. A very high percentage of the
sample have above 10 years of experience in the farming
operation. Specifically, 13.8 percent reported their
experience between 1 and 10 years. Close to the average
of the sample (48.4 percent) reported that they have been
in farming for over 10 years and up to 20 years in their rural
communities. Meanwhile, 37.8 percent reported greater
than 20 years of farming experience. In terms of the type of
crops chosen as the primary area of agrarian operation,
51.4 percent reported their concentration on food crop
while 32.6 percent indicated that their preference is a cash
crop. Overall, the characteristics of the respondents
present an opportunity to assess the social capital
dimension in the rural areas and possible factors
determining the social capital.

Table 1. Characteristics of the respondents

Items Description percent
Age (Years) <30 6.7
30-40 14.3
41-50 28.6
51-60 414
> 60 9.0
Gender Male 41.9
Female 58.1
Household Size 1-3 11.9
4-5 214
>5 66.7
Level of Education No Formal Education 14.3
Elementary 47.2
Secondary 31.4
Post-Secondary 71
Access to credit Yes 62.8
No 37.2
Years of farming experience 1-10 13.8
11-20 48.4
>20 37.8
Types of crop owned/cultivated
Cash crop Cash crop 32.6
Food crop 51.4
Both cash and food crop 16.0

Source: Field Survey, 2019.

Social capital dimensions in the rural areas.

The descriptive assessment of social capital
dimensions is presented in Table 2. The 'social network'
dimension of social capital has an average value of 3.875.
The dimension is represented by two items. The first
highlights the opportunity available to the rural households
for having 'peers, friends and connections in the
neighbouring communities". With an average response of
3.753, most of the respondents agreed to have relations
that could be termed 'external' to their close area of living.
Since having friends outside the community is not sufficient
to determine the relevance of such social assets, we asked
the question of whether there is a visit to those friends and

peers frequently. The response with an average mean
value of 3.997 shows that most of the rural populace
consider visit on regular basis as part of their habit.

The 'norm' factor accounts for 3.390 as the average
value of the social capital dimension. This dimension is
represented by five social capital items. The results show a
variation in the acceptance of the norm items among the
sample rural households. For instance, the question of
whether 'everyone receives support from the community'
returns a non-definite answer of an average of 3.23. This
indicates a non-agreement by the majority of the
respondents on the existence of that type of social capital.
Similarly, the response on amicable resolution of conflicts
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and disagreements among all also returned a low average
value of 2.687. This also suggests a disagreement on the
existence of such social capital in rural areas. In the case
of the need for compensation, there is general agreement
(3.607) among the respondents that the rural peers are
honourable and conservative. There is also evidence of
respect for the local law in most rural communities (3.857).

The social capital dimension of 'trust and solidarity'
accounts for an average of 4.115. All the three items of
'trust and solidarity' capital dimension return a mean
average of 4.00, suggesting that most of the respondents
agree with the existence of 'mutual trust among the
villagers' (4.00), trust of strangers in their communities
(4.155) and trust for government authorities and their
agencies (4.191). The social capital dimension of
'cooperation and group action' accounts for an average of
4.139. This suggests that every rural household groups

work with others in the community (4.167), and there is a
joint execution of most rural projects (4.238), just as there
is a 'is a joint response to unpleasant issues in the rural
community (4.012).

Consequently, cooperation and group action among the
rural people is highest followed by trust and solidarity.
Cooperation enables different household groups to work
with others in the community. It also permits the execution
of rural projects in a joint way. Furthermore, unpleasant
issues that occur in the rural community receive a joint
response. This has great implication for the development of
rural areas. The 'norm' is found to be very low among the
rural populace. The lower average value of 'norm' among
the rural populace suggests that supports from the
community is not the privilege of every member of the rural
community. Also, conflicts and disagreements in rural
communities are not necessarily resolved amicably.

Table 2. Social capital dimensions

Social capital Mean S.D
Social Networks 3.875 1.049
| have peers, friends and connections in the other town 3.753 1.076
Frequently, | visit the other town to interact and relate with my friends 3.997 1.022
Norm 3.390 1.151
Everyone receives support from the community 3.230 1.465
Conflicts and disagreements are resolved amicably 2.687 1.2862
The rural peers are honourable and conservative with compensation 3.607 1.182
There exist defined efforts to boost the development of the rural community 3.571 1.0446
There is respect for the law of the land 3.857 0.778
Trust and solidarity 4.115 0.617
There is mutual trust among the villagers. 4.000 0.746
The rural residents trust strangers 4.155 0.559
Government authorities and representatives are normally trusted 4.191 0.548
Cooperation and group action 4.139 0.725
Every household groups work with others in the community 4.167 0.569
Community projects are jointly executed 4.238 0.533
There is a joint response to unpleasant issues in the rural community 4.012 1.074

Source: Data Analysis, 2020.

Factor analysis of social capital dimensions

The variables of social capital are tested with factor
analysis (Table 3). The adequacy of the analysis is tested
with both the Barlett's test and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test.
Respectively, the two tests measure the sphericity and the
sampling adequacy to determine whether factor analysis is
suitable for the data. The diagnostics tests suggest the
rejection of the hypothesis that the correlation coefficient
matrix is zero [1]. The total variance of the different factors
with social capital variables is 74.46 percent which agrees
with the recommendation of Hair J. et al. [45]. There are
four broad categories of social capital dimensions; social

networks, norm, trust and solidarity and cooperation. Each
of these dimensions consists of different items. The first
dimension which is a 'social network' has a Cronbach's
value of 0.77. The second social capital dimension which is
'norm' has a Cronbach's value of 0.75. The third dimension
is 'trust and solidarity' has a Cronbach's value of 0.75 while
the fourth dimension 'cooperation' has a Cronbach value of
'0.859'. The results show that the measures of the social
capital dimension used for the study are reliable. A total
number of thirteen (13) items constitutes the entire four
dimensions of the social capital.

Table 3. Social capital dimensions

Social capital Fact_or Eigenvalue Varia_nce Cronbach’s

loading explained value

Social Networks 3.621 27.855 0.77

| have peers, friends and connections in the other town 0.638

On a frequent basis, | visit the other town to interact and relate with my friends 0.777

Norm 2.218 17.065 0.75

There is cohesion in the village. Everyone receives support from the community 0.461

Conflicts and disagreements are resolved amicably 0.817

The village peers are honourable and conservative with compensation 0.785

There is a joint effort to boost the development of the rural community 0.846

Everyone respects the law of the land 0.696

Trust and solidarity 1.464 11.262 0.75

There is mutual trust among the villagers. 0.673

The rural residents trust strangers 0.663

Government authorities and representatives are normally trusted 0.822

Cooperation and group action 1.258 9.675 0.859

Every household groups work with others in the community 0.840

Community projects are jointly executed 0.850

There is a joint response to unpleasant issues in the rural community 0.812

Source: Data Analysis, 2020.
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Determinants of social capital

In order to investigate the determinants of social capital
in rural areas, a probit model is used. The diagnostics of the
model such as Log-Likelihood and LR chi2 are high and
significant suggesting that the specified model is fit and
appropriate to determine the factors influencing social capital
in the rural areas. The likelihood ratio chi-square of 158.54
with a p-value of 0.000 tells us that our model is statistically
significant. Both the probit model and the marginal effect
after the probit are presented in Table 4. Several factors are
hypothesized to influence access to social capital in rural
areas. However, the findings of the study show that
education, access to credit and the type of crop cultivated by
farmers are significantly (p < 0.05) related to whether social
capital will be accessible to the rural populace.

The results show that years of education have a direct
relationship with social capital group participation. Rural
people with a higher level of education have a higher
probability of belonging to a social capital group. The
results highlight the need for education in social capital
involvement in rural areas. Education as a human capital
asset is crucial to access useful information and become
aware of existing benefits within the community. Rural
households with the educational asset are more aware of

the importance of social capital and the potentials
advantages of its various dimensions [47].

Access to credit shows a positive and significant (p < 0.05)
influence on the probability of belonging to a social capital
group. The results suggest that the need for credit by the
rural people drives their interests in social capital
participation. Rural households with greater access to credit
have a higher probability of gaining an advantage from social
capital. lyanda [50] found access to credit to be related to
social capital and by extension welfare outcomes of rural
households. Access to sufficient credit could also improve
efficient decisions on investment opportunities. The finding
of the study is in agreement with Nwosu et al. [48].

Furthermore, rural people who are engaged in
agriculture and who concentrate on cash crop production
such as coffee, cocoa and palm oil have a higher
probability of belonging to a social capital group. This is
found to be significant at a 5 percent level. The results
suggest that cash crop production attracts a higher level of
returns to farming in most rural areas. Most of the general
socio-economic factors such as age, gender and
household size do not have any significant influence on the
probability of belonging to a social capital group. This result
founds agreement with studies such as Park D. et al. [1].

Table 4. Probit estimates of the factors determining the social capital

Probit regression estimates Marginal effect after probit

Coef. Std. Err. Coef. Std. Err.
Age -0.373 0.299 -1.24 0.214
Gender 0.152 0.347 0.44 0.662
Education 0.459 0.059** -7.72 0.000*
Household size -0.382 0.267 1.43 0.153
Access to credit 0.162 0.048** -3.40 0.001*
Years of farming experience -0.304 0.263 -1.15 0.249
Cash crop ownership 0.376 0.059** 6.38 0.000*
Food crop ownership -0.006 0.112 -0.05 0.959
Constant 1.654 1.164 1.42 0.155
LR chi2 (8) = 158.54
Prob > chi2 = 0.0000
Log likelihood = -136.394
Pseudo R2 = 0.3676

*p<0.05

Source: Data Analysis, 2020

The marginal effect of the probit model is presented in
Table 5. The result shows that education could significantly
(5 percent) raise the probability of adopting social capital
by approximately 18 percent. Similarly, access to credit has
the potential to significantly (5 percent) increase the
probability of adoption of social capital by approximately
6 percent. The agrarian nature of most rural areas and part

significantly (5 percent) related to the decision of the rural
populace to participate in the social capital adoption. The
marginal estimate of cash crop ownership shows about
15 percent increase in the probability of adopting social
capital in the rural areas. The overall prediction value of the
probability to adopt social capital given the significant
socio-economic factors is approximately 55.1 percent.

of its indicator of wealth-crop ownership- is also
Table 5. Marginal effects after probit
dy/dx Std. Err. z P >|z|
Age -0.148 0.119 -1.24 0.214
Gender 0.0599 0.137 0.44 0.662
Education 0.1819 0.024 -7.55 0.000*
Household size -0.1509 0.106 1.43 0.153
Access to credit 0.0640 0.019 -3.39 0.001*
Years of farming experience -0.12012 0.104 -1.15 0.249
Cash crop ownership 0.1485 0.023 6.37 0.000*
Food crop ownership -0.0022 0.044 -0.05 0.959
LR chi2 (8) = 158.54
Prob > chi2 = 0.0000
Log likelihood = -136.394
Pseudo R2 = 0.3676
y = Pr(y) (predict)
=0.551
*p<0.05

Source: Data Analysis, 2020
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Conclusion

Using rural communities in Nigeria, this study identifies
the social capital dimensions that are prevalent in the rural
areas and determines the influencing factors. Most rural
communities still depend largely on agrarian activities and
hence agricultural activities still prevail in these
communities. Due to the geographical isolation of these
rural communities from modern infrastructure and frequent
Government interventions, social capital remains one of the
key sources of support for their economic and general
livelihood activities. Consequently, the existence and
promotion of social capital are required to avert the
continuous social and economic exclusion of most rural
populace. In the absence of beneficial social capital, the
characteristics of the rural populace portend a lack of
opportunities and hence limitation to rural development.
The results show that most of the respondents are already
existing an active age bracket with a possible effect on the
future productivity of the rural communities. Furthermore,
there are more females than males indicating the
responsibilities of rural development, if not reversed, will
fall on the extent to which the women can work. The
household size is also relatively large, indicating that the
population of the rural communities may go beyond the
managerial capacity of the women who constitute the
majority in the rural areas. Educational attainment is also
not encouraging with a possible potential negative effect on
human capital development in the nearest future.

The prevailing social capital dimensions in the rural
communities include cooperation and group action, and
trust and solidarity. The findings from the study lead to the
conclusion that rural communities can ensure that
households bind together to jointly execute community
projects and also pay attention to the joint reaction to
unpleasant issues that might arise in the communities.
Trust is still being held for authorities and strangers
suggesting that both local and international support
agencies and their activities would receive warm inception
for developmental interventions in the rural areas. The
existence of networks across close rural neighbours
suggests an advantage for integrated support services
across several communities. These opportunities are
driven by some factors. The most significant of these
factors include improvement of access to education, credit
opportunities and extension of the experience of crop
ownership to other aspects of rural businesses.

This study is limited in the aspect of investigating the
consequence of social capital assets on various outcomes
in rural communities. Hence, it is suggested that future
studies should focus on identifying and isolating the effect
of each of the dimensions on the potential economic and
livelihood dimensions of the rural populace, especially in
developing nations.

References

1. Park, D., Lee, K., Choi, H., & Yoon, Y. (2012) Factors influencing
social capital in rural tourism communities in South Korea, Tourism Man-
agement, 33: 1511-1520.

2. Usman, M., & Ahmad, M.I. (2018), Parallel mediation model of so-
cial capital, learning and the adoption of best crop management practices:
Evidence from Pakistani small farmers", China Agricultural Economic Re-
view, https://doi.org/10.1108/CAER-01-2017-0002.

3. Pisani, E., & Micheletti, S. (2020) Social capital and rural develop-
ment research in Chile. A qualitative review and quantitative, Journal of
Rural Studies, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2020.08.002.

4. Ahlerup P, Ola, O. & David YA 2009 "Social Capital vs Institutions
in the Growth process." European Journal of Political Economy 25 (1): 1-14.

5. Ntume, B., Nalule, A. S., & Baluka, S.A (2015) The role of social
capital in technology adoption and livestock development, Livestock Re-
search for Rural Development, 27 (9): 1-18.

6. Husen, N. A, Loos, T.K., & Siddiq, K.H.A (2017) Social Capital and
Agricultural Technology Adoption among Ethiopian Farmers, American
Journal of Rural Development, 5 (3): 65-72.

7. lyanda, J.O., Afolami, C.O., Obayelu, A.E., & Ladebo, O.J (2014)
Social Capital and Access to Credit among Cassava Farming Households in
Ogun State, Nigeria, Journal of Agriculture and Environmental Sciences,
3(2): 175-196.

8. Cvetanovic, S., Despotovic, D., & Filipovic, M (2015) The concept
of social capital in economic theory, EkoHomuka, 61(1): 73-84.

9. Tregear, A. and Cooper, S. (2016), "Embeddedness, social capital
and learning in rural areas: The case of producer cooperatives", Journal of
Rural Studies, Vol. 44, pp. 101-110.

10. Westlund, H., Kobayashi, K., 2013. Social Capital and Rural De-
velopment in the Knowledge Society. Edward Elgar Publishing, Cheltenham,
UK and Northampton, MA.

11. Rivera, M., Knickel, K., Diaz-Puente, J.M., & Afonso, A. (2019) The
role of social capital in agricultural and rural development: lessons learnt
from case studies in seven countries, Accepted Article', doi:
10.1111/soru.12218.

12. Luo, Q., & Wang, Z. (2010). Social capital and governance of col-
lective action dilemma in farmer cooperative economic organization. The
Chinese Cooperative Economic Review, 10: 107-114.

13. Phillips, M., (2015). Assets and affects in the study of social capital
in rural communities. Sociologia Ruralis 56(2) 220-247. https://doi.org/
10.1111/soru.12085.

14. Liang, Q., Huang, Z., Lu, H., & Wang, X. (2015) Social Capital,
Member Participation, and Cooperative Performance: Evidence from Chi-
na's Zhejiang, International Food and Agribusiness Management Review
18(1): 49-78.

15. Chriest, A., & Niles, M. (2018) The role of community social capital
for food security following an extreme weather event, Journal of Rural Stud-
ies, 64:80-90.

16. Miao, S., Heijman, W., Zhu, X. and Lu, Q. (2015), "Social capital in-
fluences farmer participation in collective irrigation management in Shaanxi
Province, China", China Agricultural Economic Review, Vol. 7 No. 3,
pp. 448-466.

17. Nato, G.N., Shauri, H.S. and Kadere, T.T. (2016), "Influence of so-
cial capital on adoption of agricultural production technologies among bene-
ficiaries of African Institute for capacity development training programmes in
Kenya", International Journal of Social Science and Technology, 1 (1):
pp. 124-132.

18. Engbers, T.A., Thomson, M.F., & Slaper, T.F., (2017) Theory and
measurement in social capital research, Social Indicator Research, 537-558.

19. Ruben, R & Heras, J (2012) social capital, governance and per-
formance of Ethiopian coffee cooperatives, Annals of Cooperative Econom-
ics, 83 (4): 463-484.

20. Midgley, J. (2013) Social development: Theory and practice. Sage.

21. Snider, A., A. Afonso-Gallegos, |. Gutiérrez, and N. Sibelet, (2017).
Social capital and sustainable coffee certifications in Costa Rica. Human
Ecology, 45(2), pp. 235-249.

22. Chloupkova, J.G., L.H. Svendsen, and G.T. Svendsen.2003. Build-
ing and destroying social capital: The case of cooperative movements in
Denmark and Poland. Agriculture and Human values 20 (3): 241-252.

23. Putnam, R. (1993). Making democracy work: Civic traditions in
modern ltaly. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

24. Misztal, B.A. 1996. Trust. Cambridge: Polity Press.

25. Lyon, F., (2000). Trust, networks and norms: the creation of social
capital in agricultural economies in Ghana. World Development 28 (4): 663-681.

26. World Bank (2003). Poverty Assessment. Washington D.C.:
World Bank.

27. Musavengane, R., and Simatele, D. (2017), "Significance of social
capital in collaborative management of natural resources in Sub-Saharan
African rural communities: A qualitative meta-analysis", South African Geo-
graphical Journal, 99(3): 267-282

28. Sentime, |. (2019), Co-operatives in the Democratic Republic of
Congo: A literature review, Journal of Co-operative Organization and Man-
agement, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcom.2018.11.002

29. Mojo, D., Fischer, C. and Degefa, T. (2015), "Social and environ-
mental impacts of agricultural cooperatives: evidence from Ethiopia", Inter-
national Journal of Sustainable Development & World Ecology, Vol. 22
No. 5, pp. 388-400.

30. Mojo, D., Fischer, C. and Degefa, T. (2017), "The determinants
and economic impacts of membership in coffee farmer cooperatives: recent
evidence from rural Ethiopia", Journal of Rural Studies, Vol. 50 pp. 84-94.

31. Ma, W. & Abdullai, A. (2016), "Does cooperative membership im-
prove household welfare? Evidence from apple farmers in China", Food
Policy, 58: 94-102.

32. Verhofstadt, E. and Maertens, M. (2014), "Can agricultural cooper-
atives reduce poverty? Heterogeneous impact of cooperative membership
on farmers' welfare in Rwanda", Applied. Economic. Perspective and Policy,
Vol. 37 No. 1, pp. 86-106.

33. Bharadwaj, B. (2012) Roles of Cooperatives in Poverty Reduction:
A Case of Nepal, Administration and Management Review, 24(1): 120-139.

34. Tenzin, G. & Natsuda, K. (2016), "Social capital, household income
and community development in Bhutan: a case study of a dairy coopera-
tive", Development in Practice, Vol. 26 No. 4, pp. 467-480.



~34 ~

B 1 C H U K KuiBcbkoro HauioHanbHoro yHisepcurety imeHni Tapaca LleBueHka

ISSN 1728-3817

35. Woolcock, M, and Narayan, D. (2000), "Social Capital: Implications
for Development Theory, Research, and Policy", The World Bank Research
Observer, Vol. 15, No 2, pp. 225-249.

36. Szreter, S., Woolcock, M., (2004). Health by association? Social
capital, social theory, and the political economy of public health. Int. J. Epi-
demiol. 33, 650-667.

37. Coleman, J. (1988). Social capital in the creation of human capital.
American Journal of Sociology, 94, 95-120.

38. Putnam, R. (1995). Tuning in, tuning out: the strange disappear-
ance of social capital in America. PS: Political Science & Politics, 28, 664-683.

39. Dinda, S., (2008) Social capital in the creation of human capital
and economic growth: A productive consumption approach, The Journal of
Socio-Economics 37, 2020-2033.

40. Grootaert, C. and van Bastelaer, T. (2002), "Understanding and
measuring social capital: a multidisciplinary tool for practitioners". Washing-
ton (DC): World Bank.

41. Bhukuth, A., Roumane, A. and Terrany, B. (2018), "Cooperative,
human capital and poverty: A theoretical framework", Economics and Soci-
ology, Vol. 11 No. 2, pp. 11-18.

42. Grootaert, C., Narayan, D., Jones, V.N., & Woolcock, M., (2003)
Measuring Social Capital, An Integrated Questionnaire, World Bank Working
Paper No. 18.

43. Gujarati, D. & Sangeeta, N. (2007). Basic Econometrics. Tata

44. Maddala. G.S. (1983). Qualitative and limited dependent variables
in econometrics. New York: Cambridge University Press.

45. Hair, J., Black W., Babin, B., Anderson, R. and Tatham, R. (2006)
Multivariate Data Analysis. 6" Edition, Pearson Prentice Hall, Upper
Saddle River.

46. Gao, Y., Liu, B., Yang, H., & Yin, S (2019) Social capital, land ten-
ure and the adoption of green control techniques by family farms: Evidence
from Shandong and Henan Provinces of China, Land Use Policy, 89: 1-11.

47. Nwosu, E.O., Orji, A., Urama, N.E, Emecheta, C., Chukwuma, Q.O0., &
Chukwuma, J.N (2020) Social Capital, Credit Access and Household Non-
farm Enterprises in Nigeria: A new Empirical Evidence, Forum for Social
Economics, https://doi.org/10.1080/07360932.2020.1825983.

48. Krejcie, R.V., & Morgan, D.W. (1970). Determining Sample Size for
Research Activities. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 30, 607-610.

Received: 03/02/2021
1st Revision: 710/02/2021
Accepted: 03/03/2021

Author's declaration on the sources of funding of research
presented in the scientific article or of the preparation of the
scientific article: budget of university's scientific project.

McGraw-Hill Limited. New Delhi, India.

H. A. Coconyse, A-p cinocodii 3 ekoHoMikM cinbcbKkoro rocnogapcTea, Buknagay
YHiBepcuTeT Ona6usi OHabaHaxo, Aro IBoe wrat OryH, Hirepis,

J1. 0. Oenawmi, a-p dinocodii 3 ekoHOMikK, BUKnaga4

YHiBepcuTeT Jlarocy, Akoka, Jlaroc, Hirepis,

0. Agica, a-p dinocodii 3 eKOHOMiKM CiNbCbKOro rocnogapcTea

YHiBepcuteT O6achemn ABonay, wraTt OcyH, Hirepisa

®AKTOPM, LLO BMIMBAIOTb HA COLIANbHUIA KANITAN
Y CINMbCbKUX TPOMALAX HIFEPIT

CouianbHull Kaniman cmae eax/ueum acreKkmom ¢byHKUioHyeaHHs 6inbwocmi cinbcbKkux 2pomMad y KpaiHax, ujo po3euearombcsi. OOHak
euMipro8aHHs1 coyialbHO20 Karnimasy 8 CillbCbKUX pez2ioHax Pi3HsAMbCsl, a nNpo ¢hakmopu, W0 ensiuearompb Ha HbO20 8 CiNbCbKill Micyesocmi,
gidomo masno. Mema nponoHoeaHo20 AocnidxeHHs1 — eusisumMU 8UMiprogaHHsl coyiaslbHO20 Kanimany e cinbcbKili Micyueeocmi, Wo nepesaxaroms,
i eueyumu ¢hakmopu, siKi eusHa4yaromb 3anyqeHicmb CinbCbKUX XXumerie y yi eumiprosaHHs. lMonboee OocnidkeHHs, w0 ckiadaembcsi 3i cmpyk-
mypoeaHo20 i camocmiliHoO 3anmoeHr8aHO20 3anumasnibHuka, 6yno npoeedeHo ceped cinbcbkux domozocrnodapcme. IHgpopmayis e xodi do-
cnidxeHHs1 6yna ompumaHa 8id 220 cinbcbkux domoz2ocnodapcme y docnidxyeaHomy palioHi. [JeckpunmueHul aHani3 eusieue coyianbHi Mepexi
(3,875), Hopmu (3,390), doeipy i conidapHicmb (4,115), cnienpayto i epynoei Oii (4,139) sik domiHaHMHI eumiproeaHHs coyiasibHO20 Karnimany e
cinbcbkux epomadax. Pesynbmamu makox nokasyroms, wjo cnienpays, doeipa i conidapHicmb, a makox mepexi €, eionoeioHo, doMiHaHMHUMU
suMipamu coyianbHO20 Kanimany e cinbcbkil Micyesocmi. Pezynbmamu ouyiHku 3a npo6im-modensntio nokasyroms, wo gpakmopu, siki 3 6inbuworo
limogipHicmio noe’'sa3aHi i3 coyianbHUM Kanimasnom y cinbcbkili Micyesocmi, oxonnoroms oceimy, docmyn Ao kpedumie i 80/100iHHSA ¢hepmoto
(moeapHa Kynbmypa). OCKinbku coyianbHuli Kaniman cmae Heo6XxiOHO yMO80H OJisi PO38UMKY CiNlbCbKUX palioHie, mo Hawi pe3ynbmamu A03-
soJsIsIlomb MpuUNycmumu, wo crienpauysi i CmeopeHHs1 Mepex Mae 6ymu nonezweHum 0ns modell y cinbebkil micyesocmi. Kpim moao, Heo6xioOHO
makox nocunumu noslimuky, cnpsimoeaHy Ha docmyn Ao oceimu, HalaHHs1 Kpedumie i po38umoK 0CHOBHUX NPogecill y cinbCcbKil Micyesocmi.

Knro4voei crioea: coyianbHull kanimarn, cinbcbka Micyeeicmsb, criienpauysi, coyianbHi Mepexi.

H. A. Cochonyse, A-p hmnococmm no aIKOHOMUKe cenbCKOro Xo3siNCcTBa, NpenoaaBaTenb
YHuBepcutetr Onabusm OHab6aHaxo, Aro UBoe wrtat OryH, Hurepus,

I1. O. Onenamu, a-p mnococdun Nno IKOHOMMKe, NpenogaBarTesib

YuuBepcureT Jlaroca, Akoka, Jlaroc, Hurepus,

0. Aauca, a-p hunocodun N0 IKOHOMMUKE CerNbCKOro Xxo3anucTBa

YHuepcurtet O6acdemu ABonay, wrat OcyH, Hurepus

®AKTOPbI, BIUAIOLLUE HA COLUMANBHbLIA KANUTAN
B CENNbCKUX OBLWWHAX HUTEPUU

CoyuanbHbili Kanumarsn cmas 8aXHbIM acneKmom hyHKUUOHUPO8aHUs1 60/IbWUHCMEa celbCKux o6WUH 8 pa3eusarowuxcsi cmpaHax. O9Hako
u3mepeHusi coyuanibHO20 Kanumasna 8 CeslbCKUX Pe2uoHax passluyHbl, a 0 ¢hakmopax, enusiroujux Ha He2o 8 ceslbCKoli MecmHocmu, u3eecmHo
mano. Ljens daHHo20 uccnedosaHusi — ebiseums npeobnadaroujue U3MePeHUsi CoyuanlbHO20 Kanumarna e ceslbCKoli MeCmHOCMU U u3y4ums ¢hak-
mopsl, onpedesnsilowue 808/1I€4€HHOCMb Ce/bCKUX Xumersel 8 amu u3mepeHusi. [loneesoe uccrnedosaHue, cocmosiujee u3 CMpPyKMypupoeaHHO20 U
camMocmosimesibHO 3aroJIHSeM0o20 80MPOCHUKa, 6bis10 npoeedeHo cpedu cenbekux domoxossilicme. UHpopmayusi 8 xode uccrnedosaHusi 6bina
nony4yeHa om 220 cesibckux omoxo3silicme e uccsedyeMoM palioHe. [JeckpunmueHblli aHanu3 ebisieusl coyuasibHbie cemu (3,875), Hopmbi (3,390),
doeepue u conudapHocmsb (4,115), compydHudecmeo u 2pynnosesnie delicmeus (4,139) kak npeob6nadaroujue usMepeHuUsi coyuasrbHO20 Kanumana e
cenbckux o6wuHax. Pe3ynsmambl makxe rnoka3biearom, 4mo compyoHu4ecmeo, dogepue U conudapHOCmMb, a Makxe cemu si8/Isilomcsi, coom-
eemcmeeHHO, GOMUHUPYIOWUMU U3MEPeHUsIMU CoUyuanbHO20 Kanumasa € cesibckoli MecmHocmu. Pe3ynbmambl oyeHKu rno npo6um-modesnu
rnokasbiearom, 4Ymo ¢hakmopbl, Komopsle ¢ 60sibweli 8ePOSIMHOCMbIO C8513aHbl C COYUasIbHLIM KanumasioM € cesibCKol MecmHoCcmu, eKroyaom
obpa3oeaHue, docmyn Kk Kpedumam u enadeHue ghepmoli (moeapHasi Kynbmypa). [TockonbKy coyuanbHbIl Kanumasa cmaHoeumcsi Heo6xo0UMbIM
ycrioeuem Orsi pazeumusi cesibCKUX palioHO8, Mo Hawu pe3ysibmambl M0360J1s110m npednosioKums, Ymo compydHuyecmeo u co3daHue cemel
00/KHO 6bImb 06ne24eHo Ons nrodel e cenbckoli MecmHocmu. Kpome moeao, Heo6xo0UMO makxke ycunume MOUMUKY, HanpaeseHHy Ha 0o-
cmyn k o6pa3oeaHuto, npedocmassieHue Kpedumoe U pazgeumue OCHOBHbIX npogecculi 8 cesbCcKol MecmHocmu.

Knioyesnle croea: coyuasnbHblil Kanumar, ce/ibckasi MeCMHOCMb, COMpPyOHUYecmeo, coyuasnbHbie cemu.



