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ABSTRACT 

 Poverty reduction has often times hinged on the conventional thinking of 

increased income. By virtue of the fact that money determines people’s purchasing 

power and capacity to make a living, other issue that are pivotal in reducing poverty 

are often relegated to the background. In recent times, development and growth 

specialists have realised that without incorporating alternative poverty reduction 

mechanisms, including social capital, in the development agenda, the root causes of 

poverty may never be tackled. Thus, utmost attention has been given to the usefulness 

of embracing social capital as a panacea to consolidating societies and communities 

for poverty alleviation purposes. Using a study conducted in the Buea sub-division of 

Cameroon, this paper shows how social capital was enormously instrumental in 

creating an enabling socioeconomic environment for farmers to minimise poverty. It 

was therefore recommended that social capital should be mainstreamed as a poverty 

reduction mechanism through the acquisition of group membership as a strategy to 

concertedly foster the mobilisation of resources, establishment and blossoming of 

networks among farmers. 

 

KEYWORDS: Social Capital, Poverty Reduction, Cameroon. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

 Almost half the world’s people live on less than US $ 1 per day and the gross 

domestic product of the poorest 48 nations is less than the wealth of the world’s three 

richest people combined. This has fascinated international attention more sharply on 

poverty reduction for more than twenty years and culminated in a proposal by the 

development assistance committee of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation 

and Development (OECD) to reduce by half the proportion of people living in 
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extreme poverty by 2015 (World Bank, 2000). Adato and Meinzen-Dick (2002) 

observed that governments, institutions and development practitioners used to channel 

their resources to and concentrated their efforts on the acquisition of financial, human, 

natural and physical capitals as viable assets for poverty reduction. Financial capital 

in particular, was considered the most congruent tool to curtail poverty due to the fact 

that it was seen as an entry point for the acquisition of the other forms of capital 

(Obadobe, 2004). 

 This notwithstanding, in recent years, poverty eradication efforts have drifted 

from the conventional financial or income approach to a social approach. Some 

strategies of this approach are explained by the network, strength of weak ties and 

structural hole theories, which enjoin individuals to establish and fortify relationships 

and ties among themselves for mutual benefits (Borgatti, Mehra, Brass & Labianca, 

2009; Gulati, 2007). It is recognized that despite the innate potentials of networks to 

create relief and cohesion among actors, in the collective action theory, it was 

possible for conflicts to emanate among members of a network, as a human 

institution, in the course of executing joint action (Ingram & Zou, 2008). Similarly, 

within a network, Malhotra and Bazerman (2008) have propounded that a minimal 

perspective could emerge, whereby factions can be created, while from an 

expansionist viewpoint, Kilduff and Brass (2010) have envisaged the inevitably of 

some individuals or actors who could free ride on others’ efforts.    

 Despite the problems inherent in network machineries, Ingram and Zou 

(2008), Malhotra and Bazerman (2008) and Kilduff and Brass (2010 have suggested a 

blend of exogenous and endogenous rules to regulate the behaviour of actors. 

According to the above authors, surpassing the challenges of networking can create a 

palatable platform for individuals to be spurred to unlock their potentials and enable 

them to opt for long term engagements that can eventually generate high pay off 

returns to perennially alleviate poverty. By so doing, the individual theory of poverty 

can be disclaimed for faulting actors for being architects of their own plights. These 

authors move the argument beyond the individual theory of poverty which postulates 

that individuals are agents of their own poverty by opting for short-term and low pay 

off returns that may not offer opportunities for them to combat their socioeconomic 

predicaments as explained by Siegel (2007).  

The essence of moving the argument beyond the individual is that networking 

could pave the way to overcome intergenerational poverty as stated by Ryall and 
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Sorenson (2007) in the culture of poverty theory. Furthermore, according to Kiuru, 

Nurmi, Aunola and Salmela-Aro (2009), when actors refuse to network, this may 

truncate opportunities that they could benefit from, if they established ties, partnered 

and worked together to accomplish common goals.  

Ostensibly, limiting the opportunities that emerge from social networks is 

tantamount to accepting the effects explained in the cumulative and cyclical 

interdependency theory of poverty (Smith, Kidwell-Lopez, Borgatti & Labianca, 

2010). Smith et al. perceive through the cumulative and cyclical interdependency 

theory that once a problem dominates, other opportunities are closed up and a 

cumulative set of problems are created, which makes any effective response nearly 

impossible. They argue that once opportunities are truncated, attaining livelihood 

outcomes, which are conventional indicators of sound well being such as more 

income, increased well being, reduced vulnerability, improved food security and more 

sustainable use of the natural resource base becomes difficult.    

 Of all the types of capital, Katungi, Edmeades and Smale (2006) have noted 

that social capital is unique. The other types of capital are different, in that their 

incessant usage depletes overtime. Social capital on the contrary, is rather fostered 

with continuous adoption, as it mobilises community trust geared at improving 

productivity. Moazami (2006) adds that social capital has a direct impact on the other 

forms of capital. For instance, it can help to augment people’s incomes and savings 

rates (financial capital), enhance the management of common resources (natural 

capital), maintain shared infrastructure (physical capital) and facilitate the 

development and sharing of knowledge (human capital).  

Katungi et al.’s (2006) and Moazami’s (2006) postulations are akin to the 

theorising of Ryall and Sorenson (2007), Siegel (2007), Kiuru et al. (2009) and Smith 

et al. (2010) on poverty reduction that the use of social capital as an entry point to 

access other forms of capitals, could equally be explored as an option to engage in 

long term investments that will culminate in high pay offs in the future. Moreover, the 

adoption of social capital can allow the poor to dispel their perception of poverty as 

intergenerational phenomenon. This can give room for them to collectively and 

cumulatively open up more opportunities for themselves to access and sustainably 

improve their living conditions, wherever they find themselves.  

This possibility is applicable to the maize farmers in the Buea sub-division of 

Cameroon.  The majority of maize farmers in this sub-division employ social capital 
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as a strategy to facilitate their access to physical, human, fiscal and natural assets for 

poverty alleviation purposes. In an attempt to improve the lot of farmers in Cameroon, 

the government, other stakeholders in the agricultural domain and individual farmers 

focused their attention on the utilisation of financial, human, natural and physical 

capitals to accomplish this goal. Nonetheless, as the years unfolded, poverty 

eradication efforts in farming communities in the country, slowly drifted from these 

conventional approaches to a social approach. This is attributed to the inability of the 

poor to adopt these approaches, especially the income approach, as a take-off point to 

harness the other forms of capital to accomplish development and enhance their living 

conditions (Buea Sub-Divisional Delegation for Agriculture and Rural Development, 

2006; 2007; 2008).  

Centola (2010) espouses further that the inability of the poor to initially 

employ the income approach to support their livelihoods, accounts for an uncovering 

of the importance of social cohesion by development and growth specialists, as 

recommended machinery for them to prosper economically and for development to be 

sustainable. Furthermore, within the same sub-division, some farmers do not perceive 

the adoption of social capital as a veritable option for poverty reduction. Although, 

the reason for their sceptism in adopting this capital is yet to be studied, nevertheless, 

it is possible based on conceptualizations of Ingram and Zou (2008), Kilduff and 

Brass (2010) and Malhotra and Bazerman (2008) that the challenges in the use of 

social capital, the inevitably of conflicts, polarisation and parasitic tendencies in 

network systems could account for farmers’ apathy.  

Similarly, in evaluating the arguments of Kiuru et al. (2009), Ryall and 

Sorenson (2007), Siegel (2007) and Smith et al. (2010) on poverty reduction, farmers 

who have sidelined the utilisation of social capital as a poverty reduction tool may 

rather opt for short-term measures that can only ephemerally ameliorate their 

socioeconomic conditions. The isolation of such farmers from group activities, can 

truncate more opportunities that they would have stumbled across through enhanced 

relationships with well endowed farmers. Eventually, they can become myopic in 

resolving other problems that may crop up in the future.  

 

The arguments for and against the focus on social capital raise several issues. 

For instance, it is difficult to categorically determine whether farmers who employ 

social capital as a poverty reduction option can better eradicate poverty from their 
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lives in terms of obtaining improved yields, incomes and accomplishing their 

livelihood expectations, as opposed to their counterparts who do not possess any form 

of social capital. This interrogation is the thesis of this paper. The thesis shall be 

further amplified by theoretical and conceptual discussions on social capital and 

poverty reduction. Subsequently, the paper addresses the methodological issues of the 

study, empirical evidence, conclusions and the policy implications.  

 

2. Theoretical and conceptual postulations of social capital and poverty 

reduction 

Gilbert and Abbott (2005), Labianca and Brass (2006), Buskens and Van de 

Rijt (2008) and Fowler and Christakis (2008) have identified several forms of social 

capital. These notwithstanding, the converging opinion of these writers in their 

definitions incorporate teamwork and shared interests, geared towards accomplishing 

set goals of a group. Essentially, the writers regard social capital as the sum of 

resources, actual or virtual that accrue to an individual or a group by virtue of 

possessing a durable network of more or less institutionalised relationships of mutual 

acquaintance and recognition.  

The network, strength of weak ties and structural hole theories have been 

adopted by writers like Gulati (2007) and Borgatti et al. (2009) to elucidate the 

concept of social capital. Ingram and Zou (2008), Malhotra and Bazerman (2008), 

Kilduff and Brass (2010) on the other hand, elaborate the obstacles that can thwart the 

efforts of actors in building and using social capital for poverty reduction. 

Poverty reduction in holistic terms is defined by Maxwell (1999) as an 

upliftment from an undesirable to a desirable state in terms of the ability to satisfy 

basic needs and wants such as food, shelter, medical care and safety, which are 

generally thought to be necessary based on shared values of human dignity. Ryall and 

Sorenson (2007), Siegel (2007) and Smith et al. (2010) have drawn inspirations from 

the individual, culture and cumulative and cyclical theories of poverty to account for 

the causes of poverty, and thus argue for a place for social capital.  

 The nature and structural functionalism of social capital is explained by the 

network, strength of weak ties and structural hole theories. Marginally, the network 

theory reduces a system into a set of objects called nodes and a set of relationships 

called edges or ties that link the nodes together. Nodes are the individual actors within 

the networks and ties are the relationships between actors, who can be connected on 
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the basis of similarities, social relations, interactions and flows. The theory postulates 

that the attributes of individuals are less important than their relationships and ties 

with other actors within a network (Gulati, 2007). Though this approach has turned 

out to be useful for explaining many real world phenomena, Borgatti et al. (2009) 

have countered that it leaves less room for individual agency, as the ability of 

individuals to influence their success rests solely within the structure of their 

networks.  

However, Brass (2009) has commended the network theory for its ability to 

intersect relationships that can define an actor’s position in a social structure. Brass 

notes further that it is these networks of relationships that provide opportunities and 

constraints to actors. Brass (2011) adds that the right network can determine whether 

someone is able to achieve better outcomes than someone with equal skills and 

abilities. According to Brass, an appropriate network can unlock opportunities for 

actors to engage in perennial investments that can culminate in high and sustainable 

earnings. Therefore, the network theory is a well suited social capital theory that 

discredits the individual theory of poverty.   

The individual theory of poverty accentuates that individuals are agents of 

their own poverty. The theory faults individuals in poverty for being the architects of 

their own problems, as they rather opt for short-term and low pay off returns that may 

not create an enabling environment for them to sustainably overcome their 

socioeconomic plights (Siegel, 2007). Thus, Borgatti et al. (2009) posit that if such 

individuals commit their resources to long-term measures and pay offs, are diligent 

and persistent in their endeavours and opt for better choices, they can circumvent their 

predicaments. 

 Brass’s (2011) proposition of apt networking as a veritable driving force in 

enabling an actor to accomplish his or her set goals, disclaims Wallace and Meyer’s 

(2009) ascription of poverty to individuals’ moral decadence and limited genetic 

qualities such as intelligence. This is by virtue of the fact that networking creates a 

leeway for actors within a group or apparatus to establish rules and norms governing 

their operations. These rules and norms serve as checks and balances for actors’ 

misdemeanours and give room for them to discuss ideas (Brass, 2011).  

Fowler and Christakis (2008) have opined that the opportunity for individuals 

to learn from one another provides and furnishes them with ideas to take control of 

their destiny in eradicating poverty. By so doing, individuals can extinguish their 
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psychological stigma and perception of poverty as intergenerational, which was 

explained by Ryall and Sorenson (2007) in the culture of poverty theory, as poverty 

that is created by the transmission over generations of a set of beliefs, values and 

skills that are socially generated but individually held. In view of this, individuals 

cannot necessarily be blamed for their state of poverty, as they are victims of their 

dysfunctional subculture or culture.  

The idea of networking as embedded in the network theory entails more than 

one link and goes beyond individual actors or groups of actors to providing a way of 

considering the structural arrangement of many actors (Bonacich, 2007). Bonacich 

maintains that the focal actor in a network is referred to as the ego, while the other 

actors with whom the ego has direct relationships in his or her personal networks are 

called alters. The ego occupies a central and powerful position in a network and 

therefore almost certainly acquires better negotiation outcomes than those acquired by 

the alters. This provides the ego with an upper hand to mobilise the alters for 

collective action to overcome hurdles and bridge inequalities among groups. 

On the premise of the strength of weak ties theory, Borgatti et al. (2009) have 

postulated that the stronger the tie between two people, the more likely that their 

social worlds will overlap. According to Borgatti et al., bridging ties, which link 

individuals to people who are not connected to their friends are a potential source of 

novel ideas. From a bridging tie, a person can hear things that are not already 

circulating among their friends. Based on the structural hole theory, Kiuru, Nurmi, 

Aunola and Salmela-Aro (2009) have argued that an ego who is connected to alters 

across varied networks or structural holes is more likely to have access to novel 

information and non-redundant ties, as opposed to an ego who is solely connected to 

alters within his or her structural holes. 

As espoused by Bonacich (2007), Borgatti et al. (2009) and Kiuru et al. (2009) 

in the network, strength of weak ties and structural whole theories respectively, 

bridging ties can serve as a channel to forestall cumulative and cyclical 

socioeconomic hardships that are prevalent in a community. This can be attained by 

creating and sustaining cordial relationships with resourceful communities. Smith et 

al. (2010) stipulate that the cumulative and cyclical interdependency theory of poverty 

fascinates attention to the fact that individuals and their communities are caught up in 

a spiral of opportunity and problems. Once problems dominate, they close other 

opportunities and create a cumulative set of problems that make any effective 
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response nearly impossible. Cyclically, the theory holds that individual situations and 

community resources are mutually dependent on one another. Thus, unproductive 

individuals make economic survival even harder for communities and therefore 

jeopardise the chances for inhabitants to attain favourable livelihood outcomes. 

Obadobe (2004) and Bohle (2007) assert that livelihood outcomes are 

conventional indicators of livelihood strategies. These strategies are the range and 

combination of activities and choices that people make and undertake to achieve their 

livelihood outcomes. These outcomes are more income, increased well being, reduced 

vulnerability, improved food security and more sustainable use of the natural resource 

base. In spite of the viability of social capital in curtailing poverty, Ingram and Zou 

(2008) did not hesitate to exhibit the challenge actors’ encounter in their usage. In the 

collective action theory, the writers note that in settings where there are groups of 

individuals, conflicts are inevitable. This is by virtue of the presence of common or 

shared interests and individual interests within a group that may be at odds with one 

another.  

From a minimalist viewpoint, Malhotra and Bazerman (2008) have argued that 

the possession of social capital by collective persons is a mechanism of a corporate 

actor competing against other corporate actors to surpass one another. Buttressing this 

assertion with an expansionist perspective, Kilduff and Brass (2010) observe that in 

group machineries, some individuals’ free ride on the efforts of other individuals. 

Going by this view, there are some individuals who will not voluntarily tackle a 

whole host of jointly beneficial projects in the private and public spheres, because 

they wait for others to take the costly actions needed to be of benefit to all of them. 

Thus, to ensure a harmony of interests in a network dispensation, Ingram and Zou 

(2008), Malhotra and Bazerman (2008) and Kilduff and Brass (2010) have suggested 

a blend of exogenous and endogenous apparatuses to sanction and monitor the actions 

of individuals.  

 

3. Methodology 

Buea is a sub-division, situated in Fako Division in the South West region of 

Cameroon. Fako Division is one of the six divisions in the region, which in turn, is 

one of the ten regions in the country and also one of the two Anglophone regions. 

Krejcie and Morgan’s table in Sarantakos (1993) was adopted to derive a sample size 

of 215 maize farmers who were randomly selected from a population of 266 maize 
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farmers. These farmers were selected from four farming zones namely: Bolifamba, 

Bokova, Lysoka and Bonjongo that constituted the entire sub-division (Table 1).  

Table 1: Selected sample sizes  

Zones Population Sample size 

  Bolifamba      109       80 

  Bokova       76       63 

  Lysoka       51       44 

  Bonjongo       30       28 

  Total      266      215 

Source: Field survey, 2009 

A structured interview schedule was used to collect primary data from the 

selected farmers, based on an ex-post facto design. This design categorised farmers 

into two groups (those who had access to social capital and those who did not have 

access to social capital) and compared their yields, income and livelihoods. Using the 

Statistical Product and Service Solutions (SPSS) Version 17, the Mann Whitney U-

Test was employed to compare the yields and incomes of both groups of farmers, 

using the default alpha value of five percent. Membership in groups was defined as 

having social capital, while non-membership reflected no social capital. Cross 

tabulations were used to examine the livelihood situations of both categories of 

farmers. 

 

4. Empirical evidence and discussion 

 This section comprises the results and discussions based on the field data. The 

first part focuses on the demographic characteristics of respondents. This is followed 

by discussions of the benefits of social capital, and the contribution of social capital to 

farmers’ livelihoods.   

The demographic data of respondents were examined in terms of their sex, age 

group, educational levels and group membership. Out of the 215 maize farmers who 

were sampled for the study, 57.7 percent were males. The age groups of farmers were 

stratified into three categories (20-35, 36-55, and 56 and above) to cover the young, 

middle aged and old farmers respectively. These classifications were based on 

farmers’ age groups by the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD) 
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in Cameroon (BSDDARD, 2006). Findings from the analyses showed that 71.6 

percent of the farmers were between 36 and 55 years. This age group constituted the 

majority, as the young and old farmers formed 18.6 percent and 9.8 percent 

respectively.  

Farmers’ were further classified as lowly and highly educated based on the 

criterion set by the MARD on their educational qualifications. The findings depicted 

that 77.2 percent of the farmers were lowly educated. This meant that they had either 

obtained the First School Leaving Certificate or General Certificate of Education 

Ordinary Level or the Professional Aptitude Certificate. Farmers who had acquired 

the General Certificate of Education, Advanced Level, as well as those who were 

graduates, were classified as having a high level of education. This group of farmers 

constituted 11.6 percent of the 215 farmers whose views were sampled. Only 11.2 

percent of the respondents had no formal education. Results from the analyses also 

showed that 68.8 percent of the respondents possessed social capital via group 

membership in a farmers’ group, as opposed to 31.2 percent who did not belong to 

any group.  

The farmers who were members of groups (68.8%) could access the services 

of extension officers. It was easier for the officers to reach out to and train this group 

of farmers on the use of modern methods of maize cultivation through the use of 

inorganic fertilizers, insecticides, herbicides and improved maize seeds, relative to 

their counterparts (31.2%) who did not belong to any group. Field demonstrations and 

farm visits were used by the officers to carry out training sessions. Thus, the findings 

point to the fact that social capital was instrumental in equipping farmers with the 

expertise to grow maize.  

Results from the study showed further that membership in groups enabled 35.1 

percent of the farmers to be convinced that their money was secured (Table 2), 

compared to if they had chosen the option to save the money in any bank or credit 

union.  
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Table 2: Benefits derived from group membership 

Reasons Frequency Percent 

My money is secured      52     35.1 

 Made members committed      25     16.9 

I save and have access to loans      18     12.3 

Easy access to farm inputs and tools      13       8.8 

It has united group members      13       8.8 

Made group members to work hard        5       3.3 

Propelled the growth and financing of the group        5       3.3 

Conditions for membership are easy to abide by        5       3.3 

Registration fees are low        4       2.7 

Identified me as a group member        4       2.7 

Acquired knowledge from the group        2       1.4 

Instilled discipline in group members        2       1.4 

Total     148   100.0 

Source: Field data, 2009. 

By virtue of group membership, farmers were able to raise funds to commence 

and expand their production of maize through saving and loan schemes operating 

within their groups. Table 2 illustrates the other benefits of partnership and 

interconnectedness among the farmers. The findings corroborate Moazami’s (2006) 

assertion that social capital has a direct impact on the other forms of capital by 

augmenting people’s incomes and savings rates (financial capital), maintaining shared 

infrastructure (physical capital) and facilitating the development and sharing of 

knowledge (human capital).   

The 67 farmers who had not obtained group membership in any form gave two 

prominent reasons. About 8.6 percent of them reported that groups were unreliable, as 

compared to 19.4 percent who were often extremely busy that they could not devote 

time to attend group meetings. This reasoning, departs from the views expressed by 

Ingram and Zou (2008) in the collective action theory that actors may hesitate to 
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employ social capital as a viable option for poverty reduction, due to the inevitable 

conflicts that may emanate among members of a network in their collaborative 

efforts. The reasoning can also be differentiated from the minimalist viewpoint 

expressed by Malhotra and Bazerman (2008) that factions can emanate among 

members of a group, and from Kilduff and Brass’ (2010) expansionist standpoint  that 

the adoption of social capital could pave the way for some actors within a network to 

nurture opportunistic tendencies.    

The benefits of social capital to farmers and its contribution to livelihoods in 

terms of incomes, ability to save, access to healthcare and improved households’ 

access to food were examined. The payment of school fees, enhancement of financial 

support to family members and the ability to fulfil social obligations were the other 

components of farmers’ livelihoods that were ascertained. In this respect, the analyses 

focused on the yields of farmers who belonged to groups and those who did not 

belong to groups for three consecutive years (2006, 2007, 2008), based on the 

following hypothesis which was tested at a five percent significance level:  

Ho: There were no significant differences in the yields of farmers who possessed 

group membership and those who did not possess membership in any group in 2006, 

2007 and 2008. 

Ha: There were significant differences in the yields of farmers who belonged to farm 

groups and those who did not belong to any group in 2006, 2007 and 2008. 

As indicated in the methodology, membership in groups reflected in yes responses 

while non-membership resulted in no responses. The results in Table 3 reveal that 

there were significant differences in the yields of farmers from both groups per year. 

This was evident, as the comparison yielded p-values of 0.02, 0.01 and 0.01 in 2006, 

2007 and 2008 respectively as compared to the default alpha value of 0.05.  

 

Table 3: Differences in yields of farmers in 2006, 2007 and 2008 

Social capital   N 

 

  2006 

Sig.      Z  

  2007 

Sig.      Z 

   2008 

Sig.      Z 

Yes 148  

.02    2.184 

 

.01    2.600 

 

.01     2.623 No   67 

Total 215    

Source: Field data, 2009. 
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The results depict further that the yields of farmers who were members of farm groups 

increased progressively over the years as compared to their non-group counterparts, as 

the z values consecutively recorded 2.184, 2.600 and 2.623 in 2006, 2007 and 2008. 

Implicitly, the access to social capital propelled farmers’ chances for improved 

training that translated into better yields. 

More analyses were conducted to investigate differences in the incomes of 

farmers who had access to social capital and their counterparts who did not possess 

any form of social capital in 2006, 2007 and 2008, based on the following hypothesis:   

Ho : The differences in the incomes of farmers who were members of groups and

 those who were not members of any groups were not significant. 

Ha : The differences in the incomes of farmers who possessed group membership and

 their counterparts who had no form of membership were significant. 

Results from the analyses disclosed that the p-values (0.01, 0.00, 0.00) were less than 

the requisite alpha value (0.05) in 2006, 2007 and 2008 consecutively (Table 4). This 

meant that the differences in the incomes of farmers who were members of farm 

groups and their colleagues who were not members of groups were significant. 

Moreover, the incomes of farmers who belonged to groups increased consecutively in 

2006, 2007 and 2008. 

 

Table 4: Differences in incomes of farmers in 2006, 2007 and 2008 

Social capital   N 

 

  2006 

Sig.      Z  

  2007 

Sig.      Z 

   2008 

Sig.      Z 

Yes 148  

.01    5.761 

 

.00    6.250 

 

.00     6.388 No   67 

Total 215    

Source: Field data, 2009. 

This was supported by the z-values that progressively registered 5.761, 6.250 and 

6.388 per year respectively. Essentially, social capital facilitated farmers’ access to 

enhanced training for the betterment of their incomes.  

 The contribution of social capital to farmers’ livelihoods in 2006, 2007 and 

2008 was also analysed. The constituents of livelihoods that were examined were 

namely the ability to increase savings, provide medical care for household members 

and give financial support to relatives. Table 5 presents results on the said indicators 
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for 2006. Owing to the fact that some respondents could not provide responses on all 

the issues, the number of respondents per indicator registered below 148 and 67 per 

year for those who belonged to groups and those who did not belong to groups 

respectively. Comparatively, the findings disclosed that farmers who possessed 

membership in groups could fulfil their livelihood expectations more easily in 2006 

than their colleagues who were not members of any farm group (Table 5). Thus, an 

enhancement of the yields and incomes of farmers who had access to social capital 

translated into improved livelihood outcomes. 

Table 5: Social capital and farmers’ livelihoods in 2006 

Livelihood indicators                             Social capital 2006 

Yes                                                         No 

Frequency          Percent                 Frequency          

Percent 

Unable to increase savings 16                        15.4                         21                    

72.4 

88                        84.6                           8                    

27.6 

104                     100.0                        29                  

100.0 

11                        11.7                         14                     

63.6 

83                        88.3                           8                     

36.4 

94                       100.0                        22                   

100.0 

10                        9.5                           12                    

52.2 

95                        90.5                         11                     

47.8 

Able to increase savings 

Total 

Unable to provide health 

care 

Able to provide health care 

Total 

Unable to give financial  

support to family members 

Able to give financial  

support to family members 

Total 105                    100.0                         23                   

100.0     

Source: Field data, 2009. 
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Table 6 illustrates analyses on social capital and farmers’ livelihoods for 2007. 

The components of livelihoods that were addressed in 2007 were similar to those 

addressed in 2006. Similarly, the results in Table 6 depict that farmers who employed 

social capital had an edge over their colleagues who did not utilise social capital 

avenues to fulfil their livelihood aspirations. This finding corroborates the views of 

Smith et al. (2010). According to Smith et al., the utilisation of social capital by actors 

has the potential to forestall cumulative and cyclical poverty from their lives, which 

can culminate in favourable livelihood outcomes. They note that individuals and 

communities who encounter cumulative and cyclical poverty are caught up in a spiral 

of opportunity and problems, which dominate and close other opportunities, thereby 

creating a cumulative set of problems that makes any effective response nearly 

impossible.  

Table 6: Social capital and farmers’ livelihoods in 2007 

Livelihood indicators                             Social capital 2006 

Yes                                                         No 

Frequency          Percent                 Frequency          

Percent 

Unable to increase savings 24                      19.7                         19                  

59.4 

98                      80.3                         13                    

40.6 

122                     100.0                       32                   

100.0 

15                      12.5                         20                     

66.7 

105                     87.5                        10                     

33.3 

120                    100.0                        30                   

100.0 

11                      9.4                         12                     

Able to increase savings 

Total 

Unable to provide health care 

Able to provide health care 

Total 

Inability to feed household 

members 
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Ability to feed household 

members 

54.5                  

106                      90.6                         10                     

45.5 

Total 117                    100.0                         22                   

100.0     

Source: Field data, 2009. 

Cyclically, individual situations and community resources are mutually 

dependent on one another. Therefore, unproductive individuals can thwart the 

economic survival of communities and endanger the chances for inhabitants to attain 

favourable livelihood outcomes. Therefore, the results for 2006 and 2007 suggest that 

farmers’ usage of social capital curbed the chances for them to encounter cumulative 

and cyclical socioeconomic plights. This gave room for fruitful livelihood outcomes. 

The aspects of livelihoods that were determined in 2008 included the capacity 

to render financial support to family members and meet up with social obligations 

(Table 7). Similar to 2006 and 2007, in 2008, farmers who utilised opportunities that 

were presented to them by virtue of their group membership experienced better 

livelihood results than their colleagues who did not possess any form of social capital. 

In a nutshell, findings on the contribution of social capital to farmers’ livelihoods in 

2006, 2007 and 2008 vidicate Smith et al.’s (2010) assertion that the adoption of 

social capital by actors can favourably fulfil their livelihood anticipations.   

Table 7: Social capital and farmers’ livelihoods in 2008 

Livelihood indicators                             Social capital 2006 

Yes                                                                      No 

Frequency          Percent                 Frequency         

Percent 

Unable to provide finances 

to family members 

13                        11.0                         14                    56.0 

 

105                       89.0                         11                    

44.0 

118                     100.0                         25                   

Able to provide finances 

Total 
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Unable to meet social 

obligations 

100.0 

16                        13.1                          16                     

66.7 

 

106                      66.9                           8                     

33.3 

122                    100.0                         24       

100.0     

Able to meet obligations 

Total 

 

Source: Field data, 2009. 

 

5. CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

 The discussions suggest that farmers who adopt social capital as a poverty 

reduction mechanism are better placed to alleviate poverty by enhancing their yields, 

incomes and fulfilling their livelihood anticipations, compared to their counterparts 

who sidelined the utilisation of social capital. On the other hand, farmers who did not 

use social capital observed that it was an unreliable poverty reduction strategy. 

Moreover, they did not have time to establish relationships and network with other 

colleagues. 

 Nonetheless, owing to the viability of social capital in poverty eradication as 

confirmed by most farmers, those who do not possess any form of social capital are 

urged to create time and acquire group membership in any farmers’ groups. This will 

facilitate their linkages and bridge building relationships with influential farmers for 

shared benefits to prevail among them. Once farmers experience the positive 

feedbacks of social capital, it may likely extinguish their perception of social capital 

as being unreliable and learn to overcome the shortcomings that emanate from its 

usage. 
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