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ПОЯСНЕННЯ ПОЛІТИЧНОГО ВИБОРУ: ПЕРСПЕКТИВИ ЕКОНОМІЧНОЇ ТЕОРІЇ 
Досліджено внесок економічної теорії в аналіз політичного вибору. З'ясовано, що політичний вибір характеризується ірраціональ-

ністю, що дає простір для різних способів зовнішнього впливу на думку виборців. Продемонстровано, що економічне голосування не 
присутнє в українському політичному контексті. 
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ОБЪЯСНЕНИЕ ПОЛИТИЧЕСКОГО ВЫБОРА: ПЕРСПЕКТИВЫ ЭКОНОМИЧЕСКОЙ ТЕОРИИ 
Исследован вклад экономической теории в анализ политического выбора. Выяснено, что политический выбор характеризуется 

иррациональностью, что дает простор для различных способов внешнего воздействия на предпочтения избирателей. Продемон-
стрировано, что экономическое голосование не присутствует в украинском политическом контексте. 

Ключевые слова: теория общественного выбора, экономическое голосование, несовершенная информация, политический выбор, 
рациональное неведение, теория общественного выбора, иррациональность. 
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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 
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 

countries, poverty and the decline of agriculture which form 
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(β'X) = 1/[exp (–β'X)]  [45]   (1) 

The original functional relationship is specified as 
Yi* = βo + Σβi Xij + 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 



~30 ~ В І С Н И К  Київського національного університету імені Тараса Шевченка      ISSN 1728-3817 
 
(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 41.4 
 > 60 9.0 
   

Gender Male 41.9 
 Female 58.1 
   

Household Size 1-3 11.9 
 4-5 21.4 
 > 5 66.7 
   

Level of Education No Formal Education 14.3 
 Elementary 47.2 
 Secondary 31.4 
 Post-Secondary 7.1 
   

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. 

 
Tab le  2. Social capital dimensions 

Social capital Mean S.D 
Social Networks 3.875 1.049 
I have peers, friends and connections in the other town 3.753 1.076 
Frequently, I 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 Factor 
loading Eigenvalue Variance 

explained 
Cronbach's 

value 
Social Networks  3.621 27.855 0.77 
I have peers, friends and connections in the other town 0.638    
On a frequent basis, I 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. Iyanda [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 
of its indicator of wealth-crop ownership- is also 

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. 

 
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. 
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ФАКТОРИ, ЩО ВПЛИВАЮТЬ НА СОЦІАЛЬНИЙ КАПІТАЛ  
У СІЛЬСЬКИХ ГРОМАДАХ НІГЕРІЇ 

 

Соціальний капітал став важливим аспектом функціонування більшості сільських громад у країнах, що розвиваються. Однак 
вимірювання соціального капіталу в сільських регіонах різняться, а про фактори, що впливають на нього в сільській місцевості, 
відомо мало. Мета пропонованого дослідження – виявити вимірювання соціального капіталу в сільській місцевості, що переважають,  
і вивчити фактори, які визначають залученість сільських жителів у ці вимірювання. Польове дослідження, що складається зі струк-
турованого і самостійно заповнюваного запитальника, було проведено серед сільських домогосподарств. Інформація в ході до-
слідження була отримана від 220 сільських домогосподарств у досліджуваному районі. Дескриптивний аналіз виявив соціальні мережі 
(3,875), норми (3,390), довіру і солідарність (4,115),  співпрацю і групові дії (4,139) як домінантні вимірювання соціального капіталу в 
сільських громадах. Результати також показують, що співпраця, довіра і солідарність, а також мережі є, відповідно, домінантними 
вимірами соціального капіталу в сільській місцевості. Результати оцінки за пробіт-моделлю показують, що фактори, які з більшою 
ймовірністю пов'язані із соціальним капіталом у сільській місцевості, охоплюють освіту, доступ до кредитів і володіння фермою 
(товарна культура). Оскільки соціальний капітал стає необхідною умовою для розвитку сільських районів, то наші результати доз-
воляють припустити, що співпраця і створення мереж має бути полегшеним для людей у сільській місцевості. Крім того, необхідно 
також посилити політику, спрямовану на доступ до освіти, надання кредитів і розвиток основних професій у сільській місцевості. 

Ключові слова: соціальний капітал, сільська місцевість, співпраця, соціальні мережі. 
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ФАКТОРЫ, ВЛИЯЮЩИЕ НА СОЦИАЛЬНЫЙ КАПИТАЛ  
В СЕЛЬСКИХ ОБЩИНАХ НИГЕРИИ 

 

Социальный капитал стал важным аспектом функционирования большинства сельских общин в развивающихся странах. Однако 
измерения социального капитала в сельских регионах различны, а о факторах, влияющих на него в сельской местности, известно 
мало. Цель данного исследования – выявить преобладающие измерения социального капитала в сельской местности и изучить фак-
торы, определяющие вовлеченность сельских жителей в эти измерения. Полевое исследование, состоящее из структурированного и 
самостоятельно заполняемого вопросника, было проведено среди сельских домохозяйств. Информация в ходе исследования была 
получена от 220 сельских домохозяйств в исследуемом районе. Дескриптивный анализ выявил социальные сети (3,875), нормы (3,390), 
доверие и солидарность (4,115), сотрудничество и групповые действия (4,139) как преобладающие измерения социального капитала в 
сельских общинах. Результаты также показывают, что сотрудничество, доверие и солидарность, а также сети являются, соот-
ветственно, доминирующими измерениями социального капитала в сельской местности. Результаты оценки по пробит-модели 
показывают, что факторы, которые с большей вероятностью связаны с социальным капиталом в сельской местности, включают 
образование, доступ к кредитам и владение фермой (товарная культура). Поскольку социальный капитал становится необходимым 
условием для развития сельских районов, то наши результаты позволяют предположить, что сотрудничество и создание сетей 
должно быть облегчено для людей в сельской местности. Кроме того, необходимо также усилить политику, направленную на до-
ступ к образованию, предоставление кредитов и развитие основных профессий в сельской местности. 
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