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Considering that contemporary extension systems tend to become decentralized, market-

driven, pluralistic, and characterized by farmers taking a leadership role, it is evident that the 

coordinated and active participation of farmers in modern extension systems is required.  

Extension scholars around the world have proposed the implementation of group-extension 

approaches as an alternative to increase the access to social capital at the local level and help 

smallholders meet the challenges of development.  The need arises then to investigate the 

mechanisms through which this type of intervention may affect social interaction of its 

beneficiaries.  This dissertation is a report of an evaluation study of a Mexican group-extension 

program.  The GGAVATT (Livestock Groups for Technology Validation and Transference) is a 

technology transfer program for livestock producers developed in Veracruz, Mexico in the early 

1980s.  In this extension program, neighboring farmers get organized into groups of a minimum 

of 10 participants to receive technical advice from a research institution through a group advisor.  

This study makes use of a quantitative and a qualitative segment to explore the suggested 

association between farmers’ participation in the GGAVATT program and access to social 

capital.  The broad purpose of this study is to create a profile of the social dynamics of 

Veracruzan farmers in terms of the forms and types of social capital that are accessible to them 
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as participants in the GGAVATT program.  The results from both segments of this study 

demonstrate that GGAVATT participants have access to different forms of social capital which 

translates in their lives into collective action and empowerment.  The quantitative results provide 

evidence of the positive effect that time and motivation have on access to the different forms of 

social capital.  A gap exists between the levels of social capital of men and women participating 

in this program; stakeholders need to work actively in reducing this gap.  The qualitative results 

show social capital in action and its importance to obtain different benefits.  The benefits of 

connectedness are discussed and recommendations are made to teach participants, advisors, and 

administrators to understand and value them.  Finally, the need for further research is discussed.   
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Extension scholars around the world have proposed the implementation of group-extension 

approaches as an alternative to increase the access to social capital at the local level and help 

smallholders meet the challenges of development. The need arises then to investigate the 

mechanisms through which this type of intervention may affect social interaction of its 

beneficiaries.   

This dissertation is a report of an evaluation study of a group-extension program found in 

Mexico. Membership in this program and access to three different forms of social capital, 

namely, Bonding, Bridging, and Linking are explored. In addition, the effects and implications of 

participant demographics, group characteristics, and community uniqueness on access to social 

capital are discussed.  

The background of the study, the research problem and its significance, and a brief 

description of the methodology are presented in this chapter.  

Background 

Ongoing Extension Reform 

Multiple authors have documented the changes that both agricultural and rural extension 

have experienced in modern times. According to Swanson (2008), the structure and scope of 

extension and agricultural advisory services around the world have been transformed by the 

effect of social, political, and economic factors during the last few decades. This reform has been 

a constant process and, as Rivera and Alex (2004a, p. 347) indicate, “is inevitable and will 

continue into the future.”  

In the same way, Mercoiret et al. (2007) write that those same forces of change have 

affected the production conditions of farmers around the world. Swanson (2008) illustrates this 
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relationship by pointing out how as farmers become more commercialized extension services 

tend to become privatized. In the “Global Review of Good Agricultural Extension and Advisory 

Service Practices,” Swanson adds that contemporary extension systems following good practices 

tend to be decentralized, market-driven, pluralistic, and characterized by a leading role of the 

farmers. Swanson’s description differs from what was the norm in most developing countries 

during the 20th century when most extension systems were heavily centralized (particularly 

Ministry-based systems), driven by technological development and not the market, and highly 

hierarchical relying on top-down approaches with limited, if any, farmer input. From Swanson’s 

words we can understand that farmers now have, and will increasingly have, new roles and 

greater responsibilities in the development process. This is the reason why Qamar (2000) calls 

extension programs to have the development of the problem–solving and decision-making skills 

of farmers as their top priorities.  

Within this context of change, Mercoiret et al. (2007) allege that some farmers have been 

able to benefit from the opportunities of market openness while a very large number of 

smallholders have been left behind due to their lack of infrastructure and access to support 

services. This point is further emphasized by Rivera and Alex (2004b) who discuss how the poor 

have less access to training courses and extension activities due to their lesser levels of social 

capital. In other words, the poor are often limited in extension activities by their lack of social 

connections that can inform and encourage them to attend these types of events. Similarly, 

Rogers (2003, p. 460), offers the following generalization in his diffusionist theory: “The 

consequences of the diffusion of innovation usually widen the socioeconomic gap between the 

audience segments previously high and low in socioeconomic status.” 
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This situation turns even more critical when we consider the large number of smallholders 

in the world. Swanson (2008, p. 1) observes that “there are nearly one billion small-scale farm 

households in developing countries, with the vast majority facing problems of hunger, 

malnutrition and poverty.” According to Rogers (2003), a good strategy to narrowing the gaps 

originated by an unequal access to innovations is the formation of groups of smallholders which 

will endow them with the required economic, political, and social strength to promote change. 

The inference follows that by getting organized into farmers’ or producers’ groups, smallholders 

might actually be able to respond effectively to the current challenges of development.  In this 

same direction, Abaru, Nyakuni, and Shone (2006) argue that farmers’ organizations can provide 

farmers with opportunities to become beneficiaries of the market economy. This means that 

individual farmers are empowered by getting organized into groups, and this newly found 

collective identity and voice allow them to participate from a more advantaged position in the 

development process. 

Power of Groups   

According to Abaru et al. (2006), farmers’ organizations can be valuable allies in 

development efforts and play a communication role between farmers, extension, and research.  

This situation can be observed in many developed countries, where farmers’ organizations play 

key roles in production, marketing, and representation of producers’ interests before diverse 

institutions (Mercoiret, Pesche, & Bosc, 2007). These developed countries are characterized for 

having supportive policies for organizations with farmers in charge (Abaru, Nyakuni, & Shone, 

2006).  In some countries these farmers’ organizations have evolved into more complex and 

powerful specialized commodity groups.   

The formation of cooperatives or organized groups of farmers has been seen by 

governments and international donors as a feasible mechanism to make services available to 
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rural populations. For instance, multiple producer organizations were established in Africa, Asia, 

and Latin America to serve as instruments for the implementation of top-down developmental 

strategies (Mercoiret, Pesche, & Bosc, 2007). Unfortunately, many of these cooperatives have 

collapsed, particularly those without strong grassroots organization, leaving farmers in poverty 

and powerless (Abaru, Nyakuni, & Shone, 2006). Another explanation for the disintegration of 

some of these groups can be found in the words of Swanson (2008, p. xi) who warns of the fact 

that “In most developing countries, public extension systems have been discouraged from 

organizing farmers, farm women and rural youth, because these groups could place political 

demands on the national government.” 

The creation of farmers’ organizations has given birth also to the development of extension 

programs tailored to suit the needs of these groups; this is known as group-extension. Cuellar et 

al. (2006) say that the formation of groups to work towards common objectives in agriculture is a 

cost-effective way of ensuring sustainable development.  For instance, in France, Argentina and 

Mexico, group-extension has been successfully conducted through the Centers for the Study of 

Agricultural Techniques (CETA), the Regional Consortiums for Agricultural Experimentation 

(CREA), and the Livestock Groups for Technology Validation and Transference (GGAVATT), 

respectively (AACREA, 2006; Roman Ponce, 2001); similar groups exist in Chile, Uruguay, 

Brazil, and other countries. 

A Program for livestock producers 

The GGAVATT is a model for livestock technology transfer developed in Veracruz, 

Mexico, by researchers from the National Institute of Forestry, Agriculture and Livestock 

Research (INIFAP) in the 1980’s. The GGAVATT is defined as a mechanism for technology 

transfer and validation in which 10 to 20 farmers, from a given geographical region and with 

similar production systems, get organized into a group with the purpose of increasing animal 
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production and productivity through the adoption of technologies generated in research centers 

(SAGARPA & INIFAP, 2002). Currently, almost every State in Mexico, and some Central 

American countries, has adopted the GGAVATT model (Mora Alfaro, 2002).  

The GGAVATT has certain characteristics that make it an exceptional model of study. 

Some of these are: (a) farmers have a leadership role in this program because it was originated at 

the grassroots level as a result of the interaction of farmers and researchers; (b) is a pluralistic 

model because it has a mixed funding mechanism in which government and group members 

share the advisor’s salary; (c) it has survived multiple governmental transitions, both at the state 

and federal levels; and (d) the structure of the program permits the exploration of inner (within 

the group), horizontal (between groups), and vertical (between groups and institutions) social 

interactions.  

Each group has an advisor that visits the farms of all group members at least once a month. 

At the beginning of the year, group members and the advisor decide which technologies will be 

adopted and collectively establish goals for each individual farm. A monthly meeting is held in 

one of the farms to report on the progress of the group, with an emphasis on the results of the 

farm hosting the meeting. At the end of the year the program is evaluated based on the stated 

goals; these results are presented in the following monthly meeting and are used to decide in the 

goals of the future year. Representatives of research and governmental institutions maintain 

regular contact with the groups through the advisor and may be present during the monthly 

meetings of each group.  

Multiple studies have shown the effectiveness of the GGAVATT program in improving 

both economic indicators (Chagoya Fuentes, González, González, & González, 2002; Espinosa 
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Garcia, Wiggins, Gonzalez Orozco, & Aguilar Barradas, 2004) and technological adoption rates 

(Galindo González, 2001; INIFAP & SAGARPA, 2001; Roman Ponce, 2001). 

Evaluating group-extension programs 

In a direct critique of the approaches used for the evaluation of some extension programs, 

Cabero and van Immerzeel (2007) remark that important achievements of these projects are 

rarely documented in evaluation reports. They explain that this is due to the narrowness of the 

evaluation foci that are concerned only with technical and economic issues ignoring other 

important matters such as social capital. This position is shared by Mercoiret et al. (2007), who 

emphasize that rural producer organizations operate on at least three dimensions other than the 

one comprising the technical and economic activities. These three dimensions are: reduction of 

vulnerability and food security, natural resource management, and last, but not least, human and 

social capital enhancement.  

The creation of social capital is not an exclusive property of group-extension programs. In 

fact, most social programs, such as those fostered through extension services, “often have as one 

of their underlying goals the development of social capital, even if their objectives are not 

articulated in such language (Productivity Commission, 2003, p. XIII).” However, the 

mechanisms through which social capital is accrued or accessed may differ from program to 

program. It has been proposed that those programs that encourage democratic input and 

participation from its participants are likely to generate social capital and that it is the 

responsibility of policymakers to ensure that if social capital is not being created, at least it is not 

been damaged (Productivity Commission, 2003).  

This failure to identify in an explicit way the development of social capital as an intended 

objective of social programs has marginalized it from being explored through regular program 

evaluations. Generally, the evaluations of social interventions are focused only in the explicit 
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intended objectives of the program (Rossi, Lipsey, & Freeman, 2004). The risk exists however, 

that some of these social programs may be, inadvertently, damaging the existent stock of social 

capital present in the communities where they are operating (Productivity Commission, 2003).  

Social Capital and Agricultural Development 

It has been proposed that the alleviation of a wide variety of social ills requires access to 

sufficient stocks of social capital (The Saguaro Group, 2000). Swanson (2008) believes that to 

achieve the development goals of contemporary extension systems, many farmers need improved 

access to markets and a more effective communication with other stakeholders (i.e. 

policymakers, researchers, and extension providers). He states further that these can be achieved 

by developing social capital in the form of different types of farmer and producer groups.  

Bourdieu (1986) used the term social capital in reference to the advantages and 

opportunities available to the individuals as result of their membership in a given network. The 

advantages and opportunities that Bourdieu is talking about refer to the acquisition of economic 

capital or other privileges by virtue of belonging to a certain group. James Coleman (1988) 

defined the term in a similar way, as the resources that individuals may derive from their access 

to social ties.  

In Bourdieu’s definition (1986), it is possible to identify three main elements of social 

capital: networks, norms, and reciprocity. Although Coleman is credited for the introduction of 

trust as a constituent of social capital, Bourdieu describes something analogous to it which he 

names “faith” and “bad faith” to identify its positive and negative directions. Both authors also 

believe that the different forms of capital can be transformed into each other. For example, social 

capital can be transformed into economic and human capital.  

Putnam (2000) identifies two forms of social capital. He calls bonding social capital that 

which exists within homogenous groups and bridging social capital that which connects 
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different, or heterogeneous, groups. The bonding social capital of the GGAVATT groups is 

represented by the strong ties that connect participants within the same group. The GGAVATTs 

tend to be homogenous groups formed by neighbors of the same community, with a shared 

ethnicity, and frequently connected by kinship ties. Although this characteristic is a strength of 

the group that is likely to foster trust and cooperation among group members, the participants 

need to establish horizontal ties connecting with different groups (that may, or may not, have 

shared demographics with them) in order to access more opportunities for development 

(Beugelsdijk & Smulders, 2003; Narayan & Cassidy, 2001; Uphoff, 1996). The importance of 

having both forms of social capital can be better understood considering the words of 

Granovetter (1973; , 1983) who says that those ties that connect people with their close friends 

and family are called “strong” (like the ones found in bonding social capital), while the ones 

connecting with acquaintances are called “weak” (like the ones present in bridging social 

capital), and that those weak links are critical to keep individuals updated with information that 

is unlikely to reach them through their strong ties. Michael Woolcock (2001) describes a vertical 

form of social capital that connects people with governmental, political, or private institutions, 

and calls it linking social capital.  

Problem Statement 

If we reconsider the description of a contemporary extension systems offered by Swanson 

(2008) (i.e. decentralized, market-driven, pluralistic, and characterized by farmers taking a 

leadership role), the need for coordinated and active participation of farmers in modern extension 

systems is evident. It is important then to explore the suggested association between farmers’ 

participation in group-extension programs and access to social capital.  Special attention must be 

placed in the identification of the activities fostered by this type of program that situate the 
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participant farmers as protagonists of the social capital process and active co-constructors of a 

better collective future. 

Research Question 

What are the attributes and activities of GGAVATTs that are associated with greater levels 

of social capital?   

Purpose of the Study 

The broad purpose of this study is to create a profile of the social dynamics of Veracruzan 

farmers in terms of the forms and types of social capital that are accessible to them as 

participants in the GGAVATT program.   

The specific objectives of this study are: 

1. To provide a description of the social capital of GGAVATT groups and participants by: 

a) Describing the distribution of dependent (i.e. bonding, bridging, and linking social 
capital) and independent variables among respondents. 

b) Exploring the bivariate relationships present between dependent and independent 
variables. 

c) Investigating the multivariate relationships affecting bonding, bridging, and linking 
social capital. 

d) Determining the distribution of the variation explained by the multivariate models at 
the individual and group levels.  

2. To contextualize how social capital takes form in the lives of the participants by looking 
for evidence of access to social capital, represented through transformations in roles and 
cooperation, in the stories that GGAVATT participants co-construct around their 
participation in the program.  

3. To connect the description and context obtained in specific objectives 1 and 2 to represent 
the complexity and multidimensionality embedded in the interactions fostered by the 
GGAVATT program and discuss its plausible consequences.  

Significance of the Study 

The results from this study are valuable at multiple levels. First, GGAVATT stakeholders 

can use the results to gain a deeper understanding of the program and its possible consequences. 
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Second, governmental and non-governmental institutions dedicated to rural and agricultural 

development can use these findings to improve the design of current and future extension 

programs. The ideal would be to foster the establishment of programs that provide farmers with 

more opportunities to create, accumulate, and access social capital. Next, policy makers can use 

the findings to legislate in a way that creates a more favorable environment for the blossoming 

and operation of farmer-led organizations. Next, stakeholders of diverse social programs can 

broaden the scope of their evaluations to explore for possible effects on social capital. They 

might also want to combine different methods to obtain more relevant information. Last, the 

results of this study contribute to the body of knowledge on social capital, particularly as it 

relates with farmers’ organizations and rural development. 

Overview of Methodology 

This responsive evaluation (Guba & Lincoln, 1986) was planned within the overarching 

notion that social phenomena are highly complex and should be explored using a combination of 

methodologies. The study follows a goal-free, theory-driven evaluation approach (Chen & Rossi, 

1980) to explore access to different forms and types of social capital as an unintended, 

unanticipated, direct consequence of the participation in the GGAVATT program (Rogers, 

2003). The connections between program participation and social capital access are investigated 

with quantitative and qualitative methodologies arranged in a parallel or concurrent mixed-

method design (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). 

Delimitation of the Study 

The population for this study included only those GGAVATT participants whose groups 

were receiving governmental monetary support from the Veracruzan Secretariat of Agricultural 

and Rural Development, Forestry and Fisheries (SEDARPA) at the time of collecting the data.  
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This means that the results of the quantitative segment of this study can only be generalized to 

that population.   

For the quantitative segment of this study it was decided to conduct a census of the 

population.  However, the number of groups funded by SEDARPA was temporarily reduced 

during the data collection period because many groups did not meet the deadlines to submit 

required paperwork originating a lower response rate than expected.  Even though this situation 

was addressed as nonresponse error it may still be a source of error affecting the generalizability 

of the results.   

The survey administration process was particularly challenging because the population was 

numerous, the groups were distributed across a large geographical region, the data needed to be 

collected from multiple groups on the same date (because their monthly meetings were already 

scheduled), and the literacy levels of group participants were very diverse.  The group advisors 

were trained to collect the data from their groups to overcome these challenges.  This strategy 

was effective but it is also a source of error capable of affecting the validity of the data. 

Probably due to the large proportion of program participants that are males and the criteria 

designed for selecting participants for the qualitative segment of the study, only males were part 

of the interview groups.  This is likely to affect the richness of the co-constructed data because it 

lacks the women’s perspective.   

Conclusion 

This first chapter has provided an introduction for the present study.  The following 

chapters will progressively present a more complete picture of the theoretical and conceptual 

frameworks that formed and informed this research, the methodologies that were utilized, and 

the obtained results.  In the final chapter, the main results are summarized and discussed.  
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CHAPTER 2 
THEORETICAL AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS 

Agricultural Extension 

For centuries, rural inhabitants around the world have relied on the structured exchange of 

information fostered by different types of extension services to obtain knowledge and develop 

the skills required to solve their immediate problems and improve their lives (Ensminger & 

Sanders, 1945; Jones & Garforth, 1997; Masefield, 1950, 1972; Nagel, 1997; White, 1970, 

1977).  As a consequence of the urbanization process the scope of extension programs has 

widened and now they are serving a large proportion of urban populations.  Extension 

interventions attempt to change human behavior and help individuals, families, and communities 

achieve better living conditions using nonformal educational methods to communicate relevant 

information (Ban & Hawkins, 1988; Röling, 1988).  

Forces of Change 

The development of the diffusion research tradition that started in the 1920s became the 

leading paradigm in extension.  This was particularly true within the discipline of rural sociology 

where extension evolved and acquired the status of a science cultivating three main schools of 

thought or perspectives, namely social interaction, research, development and diffusion, and 

problem-solving perspectives (Havelock, 1971; Rogers, 2003; Röling, 1988).  Extension has 

transformed under the influence of both modernization, which advocates for the replacement of 

old practices with new ones (Ensminger & Sanders, 1945; Gwynne, 2003), and dependency, 

which alleges that underdevelopment could not be overcame by means of the top-down 

approaches proposed by modernization (Gwynne, 2003).  Elements of these two opposing 

development theories are present to greater or lesser extent in all extension systems.  In addition 

to the effects of philosophical viewpoints, the structure and scope of extension and agricultural 
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advisory services have been continuously and unavoidably transformed by social, political, and 

economic factors during the last few decades (Rivera & Alex, 2004a; Swanson, 2008).   

Mercoiret et al. (2007) mention that those same forces of change have affected the 

production conditions of farmers around the world.  They explain that the intensification and 

modernization of agriculture, as well as the increased integration of rural peoples with markets, 

have changed the ways in which farmer’s work.  From this we can understand that forces of 

change affect the extension system as a whole and also each of its components individually, 

which in turn promotes further internal transformation of the system.  Swanson (2008) illustrates 

these relationships by pointing out how as farmers become more commercialized extension 

services tend to become privatized.   

In the “Global Review of Good Agricultural Extension and Advisory Service Practices,” 

Swanson (2008) points out that contemporary extension systems tend to be decentralized, 

market-driven, pluralistic, and characterized by farmers taking a leadership role.  Swanson 

indicates that this change results from the inappropriateness of traditional structures to promote 

effective rural transformation in the emerging global agricultural economy.   

From Swanson’s (2008) words we can understand that farmers have now, and will 

increasingly have, new roles and greater responsibilities in the development process.  This idea is 

emphasized by Qamar (2000) who notes that extension has moved beyond the passive, top-

down, technology transfer and currently focuses on the development of the problem solving and 

decision-making skills of farmers.  This is achieved by encouraging more active and vital 

functions of farmers within the system mainly through the use of participatory approaches, 

decentralization, and the promotion of pluralism in the planning, funding, and delivery of 

extension services.  For Rivera (2008), developing an appropriate set of skills is crucial for 
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capacity building.  In other words, Extension interventions should not only focus on the technical 

training of its beneficiaries but also in a more comprehensive effort of capacity building.  As 

Rivera (2008) claims, training focuses basically on the development of human competence while 

capacity building encompasses a broader plan to enable institutions and participants to meet their 

development goals.  Efforts aimed towards capacity building in agriculture would usually require 

the active and coordinated involvement not only of extension and its participants but also of 

other institutions and actors within the Agricultural Knowledge and Information Systems 

(AKIS); these include markets, government, and research, among others. 

Mercoiret et al. (2007) allege that within this context of change some farmers have been 

able to benefit from the opportunities of market openness while a very large number of 

smallholders have been left behind due to their lack of infrastructure and access to support 

services.  They observe that the market openness resulting from economic and institutional 

reforms cannot be capitalized by many small and medium size farmers.  The implications of 

these facts are that smallholders are less likely to take advantage of developmental opportunities 

and this marginalization will separate them even more from large size farmers.   

Most smallholders are primarily concerned with achieving food security rather than 

producing for a market and profiting from their produce (Abaru, Nyakuni, & Shone, 2006).  This 

point is further emphasized by Rivera and Alex (2004b) who discuss how the poor have less 

access to training courses and extension activities due to their lower levels of social capital.  In 

other words, the poor are often limited in extension activities by their lack of social connections 

that can inform and encourage them to attend these types of events.  This means that poor 

farmers are likely to become poorer in comparison with those farmers that can access extension 

services.  Rogers (2003, p. xi) offers the following generalization in his diffusionist theory to 
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explain this process: “The consequences of the diffusion of innovation usually widen the 

socioeconomic gap between the audience segments previously high and low in socioeconomic 

status.”  A large number of smallholders are restricted from accessing markets due both to their 

lack of capacity to obtain affordable production inputs and their unsatisfied need for adequate 

technical knowledge that allow them the optimal use of the limited inputs they can afford 

(Abaru, Nyakuni, & Shone, 2006; Cuellar, Hedlund, Mbai, & Mwangi, 2006)  This situation 

perpetuates poverty and marginalization and for many cases results from not offering 

smallholders technological solutions appropriate to their realities.  This is evidence of the 

weakness, or inexistency, of linkages between farmers, Extension, and research which limits 

technological agricultural innovation (Cuellar, Hedlund, Mbai, & Mwangi, 2006).   

Swanson (2008) explains that with almost one billion small-scale farm households in 

developing countries governments and donors are under pressure to find solutions suitable for 

the improvement of rural livelihoods of smallholders.  This point is emphasized by the Food and 

Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO & World Bank, 2001) which holds that 

currently, and in the foreseeable future, alleviating poverty and hunger in the world would mean 

to deal with the problems of smallholders and their families.  Rogers (2003) proposes the 

formation of groups of smallholders as a good strategy to narrowing the gaps originated by an 

unequal access to innovations.  The rationale behind this idea is that this type of organization 

will endow smallholders with the required economic, political, and social strength to promote 

change.  The inference follows that by getting organized into farmers’ or producers’ groups, 

smallholders are empowered and this might actually allow them to respond effectively to the 

current challenges of development.   
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Similarly, Abaru, et al. (2006) argue that farmers’ organizations can provide farmers with 

opportunities to become beneficiaries of the market economy.  This means indeed that individual 

farmers are empowered by getting organized into groups, and this newly found collective 

personality and voice allow them to participate in a more advantaged position of the 

development process.  However, the formation of groups is not a magical solution or something 

that should be taken lightly.  When groups are formed in a hurry and without a careful 

consideration of the local social, economic, and cultural milieu, they are condemned to fail; the 

identification and promotion of authentic farmers organizations is a big challenge and a process 

that should be carefully studied (Abaru, Nyakuni, & Shone, 2006).  Beyond scale, there are other 

elements that need to be taken into consideration when the formation of groups is proposed as a 

development strategy in a given region; among these are: policies and laws that give farmers the 

control of their organizations, identification and connections with markets, required training and 

skills that extensionists will need to meet the needs of sustainable farmers’ organizations, and the 

detection and improvement of links, or connections, that might be required for growing the group 

further than grassroots level (Abaru, Nyakuni, & Shone, 2006).   

Extension Services for Groups 

Kubo (1979) defines “group farming system” as a production group composed of more 

than two farm households who assemble and mutually agree to collaborate in part or fully in the 

process of agricultural production.  Groups of farmers are formed to share resources (e.g. 

information, labor, land, technology, etc.) and to work towards common goals.  Regardless of the 

many ways in which groups may be established, one characteristic that remains constant across 

all types of voluntary association is that participants must perceive a benefit, or an advantage, 

from their involvement.   
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Advantages of Groups   

According to Abaru et al. (2006), farmers’ organizations can be valuable allies in 

development efforts and play a communication role between farmers, Extension, and research.  

They believe that these organizations play a strategic role strengthening the farmer-Extension-

research linkages and making farmers central characters in the developmental dialogue.  Kenya’s 

National Agriculture and Livestock Extension Program insists that groups “formed around a 

common purpose is the most cost-efficient manner to form sustainable development in the 

agriculture sector” (Cuellar, Hedlund, Mbai, & Mwangi, 2006).  Local groups and associations 

are considered valuable assets for sustainable environmental and economic development due to 

the social connectedness that they promote (Pretty, 2003).   

In many developed countries farmers’ organizations play key roles in production, 

marketing, and representation of producers’ interests in front of diverse institutions (Mercoiret, 

Pesche, & Bosc, 2007).  In those cases, their linkage effect goes beyond research and Extension, 

connecting farmers with other economic, institutional, and political actors.  Well-known 

examples of these organizations are the powerful commodity groups in the United States.  

Developed countries are characterized for having supportive policies for organizations with 

farmers in charge and this has been found to be a factor of success for this type of groups.  For 

example, Abaru et al. (2006) identify decentralization, access to micro-credit, available extension 

services, and liberalization as some positive policies present in Uganda that favored the 

blossoming of farmers’ organizations.  Pretty (2003) elaborates on the benefits of a favorable 

environment as a condition for the creation and sustainability of local groups recommending, 

among others, the establishment of new incentives, protective regulations, and the removal of 

destructive subsidies as part of the policy reform required for this purpose.   
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In some regions of the world, the formation of cooperatives or organized groups of farmers 

has been seen by governments and international donors as a feasible mechanism to make services 

available to rural populations.  For instance, multiple producer organizations were established in 

Africa, Asia, and Latin America to serve as instruments for the implementation of top-down 

developmental strategies (Mercoiret, Pesche, & Bosc, 2007).  For example, the government of 

Taiwan established the “Joint Farming Operations for Rice Cultivation” in 1964 in response to a 

decrease in food production mainly due to migration to cities, non-farm employment, and 

reduction in size of the farms; this initiative was so successful that it later expanded to other 

crops and livestock (Pi-Feng, 1979).  The Uganda Land Management Program (ULAMP) has 

successfully adopted this approach building representative farmers’ organization at the grassroots 

level (Abaru, Nyakuni, & Shone, 2006).  These associations have also worked well in developed 

countries like The Netherlands where farmers see cooperatives as business organizations.  

However, they have failed in some developing countries due to both external and internal 

constraints (Braverman, Guasch, Huppi, & Pohlmeier, 1991).  Many of the cooperatives that 

have collapsed lacked strong grassroots organization and their disintegration has left farmers in 

poverty and powerless (Abaru, Nyakuni, & Shone, 2006).  Another explanation for the 

disintegration of some of these groups can be found in the words of Swanson (2008, p. xi) who 

warns us of the fact that “in most developing countries, public extension systems have been 

discouraged from organizing farmers, farm women and rural youth, because these groups could 

place political demands on the national government.”  It is important to keep in mind that the 

formation of groups and other participatory strategies have caused, as a direct consequence, the 

“activation” of segments of the population that may have been historically marginalized.   



 

32 

The formation of cooperatives and other organized groups of farmers produced the 

proliferation of Extension interventions designed to serve the needs of these organizations.  This 

situation has fostered the development of a new approach known as group-Extension.  In France, 

Argentina, and Mexico group-Extension has been successfully conducted through the Centers for 

the Study of Agricultural Techniques (CETA), the Regional Consortiums for Agricultural 

Experimentation (CREA), and the Livestock Groups for Technology Validation and 

Transference (GGAVATT), respectively (AACREA, 2006; Roman Ponce, 2001).  Similar 

groups and experiences exist in many countries of the world. 

Assessing the Results of Group-extension Programs 

In a direct critique of the approaches used for the evaluation of some Extension programs, 

Cabero and van Immerzeel (2007) remark that important achievements of these projects are 

rarely documented in evaluation reports.  They explain that this is due to the narrowness of the 

evaluation foci that are concerned only with technical and economic issues ignoring other 

important matters such as social capital.  This is a common practice because evaluations of social 

interventions tend to be focused only in the explicit intended objectives of the program (Rossi, 

Lipsey, & Freeman, 2004).  Cabero and van Immerzeel continue presenting the case of projects 

using the Raymi methodology, which are highly participatory and aimed to the diffusion of 

indigenous knowledge, alleging that social capital, self-esteem, and cultural energy are 

traditionally neglected in evaluation efforts even though they have shown to be important 

capacity building elements of these programs.  This position is shared by Mercoiret et al. (2007), 

who emphasize that rural producer organizations operate on at least three dimensions other than 

the one comprising the technical and economic activities.  These three dimensions are: reduction 

of vulnerability and food security, natural resource management, and last, but not least, human 

and social capital enhancement.  They accept that agricultural production is probably the greatest 
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concern for group participants due to its central role in satisfying basic needs of their households, 

however, they hold that no group could be sustainable if it focuses exclusively on just one of 

these areas.   

The creation of social capital is not an exclusive attribute of extension programs, in fact, 

most social programs “often have as one of their underlying goals the development of social 

capital, even if their objectives are not articulated in such language (Productivity Commission, 

2003, p. XIII).”  It has been already established that this failure to identify in an explicit way the 

development of social capital as an intended objective of social programs has excluded it from 

being explored through regular program evaluations.  The mechanisms through which social 

capital is accrued or accessed may differ from program to program.  It has been proposed that 

those programs that encourage democratic input and collaboration from its participants are likely 

to generate social capital.  As Pretty (2003) notes, this is particularly true for those initiatives 

directed to the management of natural resources in which collective action has been 

institutionalized through different local organizations (e.g. water users’ groups, youth clubs, 

church groups, etc.).  He goes on to say that the destructive impact that agriculture has had on the 

environment is in great measure the result of the insistence of governments and developmental 

institutions of changing the behavior of individuals rather than that of groups or communities.  

What is clear is that it should be the responsibility of policymakers to ensure that if social capital 

is not been created, at least it is not been inadvertently damaged (Productivity Commission, 

2003).  Some social programs may harm social capital by creating a strong separation and poor 

communication between their participants and others in the community.   

Social Capital 

Enough has been said about social capital and its relationship with group-Extension 

approaches; however, the term has not been properly introduced.  The views of Pierre Bourdieu 
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presented in his iconic text on the topic “The forms of capital” (1986) are used to organize our 

thoughts.  For Bourdieu, capital is a tangible or intangible, embodied or institutionalized, 

intrinsic power suitable of being accumulated, that exists in different forms and that represents 

an immanent social law.  He believes that without conceptualizing capital in all its forms it is 

impossible to make sense of the structure and functioning of the social world.  The three forms of 

capital that Bourdieu describes are economic capital, cultural capital, and social capital.   

Social capital has been defined as “a community attribute, and is one of the resources that 

organizations and communities can invest in” (Flora & Flora, 2003, p. 214).  Social capital is the 

collection of supportive interpersonal interactions that exist among individuals (Israel & 

Beaulieu, 2002).  Social capital remains in some ways a blurred concept, maybe in part because 

scholars from multiple social disciplines have focused on the same phenomenon but had tried to 

understand and explain it using the discourses of their particular disciplines.  This has originated 

an overlapping of ideas and an impressive amount of publications talking about trust, networks, 

norms, and other elements as essential factors for collective action, and therefore, for the 

preservation and development of society.  Portes (1998) maintains that scholars are reaching the 

consensus that social capital is represented by the capacity of social actors to secure benefits 

accessible to them by virtue of their membership in social networks.  Jules Pretty (2003) concurs 

and adds that social capital facilitates cooperation because it lowers the costs of social 

transactions because people have the required confidence to invest in collective activities; this is 

also consistent with Coleman’s propositions (1988).  Pretty (2003) lists four features of social 

capital: (a) relations of trust; (b) reciprocity and exchanges; (c) common rules, norms, and 

sanctions; and (d) connectedness, networks, and groups.   
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The notion that local involvement and collective action can be beneficial both for 

individuals and communities is not new.  According to Portes (1998, p. 2), even though the 

origins of this concept can be traced back to the writings of social theorists like Durkheim and 

Marx, the attractiveness of social capital is two-fold: “First, the concept focuses attention on the 

positive consequences of sociability while putting aside its less attractive features.  Second, it 

places those positive consequences in the framework of a broader discussion of capital and calls 

attention to how such nonmonetary forms can be important sources of power and influence, like 

the size of one’s stock holdings or bank account.”   

Evolution of the Concept 

The term social capital was coined in the early 1900s by the rural educationalist Lyda 

Judson Hanifan, referring to “goodwill, fellowship, mutual sympathy and social intercourse 

among a group of individuals and families who make up a social unit, the rural community” 

(Hanifan, 1916, p. 130).  The term was used again almost fifty years later by Jane Jacobs (1961) 

to describe the importance of social networks for the life of urban settings.  There are two main 

perspectives originated in the 1980s from which current definitions of social capital have been 

derived, one from Bourdieu and the other from James Coleman.   

Bourdieu (1986) used the term in reference to the advantages and opportunities available to 

individuals as result of their membership in a given network.  These advantages and 

opportunities are related with the acquisition of economic capital or other privileges by virtue of 

belonging to a certain group.  For Bourdieu (p. 248), social capital is “the aggregate of the actual 

or potential resources which are linked to possession of a durable network of more or less 

institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition –or in other words, to 

membership in a group.”  He explains further that membership is not enough to access its social 

capital; members need to engage in symbolic and/or material exchanges conducted under the 
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guidance of a whole set of instituting acts.  In other words, participants in any organization 

should be active and act according to the norms of the group in order to be recognized as a true 

member and access the benefits of the association.   

These benefits that may be derived from a given network are diverse and depend upon the 

nature of the organization.  However, if we retake Bourdieu’s notion of three forms of capital 

needed to understand the social world, we can assume that in general terms these benefits would 

be manifested as economic, cultural, or social capital (Portes, 1998).  For example, participants 

in a group-extension program can have economic benefits (e.g. technical information to increase 

production, access to markets), increase their embodied cultural capital with what they learn 

from peers and technical advisors, and they might even receive a certificate from an educational 

institution certifying their expertise on a particular practice, such as artificial insemination, which 

would represent an institutionalized form of cultural capital.   

For Bourdieu (1986, p. 252), individuals in a network also realize a long-term “investment 

in sociability” for which the ideal return will come from other individuals in the network (or 

foreign to the network but as a consequence of his/her membership) in the form of a “nonspecific 

indebtedness which is called gratitude.”  Portes (1998) supports this notion indicating that 

individuals deliberately invest economic and cultural capital to obtain social capital.  Bourdieu 

(1986) explains that the diverse benefits that build-up from socialization in the network is what 

constitutes the basis for solidarity in the group and he adds that these profits are not necessarily 

pursued in a conscious way, rather they arise from a more or less continuous series of exchanges 

through which recognition is affirmed and reaffirmed.  With this comment Bourdieu indicates 

that recognition, or reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960), is at the same time an important norm and a 

product of the socialization that mediates the activity within the group generating social 
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cohesion.  At this point it is very important to remember that social capital is the capability of 

obtaining certain benefits by virtue of participating in a given network and should not be 

confused with the benefits themselves (Portes, 1998).   

It is possible to identify three main elements in Bourdieu’s (1986) social capital definition: 

a social network, norms, and recognition.  The common rules and norms, including recognition, 

are designed to moderate individual behavior placing the group interests above those of the 

individuals; this produces the environment of confidence that motivates members to invest their 

different resources in collective activities (Pretty, 2003).   

Due to their central role as the settings where social activity occurs social networks are 

basic elements for socialization.  Social networks are the result of purposeful investments of 

individuals or groups to establish or reproduce relationships that might be useful in the short, 

medium, or long term (Bourdieu, 1986); these investments may be done consciously or 

unconsciously.   Social ties, or invisible bonds, are created by the interaction between 

individuals.  The ties that connect people with their closer friends and families are called “strong 

ties”while the ones connecting them with acquaintances are called “weak ties” (Granovetter, 

1973; , 1983).  Most of the ties present in a given community are weak ties, or in other words, 

low-density networks.  It has been proposed that an increase of the width and density of ties 

might be considered an accumulation of social capital or societal thickness (Fox, 1996).  This is 

consistent with Bourdieu (1986) who claimed that an increase in the size of the network would 

be reflected in an increase on the stock of social capital.  However, the network is only one 

element in social capital, and even though it would be expected to believe that modifications in 

its structure would affect the potential social capital that might be accessed through it (Blau, 

1977), there are also cognitive elements (e.g. norms and recognition) that definitely affect how 
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much social capital may ultimately be available.  Both formal (e.g. school) and informal (e.g. 

family) networks are forms of social capital (Putnam, 2001).  Granovetter emphasizes the 

importance of weak links in keeping the individuals updated with information that is unlikely to 

reach them through their strong ties.  From this we can understand that the greater the numbers 

of weak ties that people have the greater their opportunities to receive information that might be 

beneficial for them.  Access to information is considered a key factor affecting rural poor contact 

with extension (Rivera & Alex, 2004b) and has been used as a proxy indicator of social capital 

(Grootaert, Narayan, Nyhan Jones, & Woolcock, 2004).  A study from Indonesia exploring the 

impact of social capital on household welfare and poverty suggests that social capital increases 

the sharing of information, reduces exploitive behavior, and improves the collective decision 

making process (Grootaert, 1999).  Godquin and Quisumbing (2005) conducted a longitudinal 

study of group membership and social networks of rural households in the Philippines.  They 

found that households that are richer, better educated, and living closer to urban areas are more 

likely to participate in groups and to have access to greater social and economic networks.   

James S. Coleman (1988) also developed a concept of social capital to explain social 

action.  He did so by combining elements of rational action and characteristics of the social 

context, or in other words, integrating elements from sociological and economical traditions.  For 

Coleman, as it is for Bourdieu, social capital is productive because it allows people who posses it 

to obtain certain benefits that would be inaccessible to them otherwise.  For him it is the function 

of social capital which ultimately defines it.  Coleman (1988, p. 98) goes on to say that social 

capital “is not a single entity but a variety of different entities, with two elements in common: 

they all consist of some aspect of social structures, and they facilitate certain actions of actors – 

whether persons or corporate actors – within the structure.”  This idea of looking at social capital 
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both in terms of structural attributes of the network and the processes that take place within this 

structure has inspired other researchers to study the topic.  For example, Israel et al. (2001) 

looked at the role of process and structural attributes of family and community social capital on 

educational achievement of high-school students.  They found strong evidence of a positive 

effect of both process and structure attributes on educational achievement, particularly in the 

case of family social capital, although the effect was also present for community social capital.  

In subsequent studies, Israel and Beaulieu (2002, 2004) explored the structural and process 

attributes of family, school, and community social capital on students’ performance on 

standardized tests, where they found further evidence of the important role that these three forms 

of social capital play in the development of human capital.  

Bourdieu believes that all three forms of capital (i.e. economic, cultural, and social) are 

fungible, meaning that it is possible to change units of one type for units of another; but there is 

always a cost associated in those transformations.  For Coleman, the fungibility of social capital 

(and the other forms of capital that he calls physical and human) might be specific to certain 

situations.  In other words, even though people posses certain stock of social capital it is possible 

that they are unable to use that asset for securing a determined benefit.  For example, 

membership in a farmers’ organization could be very productive to access nonformal training on 

farming practices but may be totally useless for being accepted into a university’s graduate 

program.   

Coleman (1988) conceptualizes social capital as an attribute of society.  He explains that 

social capital exists in the relations between and among members of a given social network.  

This is consistent with Bourdieu’s (1986) notion that membership without socialization is not 

enough.  In other words, if social capital resides in the relations between and among members of 
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the network, the only way of accessing it is by actively engaging in social transactions within 

that network.  However, it has been proposed that social capital is affected by characteristics of 

individuals and groups (Alesina & La Ferrara, 2000; Glaeser, Laibson, Scheinkman, & Soutter, 

1999). 

Coleman (1988) introduced the element of trust in the definition of social capital, while 

retaining networks, norms, and activity as key parts of the concept.  Trust acts like a lubricant 

that enhances cooperation, reduces transaction costs, and helps create social obligations (Alesina 

& La Ferrara, 2000; Pretty, 2003).  The role of trust in sociology can be traced back to social-

exchange theory (Blau, 1977; Homans, 1958, 1974) that explains socialization as an exchange 

process involving certain costs and rewards for the individuals.  In a review of trust and distrust 

in organizations, Kramer (1999) describes five types of trust: (a) dispositional trust relates to the 

fact that individuals naturally differ significantly in their predisposition to trust others; (b) 

history-based trust is associated with the tendency of individuals to make a decision to trust, or 

distrust, someone based on the results of cumulative previous experiences; (c) category-based 

trust is that in which people are more likely to trust, or distrust, someone based on group 

membership; (d) role-based trust describes a situation in which people are trusted, or distrusted, 

based on the role that they have and not on who they are, for example, some people are trusted 

because certain degree of credibility or expertise is associated with the function that they 

perform; (e) rule-based trust explains how the set and enforcement of formal and informal rules 

affect the trust that people place in other within an organization.  When people trust they are 

willing to commit resources to a given activity even though the results of that activity depend on 

the decision of others to collaborate (Glaeser, Laibson, Scheinkman, & Soutter, 1999).  The more 

people trust, the more likely they are to engage in social activities; however, people are more 
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inclined to trust others that are similar to them (Alesina & La Ferrara, 2000).  Trustworthiness of 

a network is increased when people behave in ways that increase the trust of others in the 

network that trusted them (Glaeser, Laibson, Scheinkman, & Soutter, 1999).  According to 

Coleman (1988), trustworthiness of the network is highly dependent of the actual structure of the 

network.  For him, the closure of the social structure is directly proportional to the existence of 

effective norms and trustworthiness.  “Closure means the existence of sufficient ties between a 

certain number of people to guarantee the observance of norms (Portes, 1998, p. 6).”  Coleman 

particularly refers to the higher levels of apparent trust present in homogenous closed 

communities that allow social and economic activities to occur with ease.  He provides some 

anecdotal examples to explain how closure of the network affects these apparent levels of trust.  

The structural effects of the network on people’s behaviors have been described previously 

(Blau, 1960, 1977), and some empirical studies have relied on this characteristic of the network 

to produce recommendations directed to improve different outcomes related with community 

development (Israel & Beaulieu, 2002; Israel & Beaulieu, 2004; Israel, Beaulieu, & Hartless, 

2001).   

Even though Coleman tried to keep the concept of reciprocity out of his definition of social 

capital, it seems that his notion of trust and Bourdieu’s recognition might work well together.  In 

fact, some scholars believe that trustworthiness is the same as reciprocity (Ashraf, Bohnet, & 

Piankov, 2006).  For example, people may trust people that they know – because they share 

membership in one or more network – and people that they do not know – because they have a 

general level of confidence resulting from previous experiences with strangers from a determined 

social context – (Pretty, 2003).  In both of the previous cases a certain degree of recognition or 

reciprocity are present and affect the trust that a given individual is willing to place in a social 
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exchange.  From this we can understand that trust is affected by both the network’s structure and 

past social processes and changes on it are capable of affecting future process.   

The term social capital was popularized by Robert Putnam in his famous book Bowling 

alone: the collapse and revival of American community (2000, p. 19) where he defines social 

capital as the set of  “connections among individuals –social networks and the norms of 

reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them” and contends that social contacts are as 

valuable to the productivity of individuals and groups as either physical or human capital.  He 

had used the term previously to describe some local cultural traits affecting community agency 

(Putnam, 1993).  The term community agency refers to the capacity for collective action 

possessed and shared by the members of the community (Luloff & Bridger, 2003).  Agency is a 

state of independence, a right of the people, the empowerment to use their capacity to create, to 

change, and to live according to their own meaning systems (Bhattacharyya, 1995).  For Putnam 

low levels of social capital are the cause of numerous social problems affecting both developed 

and developing countries and he identifies civic engagement as a key indicator of community 

social capital.  Community development requires that communities have the capacity to mobilize 

the resources needed to identify and respond to its own needs (Kelly & Caputo, 2006).  Social 

participation, through civic engagement and community action, is the engine that generates the 

emergence of the community field and its development (Brennan, 2004).  Civic engagement is 

the catalyst to transform the interaction between residents into significant focused efforts to 

develop community (Wilkinson, 1991).  Local participation in development efforts provides 

“insider knowledge” and promotes empowerment and interaction of residents (Dinham, 2005).  

People can be empowered and obtain a voice by engaging in civic associations.  Unfortunately, 

the people in most need of a voice often lack the time or the resources to get involved (Powell & 
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Geoghegan, 2006), or the opportunity to volunteer in civic service may be accessible only for a 

few privileged individuals (McBride, Brav, Menon, & Sherraden, 2006).  

For Robert Putnam (2000), social capital moves in a continuum between the micro and the 

macro level and can be considered both a public and a private good.  The connections available 

to individuals help them achieve their individual goals, and at the same time, these well-

connected individuals represent an asset for the extended group, and their accumulation of social 

capital is part of the community’s stock.  Putnam (2001) agrees with Coleman in that some forms 

of social capital are good only for specific purposes, and concurs with Granovetter’s claim on the 

importance of weak ties.  He also warns that not all consequences of social capital are positive 

for the community in general, in fact, like in the case of organized criminal groups these effects 

may be highly damaging.  Social capital may have other negative consequences such as 

discrimination when homogenous groups marginalize others who are different from access to 

certain resources (Portes, 1998).  

Putnam (2000) situates the concept of reciprocity as part of the mutual obligations that 

individuals acquire from membership in a given network.  A very interesting conceptualization 

in Putnam’s understanding of the norm of reciprocity is when he observes that reciprocity is not 

always specific.  In other words, people sometimes do things for others expecting something in 

return from the same persons; in this case reciprocity is specific.  However, Putnam explains that 

people may also help others with the expectation that someone will help them if they ever need 

it; he calls this generalized reciprocity and it has also been called diffuse reciprocity by Pretty 

(2003).  Is possible again to observe how the norm of reciprocity, the level of trust, and the 

activity in the network are intrinsically linked.  According to Pretty (2003) reciprocity and social 

exchanges are likely to increase trust; that is as long as they are in line with what is normally 
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expected in the particular social context where they occur.  Reciprocity remains a very 

controversial element in social capital theory because as every norm is a social construction 

highly dependent on context and situatedness (Moody, 2008).  The network is considered to be a 

structural element of social capital, while trust and norms are cognitive elements of the construct 

(Krishna & Shrader, 1999).   

The Forms of Social Capital 

Putnam (2000) distinguishes two forms of social capital.  He calls bonding social capital 

the one that exists within homogenous individuals.  In other words, it is the capital that exists in 

the relationships among people with similar backgrounds, demographic attributes, place of 

residence, interests, etc, and is visible by the presence of different local organizations (Pretty, 

2003).  For example, the bonding social capital that exists in a given neighborhood contributes to 

the likelihood that neighbors would come together to address common problems (Larsen et al., 

2004).  The shared culture and a common identity influence the confidence of rural communities 

to come together and address their problems (Brennan, 2005).  Community development is in the 

interest of the whole local residents, and the input and participation of each one is required.   

The second form of social capital that Putnam (2000) describes is bridging social capital.  

This form represents another type of horizontal connection that link individuals with others that 

may differ from them in multiple dimensions.  This social capital is the one that exist in the 

relationships among heterogeneous individuals, principally connecting people across 

communities, organizations or groups (Pretty, 2003).  Reconsidering Bourdieu’s (1986) 

proposition concerning the relationship between size of the network and stock of social capital 

and Granovetter’s (1973, 1983) theory of the strength of weak ties, it is evident that people with 

access to bridging social capital would have greater chances of procuring benefits than those 

limited to socializing only with their peers.   
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Michael Woolcock (1998) integrates a new perspective where he reconsiders the effects of 

bridging and bonding social capital at the micro and macro levels.  He talks about integration 

and synergy when bonding social capital acts at the micro and macro levels, respectively.  And 

he names linkage and organizational integrity the effects of bridging social capital at the micro 

and macro levels, respectively.  Woolcock situates this novel approach in a context where 

development is occurring simultaneously in “bottom-up” and “top-down” directions across the 

micro and macro levels and characterized by participation of civil society in formal institutions.  

However, he claims that besides the already identified connections within groups (bonding) and 

between groups (bridging) there are other connections needed.  The connections that are missing 

are the ones between civil society and macro-level institutions of the public and corporate 

sectors.  This third form of social capital is known as linking social capital (World Bank, 2001) 

and is formed by the vertical connections that connect individuals and groups with institutions.  

Through linking social capital groups are capable of interacting with different type of institutions 

to modify their policies or download resources (Pretty, 2003).   

It has been proposed that it is not possible to have bridging social capital without having 

bonding social capital first (Putnam, 1993; Schuller, 2007) and that enough evidence exist that 

both forms of social capital are different constructs (Larsen et al., 2004).  However, Schuller 

(2007) claims that the distinction between bonding and bridging social capital is completely 

context dependent and in most occasions is very difficult to determine when one, or another, is 

acting.  In many ways the same can be said about the distinction between bridging and linking 

social capital, which may suggest that the three forms, although different constructs, share 

common elements and are part of a continuum.  Schuller adds that there is not one group 

completely homogenous and with members lacking any type of connection to others in different 
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networks and that, therefore, the interest should be placed in exploring how all forms of social 

capital work together connecting both homogeneous and heterogeneous groups across the 

community field.  This synergy is key for community development to occur which requires local 

residents to come together and act (Wilkinson, 1991).   

Exploring Social Capital 

Multiple attempts have been made to explore the presence of social capital in diverse 

settings.  Due to the inherent intangibility of the construct, researchers have used their ingenuity 

to develop different approaches to its study.  Some of these approaches have included the use not 

only of the already described constituents of social capital but also some of its proximal and 

distal indicators (Stone, 2001).  For example, Christian Grootaert, Lead Economist in the Social 

Development Department at the World Bank, and his colleagues developed in 2004 an 

Integrated Questionnaire for the Measurement of Social Capital designed to be used on 

developing countries for the collection of quantitative data at the household level (Grootaert, 

Narayan, Nyhan Jones, & Woolcock, 2004).  Their questionnaire includes questions on six 

dimensions of social capital: (1) groups and networks, (2) trust and solidarity, (3) collective 

action and cooperation, (4) information and communication, (5) social cohesion and inclusion, 

and (6) empowerment and political action.  The first one is concerned with structural social 

capital, the second deals with cognitive social capital, the third one focuses on the processes of 

social capital, and the final three explore proximal indicators that have been linked to social 

capital.  A companion of this instrument was published in 2006 and focuses on the use of 

qualitative methodologies to collect contextual data (Dudwick, Kuehnast, Nyhan Jones, & 

Woolcock, 2006). 

Another well known study was conducted by Onyx and Bullen (2000) who surveyed 1,200 

adults from five communities in Australia exploring cognitive social capital (i.e. trust and 
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norms), structure and process of social capital (i.e. participation in networks), and social agency 

as a proximal indicator of social capital.  Using factor analysis they were able to identify how 

these elements grouped into seven unidimensional factors in their data.  These factors are: (a) 

participation in the local community, (b) social agency, (c) feelings of trust and safety, (d) 

neighborhood connections, (e) family and friends connections, (f) tolerance of diversity, (g) 

value of life, and (h) work connections.  

Other studies have focused only on incorporating the main elements and forms of social 

capital into their approaches and conduct a detailed exploration of each one of them.  A very 

good example comes also from Australia where Edwards (2004) looked at the quality of the 

networks (looking at levels of trust and reciprocity), the structure of the networks (e.g. size, 

openness, density, etc.), the transactions or processes that occur within the network, and finally 

at the different forms of social capital (i.e. bonding, bridging, and linking).  There are many more 

studies on social capital using a variety of indicators to study the concept product of the multiple 

definitions and interpretations of the term.  Schuller (2007) warns that in a case like this it is 

even more important to assess the validity of any attempt to study social capital based on the 

internal consistency of the particular study between the theoretical and conceptual frameworks 

presented and the methodology followed.   

Researching cooperatives and other groups of farmers multiple studies have found an 

important role of family and kinship in the success of these organizations (Bennett, 1983; Hu, 

Huang, Hendrikse, & Xu, 2007; Huppi & Gershon, 1990; Kubo, 1979; Reed, 1979; Wong, 

1979).  It has already been discussed that this type of connections are mainly represented by 

dense networks with strong connections among fairly homogeneous individuals; in other words, 

this would represent a fundamental form of bonding social capital.  Therefore, it would be valid 
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to believe that the presence, or absence, of this type of connections may have an effect on access 

to social capital making it a relevant proximal indicator to explore.   

Agricultural Extension and Social Capital 

It has been proposed that the alleviation of a wide variety of social ills requires access to 

sufficient stocks of social capital (The Saguaro Group, 2000).  Swanson (2008) believes that to 

achieve the development goals of contemporary extension systems, many farmers need improved 

access to markets and a more effective communication with other stakeholders (i.e. 

policymakers, researchers, and extension providers).  He states further that these can be achieved 

by developing social capital in the form of different types of farmer and producer groups.  These 

local organizations represent a structural form of social capital that are likely to provide farmer 

members with opportunities to obtain different benefits that could be useful to improve their 

productivity, obtain more skills, enhance the quality of their products, or any other progress that 

they need to improve their lives. But how exactly does that process work? 

Extension was defined at the beginning of this chapter as a human activity striving to 

improve the lives of individuals through nonformal education that will provide them with the 

knowledge and skills to solve their immediate problems.  Therefore it would be valid to claim 

that extension’s mission is, essentially, the timely development of relevant human capital.  

According to Rivera (2008) the development of human resources is the ultimate goal of 

development and, besides school systems and the private and public workforce organizations, a 

large number of people rely upon nonformal educational programs, like the ones fostered by 

extension, to obtain this education.  However, as Coleman and other scholars have demonstrated, 

there is a clear role of social capital in the formation of human capital.   

According to Balatti and Falk (2002, p. 296) the effects of learning are only spilled-over on 

the society through social capital because: “Social capital is implicated in effective adult learning 
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in three most important ways: 1. The processes of drawing on and building social capital are 

intrinsic to the learning process.  2. The processes of drawing on and building social capital are 

directly or indirectly implicated in realizing socioeconomic outcomes from adult learning.  3. 

The realization of socioeconomic benefits through learning is brought about as much through the 

learners’ identity formation and reformation as through knowledge and skills.”  The stock of 

social capital present in a given community allows for the integration of learned skills and 

knowledge into the everyday life of the community (Kessels & Poell, 2004) and, according to the 

OECD (2001), learning and economic success cannot be achieved when social capital is lacking.  

Schuller (2007) explains that both human and social capitals are harder to obtain and to value 

when they are not linked together.   

Rivera (2008) identifies supporting commercial interests, the promotion of a knowledge 

economy, and the advancement of the worth of human capital as the three main challenges that 

extension is currently facing; to achieve these tasks sufficient social capital would be required.  

Extension programs can successfully promote social capital development (Pretty, 2003) if they 

recognize, and act accordingly: (a) that the knowledge and skills generated from the active 

engagement of farmers and extensionists represent a communal property; (b) that social 

interventions which include processes mediated by trust, reciprocity, and cooperation are more 

effective to disseminate information both across participants and nonparticipants; (c) that the 

promotion of social learning should be the core of their programs; and (d) that social processes 

are very important for the development and diffusion of technologies.  

What is the GGAVATT? 

In Mexico, many institutions of the federal government, NGO’s, and private sector have 

had a role in extension activities over the years.  With different levels of success, Mexico has 

used several extension models and approaches for promoting rural development at the national, 
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regional, and local levels.  One of these extension models is the GGAVATT.  The acronym 

GGAVATT stands for “Grupos Ganaderos de Validación y Transferencia de Tecnología” 

(Livestock Groups for Technology Validation and Transference).  The GGAVATT is a model 

for livestock technology transfer developed in Veracruz, Mexico, by researchers from the 

National Institute of Forestry, Agriculture and Livestock Research (INIFAP) and farmers from 

the northern region of the state between the late 1970’s and the early 1980’s.   

The idea for the program originated when one researcher, who have just recently returned 

to Veracruz after obtaining a doctoral degree in the University of Florida, noted that every 

weekend when he visited his family’s farm, where he was implementing new technologies, 

neighboring farmers would come to see what he was doing and to ask questions about ways in 

which they could also try some of these innovations.  He shared this experience with his 

colleagues at INIFAP and they decided to replicate the experience with another group of farmers 

closer to their research center.  These early experiences were the basis to develop a methodology 

to work with the farmers.  The informal groups became formal when the program was 

institutionalized by INIFAP and the rules of membership in these organizations were established 

in conjunction with the farmers.  Other institutions became involved with the program to attend 

the needs of the many groups proliferating across the state.  Today, the stakeholders of the 

GGAVATT program in Veracruz include: (a) participating farmers; (b) Farmers’ Unions (i.e. 

North, Central, and South); (c) local farmer’s associations; (d) local, state, and federal 

governments; (e) educational and research institutions (e.g. INIFAP, University of Veracruz, and 

UNAM); and (f) Produce Foundation, among others.  In other words, the program was born 

because of the willingness of neighboring farmers to get organized to learn and collaborate 
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(bonding social capital) and has evolved based on the capacity of these farmers to effectively 

link with other organizations and institutions (bridging and linking social capital).   

The GGAVATT is defined as a program for technology transfer and validation in which 10 

to 20 farmers, from a given geographical region and with similar production systems, are 

organized into groups with the purpose of increasing animal production and productivity through 

the adoption of technologies generated in research centers (SAGARPA & INIFAP, 2002).  The 

general objective of the GGAVATT program is to increase the production and profitability of the 

participant farmers through technology transfer; the model also aims to improve the quality of 

life of the participants and their families as well as promoting the conservation and rational use 

of the natural resources (SAGARPA & INIFAP, 2002).  In its beginnings, the scope was limited 

to those farmers producing dual-purpose cattle, today, there are groups working with dairy, beef, 

swine, ovine, goats, and bees (Roman Ponce, 2001) and the program is accessible to any 

livestock farmer interested in adopting new technologies.   

The GGAVATT program recognizes three components in its organization: (a) the group 

participants are known as the “livestock component;” (b) the group advisor, or “technical 

component” of the program, is a person with a background in agricultural sciences appointed by 

the group participants; and (c) the “institutional component” that is responsible for the 

development and validation of technology.  Figure 2-1 shows a representation of the GGAVATT 

model. 

The different organizational activities that each GGAVATT group needs to carry out, like 

electing officials, appointing a technical advisor, linking with a research institution, among 

others, promote the activation of participants through empowerment and democratic practices.  

The monthly and annual meetings are key processes in the GGAVATT program and it is during 
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these activities that a big part of the socialization takes place.  Each month one of the members 

of the group is responsible for the organization of the meeting in his or her house; the whole 

family of the participants is traditionally involved in the preparations and the meeting adopts a 

festive character.  During these monthly meetings the group’s officials and advisor report to the 

other participants on the status of the different scheduled goals and activities.  At the end of the 

year a meeting is held to present the results of the annual evaluation and to establish the goals for 

the next year.  All the official activities required during these meetings are conducted in a format 

to which the farmers are habituated; these are the same procedures followed regularly during the 

meetings at the local or regional Farmers’ Unions.  In addition, GGAVATT participants may 

attend regional and national meetings where institutions, farmers, and advisors have a greater 

opportunity for interaction, networking, and sharing experiences.  

In addition to the group meetings, the program conducts monthly regional meetings where 

group advisors and representatives from research and governmental institutions get together to 

exchange information and plan different activities.  During the first five years of existence of a 

group, the salary of the advisor is paid jointly by the group participants (all members 

contributing the same amount) and the government (state and federal funds in equal proportion).  

The federal funds come from the Mexican Secretariat of Agriculture, Livestock, Rural 

Development, Fisheries and Food (SAGARPA) and the state funds are provided by the 

Veracruzan Secretariat of Agricultural and Rural Development, Forestry and Fisheries 

(SEDARPA).  It is the latter institution who manages the GGAVATT program in Veracruz.   

Evaluability Assessment 

During the summer of 2005 an evaluability assessment (Rossi, Lipsey, & Freeman, 2004) 

of the GGAVATT program in Veracruz was conducted by the principal investigator.  This 

procedure made it possible to establish that all stakeholders agreed on the need to explore the 



 

53 

possible social effects of the program.  They had realized that policymakers in the state were 

requiring access to this information to make better informed decisions concerning the funding of 

social programs.  There also was anecdotal evidence supporting the notion of conducting an 

inquiry on that topic.  Stakeholders also expressed their intentions to use the results and 

recommendations of an evaluation for improving the program.  The logic models of the 

GGAVATT program (i.e. impact and process theory) developed as part of the evaluability 

assessment method were useful to explore how the program’s logic fit with different social 

theories.  Figure 2-2 shows a simplified impact model for the GGAVATT program where it is 

possible to observe how program activities lead to direct, intended, and anticipated productive 

outcomes.  The process theory model of the GGAVATT program is presented in Figure 2-3 

showing the different activities that occur within the structure of the program.  Finally, Figure 2-

4 is a modified version of an impact model for the GGAVATT.  It shows how the different types 

of social interaction fostered by program activities might be associated with positive social 

impacts.  After a careful review of different social theories, social capital theory seems to be a 

good fit to explore these possible associations between program processes and social impacts.  It 

is important to be aware that logic models are just representations of educated guesses about how 

the world works in the context of a particular situation and these representations are based on a 

certain number of assumptions and may be affected by factors that are out of the control of the 

program.   

Conceptualization of Social Capital Theory in the GGAVATT 

Figure 2-5 shows a conceptual model in which the GGAVATT group is represented as a 

social network, or structure, in which different processes take place through the interaction of the 

levels of trust, reciprocity, and activity of the participants.  These processes would lead to 

accessing different forms of social capital (maybe more than one at the same time) which will in 
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turn translate into different types of benefits for the group and maybe even spill-over to the 

extended community.  Some of these benefits are the ones present in the GGAVATT’s logic 

model (see Figure 2-2) that show how active participation in the program (investment in 

socialization) leads to an increase in knowledge (development of human capital) which leads to a 

change in behavior (social and human capitals acting together) that will result into obtaining 

economic benefits (economic capital).  However, these processes occurring inside the network 

are affected by attributes of the group participants and of the group.  Examples of the former 

include: gender, age, education, years in the program, additional access to social capital 

(previous and current), etc.  Among the latter, is needed to consider attributes of the advisor (e.g. 

gender, age, education, experience, etc.), region of the state, years of existence, homogeneity, 

etc.   

The inclusion of demographic attributes of advisors and group participants (e.g. gender, 

age, education, occupation) as predictor variables in the statistical analyses is necessary because 

it is expected that differences in these characteristics affect how individuals socialize (Grootaert, 

Narayan, Nyhan Jones, & Woolcock, 2004; Spellerberg, 2001).  For example, younger 

GGAVATT participants are likely to be active in different social networks than older 

participants and, therefore, to have different access to social capital.  The presence of family 

members or very close friends of participants or advisors in the groups, as well as the marital 

status, is likely to affect not only the networks to which they have access but also their position 

within these networks and the density and quality of bonds connecting them with others 

(Edwards, 2004; Grootaert, Narayan, Nyhan Jones, & Woolcock, 2004; Spellerberg, 2001; 

Stone, 2001); all these factors together may contribute to differences in access to social capital.   
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It is also expected that the number of years that a participant has been in the program is 

positively associated with greater levels of social capital because of the time required to develop 

trust and reciprocity.  Region of the state may have an effect on social capital levels of 

GGAVATT participants due both to sociocultural differences across these regions and variation 

in the number and type of local or regional networks available to them (Edwards, 2004; 

Spellerberg, 2001; Stone, 2001).  The level of tolerance within groups and communities can also 

affect the levels of social capital (Edwards, 2004; Grootaert, Narayan, Nyhan Jones, & 

Woolcock, 2004; Spellerberg, 2001).  In other words, if people within the groups and the 

communities have positive attitudes towards each other and accept diversity in a respectful way, 

the possibilities of creating conflicts and violence are reduced and the opportunities for fostering 

a productive socialization are enhanced.  Finally, the level of homogeneity of the group (e.g. how 

similar participants are in terms of religion, age, education, SES, etc.) is likely to be positively 

associated with bonding social capital and negatively associated with both bridging and linking 

social capital (Grootaert, Narayan, Nyhan Jones, & Woolcock, 2004).   

Some of the program processes in which GGAVATT participants take part are not 

constrained to socialize among group members and advisors.  Group participants in the 

GGAVATT program interact, among others, with participants of other GGAVATT groups, with 

non-participant farmers, with other members of their communities, and with diverse institutions.  

In other words, membership in the GGAVATT program allows these participants to bond, 

bridge, and link with others and, therefore, different types of trust, reciprocity, and activity are 

required for the different processes.  For example, activities taking place within the boundaries of 

the group will involve the trust that is present among group members and, for most of the cases, 

the specific reciprocity that exists in the group.  However, when participants are engaged in 
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bridging or linking activities reciprocity would tend to be less specific and more generalized, or 

universal, while trust will be specific to the context and based on previous experiences.  A visual 

representation of this idea is presented in Figure 2-6.  Note that in this figure bridging and 

linking social capital have the same elements with the exception of trust.  Having the same 

activities at both levels responds to the fact that the activities fostered by the GGAVATT that are 

likely to lead participants to accessing bridging social capital are the same that may lead to 

linking social capital.   

Summary 

The theoretical and conceptual frameworks of this study have been described in Chapter 2.  

The important role that farmers’ organizations can play in current agricultural knowledge and 

information systems was described and then the focus was placed on the GGAVATT program 

and how these concepts apply in this setting.   
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Figure 2-1. Structure of the GGAVATT model (SAGARPA & INIFAP, 2002).  
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Figure 2-2. Impact model for the GGAVATT program. 
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Figure 2-3.  Process theory model of the GGAVATT program.  
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Figure 2-4.  Theory-based modified impact model for the GGAVATT program.  
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Figure 2-5. Conceptual model for social capital in the GGAVATT.   

 

(Back to text) 

 



 

62 

 

 

 

Figure 2-6. The three forms of social capital in the GGAVATT program.   
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 

General Perspective 

The evaluation research reported here possesses three main methodological characteristics.  

First, the evaluation design was co-constructed by the evaluator and stakeholders in direct 

response to the needs of the program through negotiation and collaboration.  This is what Guba 

and Lincoln (1986) identified as responsive evaluation, or fourth generation evaluation.  Second, 

the focus of this evaluation moves beyond the explicit intended economic and technical goals of 

the program and looks into its unanticipated social consequences becoming a form of goal-free 

evaluation (Worthen, 1990).  Last, but not least, an in-depth review of the program’s theory and 

processes was conducted to identify plausible paths through which the program might be 

affecting the lives of its beneficiaries.  This procedure was used to construct the “alternative” 

theory-driven impact model (Chen & Rossi, 1980) used to explore the social effects that were 

suspected to exist either from theoretical or anecdotal evidence, or both. 

The complexity of the phenomenon under study called also for a combination of methods.  

The advantages of using mixed-methods for the evaluation of social program have been widely 

discussed in the literature.  For example, Greene et al. (2001, p. 27) state that “the fundamental 

uncertainty of scientific knowledge – especially about complex, multiply-determined, dynamic 

social phenomena – can be better addressed through the multiple perspectives of diverse methods 

than through the limited lens of just one”.  In a similar way, Lucke et al. (2001), propose that 

quantitative approaches alone may lack the required sensitivity to capture a faithful picture of the 

effects of a program in a community.  Another advantage of combining methods in an evaluation 

study, such as this, is that the results can be presented in multiple forms (e.g. reports, factsheets, 

success stories, etc.) which make them valuable for more stakeholders; this is also likely to 
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increase their likelihood of utilization.  For these reasons, this research followed a parallel mixed 

method, also known as concurrent mixed method (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003).  This method is 

characterized for having two relatively independent segments, one addressing qualitative 

questions and the other quantitative questions.  As Figure 3-1 shows, each segment uses its own 

appropriate data collection and analysis methods.  From the results of each segment, it will be 

possible to draw conclusions that will be then pulled together to form meta-inferences at the end.   

It is needed at this point to address the philosophical distinctions between the quantitative 

and the qualitative segments of the study.  The former assumes that a truth exists, this truth is 

embedded in the object of study, and it is suitable of being determined through the application of 

the scientific method.  In other words, the quantitative segment has its ontological roots in 

realism, identifies epistemologically with objectivism, and adheres to the theoretical perspective 

of positivism (Crotty, 1998).  The latter, the qualitative segment of this study, is founded on 

social constructionism.  This theoretical perspective sustains the concept of the social 

construction of reality (Crotty, 1998).  Ontologically, social constructionism identifies with 

idealism due to its acceptance of the existence of numerous concurrent truths, or as Hatch (2002) 

states, multiple realities are constructed in the constructivist research paradigm.  In social 

constructionism, the knowledge is constructed through negotiated transformative dialogue 

(Gergen & Gergen, 2003), and this knowledge is not considered to faithfully represent a given 

external reality but to be a situated representation of what has been socially agreed to be real.  

Within this context, meaning is co-constructed by researchers and participants (Crotty, 1998; 

Hatch, 2002).  It is very important that each segment of the study remains faithful to its 

corresponding theoretical perspective because that contributes to the internal consistency to the 

research.  Each theoretical perspective (i.e. positivism and social constructionism) would yield 
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different types of information, such as statistics and narratives, which will help to create a more 

comprehensive profile of the social dynamics of GGAVATT participants. 

The results from any given segment should not be seen as a confirmation or contradiction 

of the other.  As it has already been established, the philosophical assumptions about truth and 

knowledge on which they are founded are diverse and, therefore, represent different dimensions 

of the same phenomenon that may or may not share similarities.  Therefore, the results from each 

segment must be seen as complementary because they are reflecting different perspectives of 

reality.   

This study was approved by the Institutional Review Board of the University of Florida on 

February 21, 2007 (See Appendix A).   

Context of the Study 

Mexico borders to the north with the United States of America, to the east with the Gulf of 

Mexico and the Caribbean Sea, to the south with Belize and Guatemala, and to the west with the 

North Pacific Ocean.  Mexico is a transition zone between North America and Central America 

and, therefore, a country of contrasting realities.  On the one hand, in 2002 half of Mexico’s 

population was living in poverty and one fifth in extreme poverty (World Bank, 2009); 75% of 

those in extreme poverty residing in rural areas.  On the other hand, it is not uncommon to find 

the names of Mexican businessmen listed among the richest people in the world.  

The federal republic of Mexico is organized into 31 states and one federal district.  The 

Mexican state of Veracruz is located in the east central part of the country. Veracruz shares 

borders with the states of Tamaulipas to the north, Puebla, Hidalgo, and San Luis Potosi to the 

west, Oaxaca, Chiapas, and Tabasco to the south, and the Gulf of Mexico to the east.  With its 

region divided into 210 municipios, Veracruz is the third most populous state in the country, 

with almost 7 million inhabitants (Gobierno del Estado de Veracruz, 2006). 
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With its characteristic geographical diversity and highly fertile soils Veracruz is an ideal 

place for agricultural activities.  This is particularly relevant in a country like Mexico where 

15.1% of the labor force works in agriculture (C.I.A., 2009).  In the case of Veracruz, 31.7% of 

the economically active population (i.e. 2.7 million) work in an agricultural activity (INEGI, 

2004).  Veracruz is considered the America’s gateway for bovine and equine production; the 

Spaniards introduced both species through Veracruz.  There are 3.7 million hectares currently 

dedicated for livestock production in the Veracruz.  The state is the leading producer of cattle 

and is one of the most important producers of poultry and honey (Gobierno del Estado de 

Veracruz, 2006).  Forty percent of Veracruzans live in rural communities with less than 2,500 

inhabitants.  Migration, predominantly of males to the United States, has affected the population 

growth of the state. 

Population 

The study was conducted between February and May of 2007 with the 83 GGAVATT 

groups funded by the Veracruzan Secretariat of Agricultural and Rural Development, Forestry 

and Fisheries (SEDARPA) in Veracruz at that time; these groups had 980 participants.  These are 

not the only GGAVATT groups in Veracruz; in fact, there might be about 180 groups working 

across the state.  However, it was decided to work with the 83 groups currently funded by 

SEDARPA because of the accessibility to collect data from them.  SEDARPA funds each group 

(using a mixture of federal and state funds) for a total of five years.  The participant farmers are 

also responsible for paying part of the advisor’s salary; the farmers’ share increases 

proportionally during the five years of funding through SEDARPA.  At the end of this period, 

the groups can continue with the farmers paying 100% of the advisor’s salary; some groups have 

continued and some have disbanded.  All of the groups in the state (~180) have been at some 

point in time funded by SEDARPA.  The GGAVATT is a partial coverage program which means 
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that only a proportion of all the farmers in the state of Veracruz are participating in it.  This 

proportion is very low if considering that the state has approximately 7 million inhabitants of 

which a little more than 2 million are involved in agricultural activities (Gobierno del Estado de 

Veracruz, 2006).   

The typical group had been working for two years and had an average of 11.8 participants.  

Most of these groups (69%) focused on the production of dual-purpose cattle (i.e. bovines 

dedicated to the production of both milk and meat).  The other 31% of the groups worked with 

diverse livestock including: dairy, beef, swine, ovine, and even bees.  The average group advisor 

in Veracruz had three years of experience and almost 38 years of age.  As the results in Table 3-1 

show, almost 90% of advisors were males and 70% of them had another job to complement their 

incomes.  A large number (65%) were veterinarians and for most of them (61%) this was their 

first experience as group advisors.  Quantitative and qualitative data were collected from group 

advisors and participants receiving economic support from SEDARPA.  The research plan was 

presented to the state’s Secretary of Agriculture in February 27, 2007 in the facilities of 

SEDARPA in Xalapa, Veracruz.  As a result of this meeting, SEDARPA granted access to the 

groups and logistic support for the data collection activities of the study. 

Quantitative Segment 

The quantitative segment of the study followed a cross-sectional design to explore the 

association of program participation and access to social capital.  A post- then pre-test model 

(Colosi & Dunifon, 2006) was used to introduce reflexive controls in the survey instruments to 

explore if group participants perceived that their access to social capital has changed since they 

started participating in the GGAVATT program.  For the quantitative segment of the study, 

individual participants are considered the unit of analysis.  
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Census 

It was decided to conduct a census of the total population (i.e. 980 participants in 83 

groups) as part of the design of this study.  However, data was collected from the 83 advisors in 

the state and only from 406 group participants in 38 GGAVATTs.  There are three different 

possible causes for not receiving responses from the rest of the groups, some of these are: the 

group refused to answer the survey, the advisor did not collect the data during the monthly 

meetings, or the group’s questionnaire package was not returned to the investigator.  It was not 

possible to obtain further clarification on this matter.  

The typical group that participated in the study has been operating for 2.4 years and had 12 

participants, however, not all the participants in these groups (n=456) responded to the survey.  

This may be the result of some participants that missed to attend their monthly meetings when 

data were collected.  The 406 participants that responded the survey represent 89% of the total 

members of these 38 GGAVATT groups.  A large proportion of these groups (47%) belong to 

the central region while 29% were from the north and 24% from the south. Seventy four percent 

of these groups focused on dual-purpose cattle.  Advisors from these 38 groups had an average 

of 35 years of age and had been working for 2.6 years in the program.  Table 3-2 presents some 

demographic attributes of the 38 GGAVATT advisors.   

Do Respondents Differ from Non-respondents?  

Although the total number of respondents was greater than the originally required sample 

size for this population, it was required to determine if those who did not answer the survey were 

any different than those who did.  This is a common procedure in survey research to address the 

issue of non-response error (Dillman, 2000).  Israel (1992b) proposed several strategies to deal 

with non-response error and argued that a poor response rate to a survey or questionnaire can 

make the results virtually useless.  The data collected from the 83 group advisors was very useful 
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to compare respondents against non-respondents.  Table 3-3 summarizes the Chi-square values 

and their associated p-values resulted from the comparison of categorical variables of 

respondents and non-respondents.  A significant association was found to exist between having a 

first time advisor and answering or not answering the survey.  The region of the state was also 

significantly associated with the likelihood of being a respondent or non-respondent.  In other 

words, groups from the Central region of the state were less likely to respond to the survey and 

groups with first time advisors were more likely to respond to the survey.  For this reason, it was 

decided to control for both of these variables during quantitative data analysis process.  

Nonsignificant differences were found to exist between respondents and non-respondent 

when comparing the means of continuous variables (e.g. technological adoption, productivity, 

collaboration, economic performance, and communication with advisor); these indicators were 

reported by the group advisors.  The communities of both groups were not different either in 

terms of the availability of local organizations such as: credit unions, farmers’ unions, NGOs, 

church, etc.).  In other words, respondents and non-respondents had access to similar formal 

networks in their communities.  Respondents had been in the GGAVATT for more years (p=.01) 

than non-respondents (2.43 vs. 1.67 for respondents and non respondents, respectively). It was 

observed that more males tended to belong in the group of respondents and more females tended 

to be non-respondents (p=.08). 

Instrumentation 

Two instruments were developed, one for group advisors and the other for GAVATT 

participants.  The design of both questionnaires followed suggested formats of the Tailored 

Design Method (Dillman, 2000). Some of the items in these instruments were developed by the 

principal investigator while others were adapted or, in very few cases, used verbatim from other 
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researchers (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2004; Grootaert, Narayan, Nyhan Jones, & 

Woolcock, 2004; Onyx & Bullen, 2000).   

The first questionnaire (see Appendix B) is a 2-page survey instrument consisting of three 

sections.  The first section (i.e. question Z1 to Z19) asks group advisors to rate the performance 

of their groups on different dimensions relevant for the program (e.g. technology adoption, 

productivity, economic performance, etc.).  In the second section (i.e. questions Z20 to Z27), 

advisors provide information about the presence of formal networks in the communities where 

their groups exist.  The final section (i.e. questions Z28 to Z45) asks about the groups (e.g. size, 

type of production, etc.) and the demographic attributes of the advisor.  The items included in the 

second section were adapted from other sources (Grootaert, Narayan, Nyhan Jones, & Woolcock, 

2004; Van Schaik, 2002), while the rest of the items were developed by the principal 

investigator.   

The second survey instrument, consisting of five pages, includes questions on the 

following: elements of bonding social capital, elements of bridging social capital, elements of 

linking social capital, reflexive controls, and demographic attributes of the group participants 

organized into eight sections (see Appendix C).  The first section (i.e. questions A1 to A13) 

focuses on general, interpersonal, and institutional trust, exploring them at two main levels intra-

group and extra-group.  The second section (questions A14 to A22) contains a series of questions 

that measure the homogeneity and equality within the groups.  The following section is designed 

to serve as a reflexive control to gauge changes in trust.  The fourth section in the survey 

(questions A23 to A30) explores the members’ participation level in activities in other formal 

networks, the relative importance of the GGAVATT in the lives of these participants, and it also 

includes a reflexive control.  In the following section (B1 to B23), participants respond questions 
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related with their participation in program activities and how much importance do they place on 

these activities.  The sixth section (questions B24 to B31) measures the number of institutional 

contacts that participants currently have and the ones that they had before the GGAVATT.  The 

next section (questions C1 to C34) contains questions related with reciprocity and other norms, 

democracy, collaboration, solidarity, and tolerance.  The eight section (questions D1 to D14) 

explores how satisfied or dissatisfied the participants are with different elements of the program.  

The final section asks group members to provide demographical information (questions E1 to 

E11).  All of the sections were mostly designed with items adapted from multiple sources 

(Grootaert, Narayan, Nyhan Jones, & Woolcock, 2004; Narayan & Cassidy, 2001; Van Schaik, 

2002) ; item A1 was used verbatim from other studies because it is a question commonly used in 

studies exploring generalized trust.   

Procedures Used 

This section describes activities that were conducted to collect the data and to prepare the 

collected data for analysis. 

Recruitment of participants 

The 83 group advisors were invited to participate in the study during six regional meetings.  

These meetings took place between March 1, 2007 and March 12, 2007 in the following 

locations: Veracruz, Tierra Blanca, San Andres, Xalapa, Coatzacoalcos, and Tuxpan.  The 

principal investigator explained the purpose of the study and read aloud the Spanish version of 

the informed consent form (see Appendix D) to the advisors.   

Group participants were recruited during the monthly meetings of their groups.  The group 

advisors had a key role in the recruitment of participants for the study and the survey 

administration.  During the group’s monthly meeting the advisor told the participants about the 

study, invited them to participate, and read aloud the informed consent for participants (see 
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Appendix E).  The advisors proceeded to administer the survey in those groups where 

GGAVATT members decided to participate in the study. 

Cognitive evaluation of the group participant’s instrument 

A cognitive evaluation (American Statistical Association, 1997; Willis, 1999) of the survey 

for group participants was conducted during the six regional meetings with group advisors.  In 

these assemblies the principal investigator read aloud the whole instrument and asked advisors 

for their understanding of the meaning of each of the questions.  This procedure allowed to pilot-

test the face validity of the instrument and to familiarize the advisors with an instrument that 

would be their responsibility to administer.  Through this method, no significant problems with 

the wording of the questions in the survey for group participants were identified. 

Group-administered survey training 

The low level of literacy among rural population in the state (World Bank, 2002b) and the 

unfeasibility to have just one person (the investigator) collecting data across the state in so many 

groups made necessary the design of a particular protocol for survey administration.  Group 

advisors were trained to collect the data from group participants.  The training followed a 

modified protocol combining Dillman’s recommendations for group-administered surveys 

(Dillman, 2000) with techniques to use in groups where literacy might be a barrier.  The 

principal investigator was responsible for the development of the protocol and training the 

advisors.  The training consisted in teaching advisors the procedure that they should follow to 

administer the survey to group participants and covered the following: (a) explaining the purpose 

of the study to participants; (b) informed consent process; (c) distributing the materials; (d) 

explaining the instructions for each section of the survey; (e) use of specially designed visual 

support to demonstrate participants the correct way to answer without influencing their 

responses; (f) reading each question allowing for a reasonable time for answering before 
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proceeding to read the next question; (g) appropriate procedure to collect answered surveys; (h) 

thanking participants for their responses and inviting them to contact the principal investigator if 

more information was needed; and (i) returning the surveys to the principal investigator.  Each 

advisor left the training with a package containing all the material required to administer the 

survey to their group and detailed instructions for its use. 

Data Collection Process 

The GGAVATT advisors were surveyed during their regional meetings following 

Dillman’s recommendations for group-administered surveys.  Each advisor received two copies 

of the informed consent and the instrument.  A signed copy of the informed consent and the 

answered instrument were collected from them after they finished answering.  The data 

collection process took approximately 15 minutes in each of the meetings. 

To collect data from group participants, group advisors used approximately 40 to 45 

minutes during the monthly meetings of their groups.  Each GGAVATT member received two 

copies of the informed consent and the survey.  The advisor followed the protocol for survey 

administration that they learned during their regional meetings.  At the end, the members 

enclosed the completed surveys in an envelope and delivered it to the group advisor.  The group 

advisors returned the surveys to the principal investigator during their next regional meeting. 

Data Processing 

Once the survey instruments were collected, each possible answer was assigned a 

particular code.  Answers to Likert-type questions were numbered progressively using a scale 

from “1” to “5,” where five represents to the most positive answer.  Questions with only two 

possible answers were coded “0” and “1,” where the latter represents either the most positive (i.e. 

the “yes” from a Yes/No answer) or the most common answer (e.g. the “male” from a 

Male/Female answer).  These codes were later reversed for running the multiple regressions in 



 

74 

order to situate the most common combination of categorical variables as the comparison group.  

The codes were captured in a database created in Microsoft Access.  

To avoid problems with missing data, values were imputed using the Missing Value 

Analysis function of the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).  Replacing the 

missing values in a dataset reduces conceptual and computational difficulties during the analysis 

(Schafer & Graham, 2002).  The method used for estimating replacement values was Expectation 

Maximization (EM); each iteration in this method consist of an “E” step and an “M” step (Hill, 

1997).  In the first step, the missing data are substituted with functions of conditional 

expectations found considering observed values and current parameter estimates.  The maximum 

likelihood estimates of the parameters are calculated in the second step as if the missing values 

were already replaced.  The database was then reduced by consolidating individual variables into 

indexes following procedures recommended by Carmines and Zeller (1979); all the indexes met 

criteria for unidimensionality (a single factor was extracted from principle components analysis).  

Table 3-4 contains the indexes that were created from items measured on five-Point Likert-type 

scales, their corresponding questions in the survey and their respective factor loadings, 

eigenvalues, explained variances, and Chronbach’s alphas.  Additionally, other indexes were 

created by adding values obtained from different series of Yes/No questions (Yes = 1; No = 0).  

These indexes are presented in Table 3-5.   

Three composite variables were created to represent the Bonding, Bridging, and Linking 

forms of social capital using indexes presented in Tables 3-4 and 3-5., and based on Figure 2-6 

presented in Chapter 2.  These multiplicative variables are presented in Table 3-6.  The rationale 

for multiplying the components instead of just adding them is that the mere membership in a 

given network is not enough to access the available social capital.  In other words, farmers may 



 

75 

belong to the GGAVATT but if they are not active and act in congruency with the group 

expectations they would likely be limited in fully accessing the resources of the network.  The 

advantages of using a multiplicative index instead of an additive one have been established in the 

literature on human development (Herrero, Martinez, & Villar, 2008).  Finally, all of the 

continuous variables were centered around the mean before incorporating them into a regression 

model.  

Validity and Reliability 

The four types of validity described by Cronbach (1971) were addressed in the study.  A 

panel of experts from the University of Florida revised the instrumentation to determine its 

content, construct, and face validity.  This panel of experts was composed by faculty members of 

the Departments of Agricultural Education and Communication, Educational Psychology, and 

Family, Youth and Community Sciences.  In addition to that, the cognitive evaluation conducted 

with group advisors also helped to ensure the face validity of the survey instrument for group 

participants.  Construct validity was further assessed through factor analysis and Cronbach’s 

alpha to determine internal consistency. 

Data Analysis 

Recommendations from Israel (1992a) were followed.   After determining that there were 

no coding errors present in the dataset, the first step in the data analysis process was to explore 

the distribution of responses across dependent and independent variables.  For categorical 

variables the analysis consisted of frequency distribution across categories and descriptive 

statistics were computed for continuous variables.  

The next step in the analytical process was to investigate bivariate relationships between 

the three dependent variables (i.e. bonding, bridging, and linking social capital) and the 

independent variables.  For categorical independent variables t-test statistics (Cohen, 1988) were 
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computed to determine if the means for the different levels were significantly different (p ≤ .10 = 

tendency for significance; p ≤ .05 = significant; p ≤ .01 = highly significant; these criteria were 

also applied to all the other test-statistics in the study).  Correlation (Cohen, 1988) analysis was 

used for continuous independent variables. 

Multivariate regression was used to explore the effects of independent variables on the 

three dependent variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).  This process was taken one step further 

by running multi-level regression analysis for mixed models (Peugh & Enders, 2005), or 

hierarchical linear models, to explore how the variation explained by the multiple regression 

models was distributed between two levels (i.e. at the participant level and at the group level).  

The multilevel analysis was an appropriate methodology for this study because the participants 

were naturally nested within groups and this type of analysis takes into consideration this 

characteristic to estimate the effect of explanatory variables at the participants’ and group’s 

levels.  The criterion followed for the incorporation of new variables into the regression model 

was that for each degree of freedom that was introduced into the model the change on the -2 Log 

Likelihood value should be significant at the .05 level of alpha in a Chi-square distribution.  

Collinearity analyses (Belsley, 1991)were conducted for each model and variables were 

eliminated when strong collinearity was present.   

Qualitative Segment 

Social constructionism is an appropriate theoretical perspective to study how GGAVATT 

participants conceptualize change in their lives.  This change can be understood in terms of how 

the shared meanings that they have created as a group provide the basis for actions where they 

access the different forms of social capital (Gergen, 2001; Gergen & Gergen, 2003).  In this 

process, is important to appreciate the central role of dialogue as the link between the past, 

present, and future of the participants (Gergen, 1999; Gergen & Gergen, 2003) because it is 
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through this dialogue that the constant construction of realities takes place by the action of 

words.  For Gergen and Gergen (2003, p. 2), “the pivotal assumption around which the 

constructionist dialogues revolve is that what we take to be knowledge of the world and self 

finds its origins in communal interchange.”  For social constructionism, it is important to 

interpret how people come to explain their worlds.   

The GGAVATT is an extension model which has characteristics that are likely to increase 

the opportunities for significant interaction to occur among its members.  The nature of the 

contact promoted by the program activities makes this an excellent setting to foster 

transformative dialogue among its participants at the same time that empowerment of farmers is 

achieved through democratic participatory practices.  In a social constructivist study, it is not 

relevant if the participant is telling the truth or not, what matters is why this participant is 

expressing that idea.  In other words, what is really relevant is why this person is telling that 

particular story and what does that mean?  For the qualitative segment, narrative gathered from 

interview groups was considered to represent the shared voice of program participants and, 

therefore, the whole set of individuals that participated in those interviews represent our 

collective unit of analysis. 

Participants 

A total of 17 GGAVATT members were selected to participate in this study from the 

groups coordinated by the State’s Secretary of Agriculture.  The participant selection was done 

using criterion sampling (Patton, 2002) and the criteria to participate included: being an active 

GGAVATT member, be considered a leader by the members of the group, and being 

democratically nominated by the majority in the group.  All selected participants were males 

with ages ranging between their early-30s to their early-70s.  They all have farming as their main 

economic activity.  Most of the participants (11) came from groups in the central region of the 
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state while the north and the south were represented by three participants each one.  There was a 

huge variation across literacy levels of these participants; one of them was illiterate and a couple 

had professional degrees.  They represent a sub-set of the participants described in Table 4-1 of 

Chapter 4.  Table 3-7 presents the interview groups and the pseudonyms of these participants.   

Instrumentation 

The data collection method used for this study was the interview because it naturally yields 

socially constructed knowledge.  The interviews were conducted in Spanish by the researcher 

who is a native Spanish speaker.  The subsequent preparation and analysis of the data was also 

performed in Spanish to preserve the original meaning.  However, pieces of data were translated 

to English during each step of the process to document the credibility and confirmability of 

results through peer-review. 

The social constructionist interview presents specific challenges for the researcher, and 

shapes completely the final result of the study (Crotty, 1998).  The instruments were designed to 

allow researcher and participants to co-construct the knowledge together (Gubrium & Koro-

Ljungberg, 2005; Holstein & Gubrium, 2003) and to allow flexibility in the dialogue (Berg, 

2004).  Interview schedules that included the main conversational topics of interest for the study 

and allowed for flexibility in the dialogue were used and researcher and interviewees negotiated 

the construction of knowledge around them.   

As in most interviews, the presence of the researcher shaped the data through the 

interaction with participants.  However, in this case that was the goal because researcher and 

participants were co-constructors of knowledge in the constructivist paradigm (Crotty, 1998; 

Hatch, 2002).  This social constructionist endeavor was constant across the different interview 

groups and created the foundations for a common story to emerge.  From his active participation 

and repeated readings of the transcriptions, the researcher brought with him the experiences and 
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thoughts from the first interview group to the next one and the next one successively; and by 

doing this helped to connect the voices of all participants.   

Recruitment of Participants 

During the monthly group meetings, advisors told group participants that the study 

required volunteers for social interviews.  After explaining the purpose of the study, the advisor 

read aloud the informed consent (see Appendix F) and provided the criteria for selecting a 

participant for the interviews (i.e. being an active GGAVATT member, be considered a leader by 

the members of the group, and being democratically nominated by the majority in the group).  

The group participants that were interested in participating and met the eligibility criteria were 

later contacted by the principal investigator and received information about the time and place 

for their interviews. 

Data Collection Process 

There are two basic types of interviews namely individual, or one-on-one, interviews and 

group interviews and they mainly differ on the number of active participants.  An active 

participant is that which is actively engaged in the social construction of knowledge during the 

interview process (Holstein & Gubrium, 2003).  Individual interviews are characterized by 

having just one active participant, or interviewee, and one interviewer.  The level of involvement 

of the interviewer would depend on the epistemological orientation of the study (Holstein & 

Gubrium, 2003); this applies for all types of interviews.  The group interview is characterized for 

the presence of two or more active interviewees.  Probably the best known group interview 

approach is the focus group.  Focus groups are dialogues among a group of people on a specific 

topic that ideally have between six and eight participants, one moderator, and one observer 

(Israel & Galindo-Gonzalez, 2008).  When the number of interviewees is too small to be 

considered a focus group (four or less) then it can be called a social interview.  Another 
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difference between focus groups and social interviews is that there is no need to have an 

observer; however, this might be changed if answering the research questions requires access to 

that type of data.  The social interview was selected as the qualitative data collection strategy for 

this study.  During these interviews, participants were asked to talk about what a good 

GGAVATT is and how would they describe a successful GGAVATT group. 

Five interview groups were formed with the 17 participants; nine participants were 

grouped in three interview groups of three participants each, while the remaining eight 

participants were divided in two interview groups of four participants each.  Each interview 

group decided to participate in only one interview session.  The three geographical regions of the 

state of Veracruz were represented by the five interview groups; three represented the central 

region of Veracruz, while the remaining two interview groups represented the northern and 

southern regions of the state, respectively.   

The dialogue topics to be included in the interviews, as well as the number of interview 

sessions to be held, were negotiated with the participants before starting the interview.  Once the 

dialogue topics were decided, the format proposed by Gergen (1999) for a transformative 

dialogue was followed during the actual interviews.  This technique allowed for activating the 

participants and achieving a richer co-construction of meanings.   

The advantages of using interviews for data collection were many.  The data collected this 

way were a firsthand account of the realities of participants and the format allowed for 

clarification and expansion of the participants’ answers.  From a social constructionist 

perspective, the dialogue promoted a negotiation of power that activated participants.  The main 

limitation of the interviews is that they were time consuming, particularly during transcription of 

the data.   
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The audio from every interview session was recorded using two digital audio recorders; the 

rationale behind having two recorders was to reduce the risk of missing part of the interview in 

case of malfunctioning of one of them.  Interviewees were informed of these recordings at the 

beginning of the interview session, through an informed consent.  According to McMillan and 

Schumacher (2006), mechanical recording of data is an appropriate strategy to enhance the 

validity of the study.  The role of the interviewer was that of an active participant in the dialogue.  

All of the participants appeared to be comfortable sharing their thoughts during the sessions and 

enjoyed learning from the experiences in other groups.  When it was noticed that one participant 

was dominating the conversation, the researcher directed probes to other interviewees to activate 

them and bring their perspectives to the dialogue.  Each interview session included a 15 minute 

break and it was very interesting to observe how during this time participants continued talking 

about the topics of the session and some of them exchanged information to plan a future visit 

with their respective groups.   

Data Organization 

This section describes several methodological steps taken after collecting the data and that 

were required to prepare it for analysis.   

Verbatim transcriptions were generated from the digital audio files.  The identity of the 

participants was kept confidential through the use of pseudonyms for the transcriptions.  These 

transcriptions were done by the researcher following appropriate guidelines (Bogdan & Biklen, 

1998; Gee, 2005).  At least five hours of work were required to transcribe each hour of interview.   

The transcripts from each interview were open coded (Strauss, 1987; Strauss & Corbin, 

1998).  The coding was done sentence by sentence and in-vivo codes were used as much as 

possible.  The coding made it possible to identify five categories or motifs (Gee, 2005) that were 

present in the data.  It was observed that the same categories were present in all interview 



 

82 

groups.  These categories were: characteristics of a good GGAVATT, social transformation, 

technological transformation; identity of GGAVATT participants, and interaction with non-

participants.  This characteristic of the data together with the already described connecting role 

of the researcher in the co-construction of knowledge across interview groups were the basis to 

make the decision of merging all stories into one collective story.  This collective story 

represents the voices of all the interviewees.   

The next required step was to reduce the amount of data.  A social capital filter was used as 

a data reduction technique.  Through multiple readings of the data it was possible to identify the 

segments of text that were about elements or proximal indicators of social capital and use them 

to create a new, and reduced, dataset.  Only those segments of data related with social capital 

concepts (e.g. networks, trust, collaboration, etc.) were kept in the new dataset.  The selected 

segments were organized into three categories according to which one of the three main forms of 

social capital (i.e. bonding, bridging, and linking) they were more related to.  According to Hatch 

(2002), narratives are one of the expected products of constructivist research paradigms.   

It was decided to organize the segments into the three forms of social capital because, as 

was described in Chapter 2, the program fosters intra- and extra-group processes that are likely to 

be associated with access to these three forms of social capital and the data showed evidence of 

that (See Figures 2-5 and 2-6).  For example, the segments included in the collective story on 

bonding social capital talk about collaboration inside the group and the importance of trust and 

shared norms for success of the group.  The segments included in the collective stories on 

bridging and linking social capital were those that exemplify the interactions of group 

participants with their extended communities and institutions, respectively.   
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Credibility of the Study 

The most important indicator of validity in qualitative research is probably the presence of 

the internal consistency that is achieved when there is a clear and logical connection between the 

purpose of the study, the research questions, the philosophical orientation, the theoretical 

perspective, the methods used to carry out the study, and the representation of results (Gubrium 

& Koro-Ljungberg, 2005).  Besides this general consideration, there are many techniques that 

can be used to address specific issues related with the methodological rigor of the study.   

In this study, to assess the credibility of the findings, some of the participants were 

contacted again and asked to review the transcriptions or the initial results of the analyses to 

determine if these reflect the reality of what was discussed during the sessions.  This is a 

common practice known as “member checking” (McMillan & Schumacher, 2006).  Credibility 

addresses the issue of fit between respondents’ views and the representation made by the 

researcher (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).   

To determine the dependability of the study (Lincoln & Guba, 1985), the whole research 

process was systematically documented using an audit-trail.  Peer-review was also used 

throughout the process because this is likely to enhance both the credibility and the 

confirmability of the findings (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; McMillan & Schumacher, 2006.)  The 

researcher’s subjectivity statement (See Appendix G) is also an indicator of validity. 

Data Analysis 

The content, structure, and narrative elements of each story were analyzed.  The analysis of 

the content consisted of identifying the main topics of the story and elaborating a summary of it.  

The structure of the stories was explored and framed following an example provided by Gee 

(2005; p.163).  Studying the structure this way allowed for identifying how the stories were 

created or co-constructed.  The data collected through social interviews were composed of 
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multiple narratives or stories and these narratives are parts of the realities that were socially-

constructed during the interview process.  Through these stories, the participants constantly 

created and recreated their worlds, and themselves, in an ever-changing form that responded to 

contextual variations and allowed for the simultaneous existence of multiple dimensions of 

reality (Sands, 2004).   

Narrative analysis is an analytical method emerged from the literary tradition.  The 

interpretive nature of narrative analysis allows for a holistic appraisal of peoples’ lives (Daiute & 

Lightfoot, 2004).  For a social constructionist study, narrative analysis is the ideal choice because 

narratives are at the core of the social construction of reality and the making sense of the world 

(Gergen, 1994; Gergen & Gergen, 2003).  The data collected through social interviews is 

composed of multiple narratives or stories.  These narratives are parts of the reality that was 

socially constructed during the interview process.   Through these stories participants constantly 

create and re-create their worlds and themselves (Sands, 2004).   

The three stories were analyzed using Labovian narrative analysis (Labov, 1972).  

Labovian analysis is characterized for deconstructing the narrative into six interrelated 

components (Murray, 2003).  These parts are: (a) the abstract, which presents the gist of the 

narrative; (b) the orientation, which provides the contextual framework of the narrative, in terms 

of the “who,” “where,” “when,” and “how;” (c) the complicating action that describes the central 

event of the narrative; (d) the evaluation of the action which can take three different approaches, 

external evaluation, embedded evaluation, and evaluative action; (e) the result that is a relation of 

what finally happened; and (f) the coda, which may be in the form of a reflection and a summary 

of the events.  This method made it possible to free the narrative from any material additional to 

the central story. In other words, it allowed the “core narrative” to emerge (Murray, 2003).  In 
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these core narratives it was possible to situate the transformations that participants have 

undergone as members of a GGAVATT.  Narrative analysis is a rigorous and auditable 

technique that allows for structural comparisons and provides a valuable insight from the 

participants’ perspective. Narrative analysis generates narratives.  As the analysis progressed, 

these stories unfolded revealing new layers of meaning.  

Summary of Methodology 

This responsive evaluation (Guba & Lincoln, 1986) was planned within the overarching 

notion that social phenomena are highly complex and should be explored using a combination of 

methodologies.  The study follows a goal-free, theory-driven evaluation approach (Chen & 

Rossi, 1980) to explore access to different forms and types of social capital as an unintended, 

unanticipated, direct consequence of the participation in the GGAVATT program (Rogers, 

2003).  The connections between program participation and social capital access are investigated 

with quantitative and qualitative methodologies arranged in a parallel or concurrent mixed-

method design (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). 



 

86 

 

 

Figure 3-1. Schematic representation of the concurrent mixed method used in this study. 

 

(Back to text) 



 

87 

 

Table 3-1. Demographics of group advisors in Veracruz, Mexico 
 Frequency (%; n=83) 
Advisor’s gender 13 Female  87 Male 
Advisor lives in community 71 No  29 Yes  
Advisor has a second job 30 No  70 Yes  
First time advisor 39 No  61 Yes  
Advisor’s Education 35 Othera  65 Veterinarian  
a Includes: agronomists, biologists, and specialists, among others 

 

(Back to text) 
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Table 3-2. Demographics of group advisors of groups responding the survey  
 Frequency (%; n=38) 
Advisor’s gender 10 Female 90 Male 
Advisor lives in community 63 No 37 Yes  
Advisor has a second job 32 No 68 Yes  
First time advisor 26 No  74 Yes  
Advisor’s Education 34 Othera 66 Veterinarian 
a Includes: agronomists, biologists, and specialists, among others 
 

(Back to text) 
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Table 3-3. Chi-square statistics from comparing categorical variables of respondents and non-
respondents. 

 Chi-square  p-value Survey item 
Gender of advisor .45  .50 Z39 
Advisor lives in community 2.14  .14 Z40 
Advisor has a second job .07  .79 Z41 
First time advisor 4.43  .03** Z42 
Advisor has family in group .15  .70 Z43 
Compadres in group .99  .32 Z44 
Education of Advisor .02  .89 Z45 
Type of production 7.48  .19 Z29 
Region of the state 5.68  .06* Z30 
 *Tendency to significance 

** Significant at the .05 level of alpha 
 

 

(Back to text) 
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Table 3-4. Indexes created for data reduction using factor analysis.   
Index Components Survey 

Item 
Factor 
loading 

Eigen
value 

Explained 
variance (%) 

Cronbach’s 
alpha 

Bonding social capital      
Group’s trust Group mates 

Officials 
Advisor 
Institutional contact 
 

A8 
A12 
A10 
A11 

.72 

.80 

.81 

.81 

2.48 62.00 .77 

Group’s reciprocity Reciprocity 1 
Reciprocity 2 
Reciprocity 3 
 

C1 
C2 
C19 

.96 

.91 

.87 

2.49 83.09 .89 

Bridging social capital      
Interpersonal trust Neighbors 

Non-participants 
Other groups 
 

A6 
A13 
A9 

.89 

.84 

.94 

2.38 79.47 .87 

Linking social capital      
Institutional trust Police 

Political parties 
Army 
 

A3 
A4 
A5 

.86 

.85 

.82 

2.14 71.28 .80 

Bridging and Linking social capital      
Generalized reciprocity Reciprocity 4 

Reciprocity 5 
Reciprocity 6 
Reciprocity 7 
 

C3 
C4 
C8 
C34 

.81 

.75 

.72 

.71 

2.24 55.90 .74 

Other      
Group tolerance Tolerance 1 

Tolerance 2 
Tolerance 3 
 

C21 
C22 
C23 

.84 

.91 

.85 

2.26 75.24 .83 

Community tolerance Tolerance 5 
Tolerance 6 
Tolerance 7 
 

C25 
C26 
C27 

.89 

.92 

.81 

2.31 76.97 .85 

Importance of intra-
group activities 

Monthly meeting 
Annual evaluation 
Elections 
Planning 
 

B16b 
B17b 
B20b 
B23b 

.70 

.79 

.66 

.77 
 

2.76 55.24 .79 

Importance of extra-
group activities 

Regional meeting 
National meeting 
Group visiting 
 

B18b 
B19b 
B21b 

.81 

.90 

.75 

2.03 67.78 .76 

Institutional trust change Local government 
State government 
Research institution 

A23 
A24 
A27 

.79 

.85 

.76 

1.93 64.41 .72 

 

(Back to text) 
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Table 3-5.  Additive indexes created for data reduction. 

  Survey Index values 
Index Component item Minimum Maximum 

Bonding social capital     
Intra-group activity Monthly meeting 

Annual evaluation 
Elections 
Planning 

B16a 
B17a 
B20a 
B23a 

 

0 4 

Bridging and linking social capital    
Extra-group activity Regional meeting 

National meeting 
Group visiting 

B18a 
B19a 
B21a 

0 3 

Other     
Homogeneity Same religion 

Same gender 
Same SES 

Same education 
Same occupation 

Same residence 
 

A14 
A15 
A16 
A17 
A18 
A22 

0 6 

Formal networks in community Farmers’ Union 
Local farmers’ association 

Cooperative 
Church 

Political party 
Credit union 
Sports group 

NGO 
 

Z20 
Z21 
Z22 
Z23 
Z24 
Z25 
Z26 
Z27 

0 8 

Previous related institutional contacts Local government 
State government 

Research institution 
Farmers’ Union 

 

B24b 
B25b 
B27b 
B28b 

0 4 

Current related institutional contacts Local government 
State government 

Research institution 
Farmers’ Union 

 

B24a 
B25a 
B27a 
B28a 

0 4 

Previous unrelated institutional contacts Political party 
Church 

NGO 
Communications media 

 

B29b 
B30b 
B31b 
B26b 

0 4 

Current unrelated institutional contacts Political party 
Church 

NGO 
Communications media 

B29a 
B30a 
B31a 
B26a 

0 4 

 

(Back to text)
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Table 3-6. Composite multiplicative variables. 
Composite variable Components 
Bonding social capital Group’s trust 

Intra-group activity 
Group’s reciprocity 

Bridging social capital Interpersonal trust 
Extra-group activity 
Generalized reciprocity 

Linking social capital Institutional trust 
Extra-group activity 
Generalized reciprocity 

 

(Back to text) 
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Table 3-7. Interview groups and participants’ pseudonyms. 
Interview Group Participants’ 

Pseudonyms 
    San Juan    León  

   Diego 
   Ramiro 
 

    Sierra    Antonio 
   Rogelio 
   Jesús 
   Héctor 
 

    Jutla    Santiago 
   Gerardo 
   Juan 
 

    Retiro    Cristóbal 
   Pedro 
   Luis 
 

    Calatan    Pablo 
   Jacinto 
   Roberto 
   Eduardo 

 

(Back to text) 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

Chapter 3 describes the different methodological procedures that were followed.  This 

chapter presents the results from the analysis of the data organized according to the specific 

objectives of the study. 

Social Capital of Groups and Participants 

The material presented in this section responds to the first specific objective of this study 

that was to provide a description of the social capital of GGAVATT groups and participants.   

Ninety four percent of the group participants responding to the survey consider the 

GGAVATT as one of the three most important organizations that they belong to.  Most of the 

respondents (74%) reside in the community where the group operates and for an even greater 

proportion (76%) the farm is their main source of income.  Among the 406 group participants, 

almost 60% had participated in the program between one and five years while 35% had done so 

for less than a year.  The majority of the group participants reported to have their families and 

best friends in the GGAVATT group (59% and 63% for family and friends in group, 

respectively); only 31% of the group advisors had family members in their groups.  Ninety-one 

percent of respondents were males.   

The most relevant demographics are presented in Table 4-1; in it is possible to observe that 

most group advisors and participants are males (90% and 91% for advisors and participants, 

respectively).  A large proportion of advisors are veterinarians (66%) and while the majority of 

participants live in the communities where their groups operate and have farming as their main 

economic activity most advisors (63%) live outside these communities.   
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Distribution of Bonding, Bridging, and Linking Social Capital 

Table 4-2 summarizes the descriptive statistics for the three forms of social capital and the 

distribution of these variables across regions of the state.  The mean value of bonding social 

capital of group participants is 44.95 in a scale from zero to a hundred.  Looking at the mean 

values for different regions in the state is possible to observe that group participants in the south 

and north seem to have greater levels of bonding social capital than those in the central regions. 

In a scale from zero to seventy-five, the overall means for bridging and linking social capital are 

18.67 and 15.09, respectively.  It is important to notice that participants in the north region seem 

to have levels above the means for the three different forms of social capital.   

The means and standard deviations of relevant continuous independent variables are 

presented in Table 4-3.  With the exception of homogeneity and the presence of formal networks 

in communities, all other variables were measured using a scale from one to five.  Group 

participants generally perceive that group activities are very important; the means for importance 

of group activity and importance of group’s bridging/linking activity are 4.35 and 4.07, 

respectively.  Even though the descriptive analyses of the data show that GGAVATT participants 

are a fairly homogeneous group (i.e. 90% are males, 84% considered their socioeconomic status 

(SES) to be medium, for 75% the farm is their main economic activity, and 73% are local 

residents , in a scale from zero to six the mean value of perception of homogeneity is 3.11.  This 

is very interesting because looking at the descriptive statistics of participants presented at the 

beginning of this chapter it would seem that the respondents are a fairly homogeneous group.  

However, if we look for example at SES, which is a complex cognitive construct per se, it is 

possible to notice that even though almost 85% of respondents self-rated their SES as medium, 

only 45% of respondents perceive that most members of their groups have the same SES.  This 

suggests the existence of other socio-cultural variables affecting how participants compare 
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themselves against their peers.  On average, almost five formal organizations are available to 

GGAVATT participants in each of their communities.   

The use of reflexive controls in the instruments made it possible to determine that group 

participants perceive that the trust that they have on some institutions and individuals has 

changed since they started their participation in the program.  This is particularly true for the 

trust that they have in the institutions that are directly related with the program.  As the content 

of Table 4-4 shows, 67% of the participants reported that their trust in these institutions either 

increased or significantly increased during this period.  The same applies to the trust they place 

in their neighbors to which almost 47% of group participants reported a similar positive change.  

This finding suggests that the participants’ involvement in program processes have somehow 

affected positive perceptions about the trustworthiness of other people in their communities and 

program stakeholders.   

In addition to the information presented in Table 4-4, direct mean comparisons allowed to 

find significant differences (p ≤.05) between previous network activity and current network 

activity (2.46 vs. 3.46, respectively), previous related institutional contacts and current related 

institutional contacts (1.73 vs. 2.54, respectively), and previous and current unrelated 

institutional contacts (1.27 vs. 1.56, respectively).   

Relationships Between Social Capital and Independent Variables 

Comparing the means of the dependent variables, bonding, bridging, and linking social 

capital, across the levels of independent categorical variables it was possible to determine the 

presence of significant associations; these comparisons are shown in Table 4-5.  There is a highly 

significant (p ≤ 0.01) association between having a male advisor in the group and greater levels 

of both bridging and linking social capital.  Gender of the group participant is also associated 

with bridging social capital.  Men are significantly (p ≤ .05) more likely to have greater levels of 
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bridging social capital and tend (p ≤ .10) to have greater levels of linking social capital.  This 

might still be a reflection of traditional views in Mexican culture that fostered a passive, and to a 

certain degree shy, role of women in society (Paz, 1962; Ramírez, 1977).  This would be likely 

to affect women’s effectiveness in socializing with others, particularly those who are different or 

have a position of power.   

There is a highly significant (p ≤ 0.01) association between having an advisor that has a  

second job and greater levels of both bridging and linking social capital.  It is possible that, 

depending on the nature of their second job, advisors with a second job have more opportunities 

to act as bridges connecting their groups with other networks in which they are active as a result 

of their additional activities.  Greater bonding and bridging social capital levels are associated in 

a highly significant way (p ≤ 0.01) to first time advisors; this association is also significant (p ≤ 

0.05) for linking social capital.  When the advisor has family in the group, the levels of both 

bridging and linking social capital are significantly (p ≤ 0.05) greater.  Similarly, when group 

participants have family members in their groups, these participants are very likely (p ≤ 0.01) to 

have greater levels of bridging social capital and tend (p ≤ 0.10) to have greater levels of linking 

social capital too.  

Group participants’ education is positively associated (p ≤ 0.01) to greater levels of 

bonding social capital.  When the advisor is a veterinarian, participants are very likely (p ≤ 0.01) 

to have greater levels of bridging social capital and tend (p ≤ 0.10) to have greater levels of 

linking social capital.  The more years that group participants have been in the program, the more 

likely (p ≤ 0.01) they are to have greater levels of all three forms of social capital.  The same is 

true for the years that the group has existed, with the exception that the association with bonding 

social capital is only significant at the .05 level of alpha.  Group participants between 41- and 50-
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years old have significantly (p ≤ 0.05) greater levels of bonding and bridging social capital, and 

tend (p ≤ 0.10) to have greater levels of linking social capital too  than do younger participants.     

There is a highly significant (p ≤ 0.01) association between  region of the state and bonding 

social capital (39.10, 47.06, and 55.33 for Central, North, and South regions, respectively).  

Group participants from the North tend (p ≤ 0.10) to have greater linking social capital levels.  

Producers of dual-purpose cattle (DPC) are more likely (p ≤ 0.01) to have greater levels of 

bridging social capital.  No significant associations were found between any of the forms of 

social capital and having an advisor that is a local resident, SES of the group participant, the 

group participant being a local resident, or when farming is the main economic activity for the 

group participant.   

The associations between the three forms of social capital and continuous independent 

variables were also tested; Table 4-6 presents the obtained correlation coefficients and their 

statistical significance.  A positive moderate correlation (Davis, 1971) of practical and statistical 

significance (p ≤ 0.01) exists between the importance that group participants place in group 

activities and bonding social capital; statistically significant (p ≤ 0.01 ) low correlations exist 

between the same variable and the other two forms of social capital.  This finding suggests that 

when participants consider program activities to be relevant they are more likely to be active in 

the network and access the benefits of organization.  Group tolerance has a low positive 

correlation with bonding social capital (p ≤ 0.01).  Another positive low correlation exists 

between trust change in neighbors and bridging social capital (p ≤ 0.01); and the same is the case 

between the presence of formal networks in the communities and bonding social capital (p ≤ 

0.01).   The importance that participants place on bridging and linking activities is positively 

correlated with all three forms of social capital.  Positive moderate correlations of statistical and 
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practical significance (p ≤ 0.01) also exist between the  number of previous related institutional 

contacts of group participants and the levels of both bridging and linking social capital; the same 

variable has a low correlation with bonding social capital.  The number of current related 

institutional contacts, as well as the number of unrelated previous institutional contacts, is 

positively correlated with all three forms of social capital.  Bridging and linking social capital 

have positive low correlations with both the advisor’s age and the number of unrelated current 

institutional contacts.  Previous network activity has a low positive correlation with bonding and 

bridging social capital (p ≤ 0.01).   

Multivariate Relationships 

Table 4-7 presents the multivariate regression model for bonding social capital.  The model 

is highly significant (p ≤ 0.01) and explains almost 20% (Adjusted R -square = .19) of the 

variation in the dependent variable.  The model shows that the importance that group participants 

place on group activities is significantly (p ≤ 0.01) associated with bonding social capital.  In the 

same way, as years in the program increase, the level of bonding social capital increases 

significantly (p ≤ 0.01).  The number of previous related institutional contacts and the group 

tolerance are also positively associated (p ≤ 0.05) with greater levels of social capital.  Group 

participants from the South region of the state are more likely (p ≤ 0.01) to have greater levels of 

bonding social capital.    

The multivariate regression model for bridging social capital is presented in Table 4-8.  

This model is highly significant (p ≤ 0.01)  and explains 30% of the variation (Adjusted R-square 

= .30).  Again, the importance that group participants place on the bridging and linking activities 

of the program has a highly significant (p ≤ 0.01) positive effect on levels of bridging social 

capital.  The longer the time that group participants have been in the program, the more likely (p 

≤ 0.01) they are to have greater levels of bridging social capital.  This is also true for the length 
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of group’s existence which has a significant (p ≤ 0.05) posit ive effect on bridging social capital.  

The levels of bridging social capital increase in a significant way (p ≤ 0.01) as group participants 

trust more in their neighbors.  Group participants from the North and South have significantly (p 

≤ 0.01) lower levels of bridging social capital than those in the Central region of the state.  The 

largest effect on bridging social capital is produced by the gender of the advisor.  Male advisors 

are significantly (p ≤ 0.01) associated with greater levels of bridging so cial capital.   Even though 

the effect of group participants’ gender is not as impressive as that from the advisor, male 

participants are also positively associated (p ≤ 0.05) with greater levels of bridging social capital.  

First time advisors and advisors with a veterinary degree are significantly associated with greater 

levels of bridging social capital (p ≤ 0.01 and p ≤ 0.05 for the former and the latter, respectively).  

The numbers of previous and current related institutional contacts also have a positive effect on 

bridging social capital (p ≤ 0.01 and p ≤ 0.05, respectively).  An increase in the number of 

unrelated institutional contacts of program participants is also positively associated (p ≤ 0.05) 

with an increase in bridging social capital levels.  

Table 4-9 presents the multivariate regression model for linking social capital.  This is also 

a highly significant model (p ≤ 0.01) and explains a little more than 20% of the variance 

(Adjusted R-square = .22).  As was the case for bridging social capital, the importance placed by 

participants on bridging and linking activities of the GGAVATT program has a highly 

significant (p ≤ 0.01) effect on the levels of linking social capital.  The greater the number of 

years that participants have been in the program, as well as the number of previous and current 

related institutional contacts, the greater the levels of linking social capital (p ≤ 0.01).  As 

homogeneity of the group increases, participants are less likely (p ≤ 0.01) to  have greater levels 

of linking social capital.  Male advisors are again associated with a large and significant (p ≤ 
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0.01) increase on the levels of linking social capital.  First time advisors and advisors with a 

second job tend (p ≤ 0.10) to be associat ed with greater levels of linking social capital.   

Multilevel Regression Results 

The multilevel multivariate regression model for bonding social capital is presented in 

Table 4-10.  The -2 Restricted Log Likelihood value for the intercept only is 3,646.26.  When we 

introduce all the variables from the model presented in Table 4-7, this value decreases to 

3,567.59 (see explanation in Chapter 3 concerning the criteria for introducing variables in the 

multiple regression models).  The covariance parameters show that in the intercept only model 

almost 80% of the variation in the data exists at the individual or residual level (415.06 vs. 

109.37 for residual and group levels, respectively).  These parameters are reduced in the model 

to 398.74 and 24.71 for residual and group levels, respectively.  This result shows that 79% of 

the variation at the group level is explained by the model; and the remaining variation is not 

significant anymore.  However, the model is capable of explaining only 4% of the variation at 

the individual level and the residual is still highly significant (p ≤ 0.01).   The effects, estimates, 

and significance of the components of the model are almost the same as the ones described for 

Table 4-7 corresponding to the multivariate regression model.   

Table 4-11 summarizes the results from the multilevel multivariate regression model for 

bridging social capital.  In this case, the -2 Restricted Log likelihood value for the intercept only 

model is 3,290.47 and it is reduced to 3,175.35 after the introduction of all the variables from the 

model shown in Table 4-8.  The covariance parameters for the intercept only model indicate that 

almost 40% of the variation is located at the group level, while the remaining 60% exists at the 

individual level; these parameters are reduced 55% and 8% in the full model, respectively.  Both 

covariance parameters are still significant in the full model (p ≤ 0.5 and p ≤ 0.01 for group and 

residual level, respectively).  The behaviors of some components in this multilevel model differ 
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than the one observed in Table 4-8.  For example, the importance placed on bridging and linking 

activities and the trust in neighbors continue to have a positive effect but now this effect is just 

significant at the .05 level of alpha.  Similarly, the effects of advisor’s gender and the number of 

unrelated institutional contacts, whose positive effects ceased to be significant and now represent 

only a tendency (p ≤ 0.10); exactly the same happened to the negative effect of living in the 

South region of the state. Totally opposite is the case of the number of current institutional 

contacts that moved from being just a tendency (see Table 4-8) into significance at the .05 level 

of alpha. Finally, three components that had significant effects are not significant in the 

multilevel model, these are: living in the North, having a first time advisor, and having a 

veterinarian for advisor.   

The third multilevel model is presented in Table 4-12 and it corresponds to the model for 

linking social capital.  The -2 Restricted Log Likelihood value for the intercept only model is 

3,100.22 and when the variables from the multivariate model presented in Table 4-9 are 

introduced this value decreases to 3,018.69.  The covariance parameters show that in the 

intercept only model a little more than one third of the variation in the data exists at the group 

level and the other two thirds are at the individual level (102.05 vs. 56.88 for residual and group 

levels, respectively).  These parameters are reduced in the model to 94.26 and 34.88 for residual 

and group levels, respectively.  This result shows that while the full model explains almost 40% 

of the variation at the group level it only explains less than 8% of the variation at the individual, 

or residual, level; both covariance parameters are still significant in the full model.  This 

multilevel model presents some differences compared to the one in Table 4-9.  These differences 

are: (1) the importance placed on group bridging and linking activities is not a significant factor 

for linking social capital anymore; (2) an increase in group homogeneity still has a negative 



 

103 

effect on linking social capital, however, this effect is now smaller and not as significant as 

before; and (3) the same is true for the effect of advisor’s gender.   

The results from the hierarchical linear models for bonding, bridging, and linking had 

some similarities and differences.  For example, the time that participants have spent in the 

GGAVATT program was directly associated with greater levels of all forms of social capital.  In 

other words, the larger the numbers of years that group participants invest in socializing in the 

program the more likely they would have access to the different forms of social capital.  This 

makes sense because trust and reciprocity require time to develop.  Gender of both participants 

and advisors has an important effect for bridging and linking social capital.  For instance, groups 

with female advisors are less likely to have greater levels of bridging and linking social capital 

than those with male advisors (p ≤ 0.10 and p ≤ 0.05 for bridging and linking, respectively); 

female group participants are also associated with lesser levels of bridging social capital. (p ≤ 

0.05).  The number of previous related institutional contacts that a participant has affects 

positively the levels of all three forms of social capital for that particular participant (p ≤  0.05 for 

bonding and p ≤ 0.01 for both bridging and linking); the current number of related institutional 

contacts has a similar effect for bridging and linking forms of social capital (p ≤ 0.05 and p ≤ 

0.01 for bridging and linking, respectively).  While participants from the South region have 

greater (p ≤ 0.01) levels of bonding social capital they also tend to have lesser (p ≤ 0.10) levels 

of bridging social capital.  The importance that participants place on the different activities 

fostered by the GGAVATT program is positively associated with greater levels of bonding (p ≤ 

0.01) and bridging (p ≤ 0.05) social capital.  The level of trust in the neighbors affects the access 

to a particular form of social capital; an increase in the value of this variable is associated (p ≤ 

0.05) with greater levels of bridging social capital.  An opposite relationship exists between 
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homogeneity of the group and the levels of linking social capital; those groups that are more 

homogeneous are less likely (p ≤ 0.05) to have  greater levels of that form of social capital.   

Social Capital in Participants’ Lives 

The second specific objective of this study was to contextualize how social capital takes 

form in the lives of the participants by looking for evidence of access to social capital, 

represented through transformations in roles and cooperation, in the stories that GGAVATT 

participants co-construct around their participation in the program.  The material presented in 

this section contributes to that goal. 

Normal overlapping exist among the different social spheres in which GGAVATT 

participants interact (e.g. group, community, institutional, etc.) making it very difficult to find 

stories that are examples of just one form of social capital.  Therefore, those three stories should 

not be taken as the only way to represent the voices of those participants.  On the contrary, it is 

recommended to think of them as one single story, the story of the social capital of GGAVATT 

participants in Veracruz.  Table 4-13 has an example of the co-construction present in the 

collective stories.  It can be observed how the stories from various participants belonging to 

different groups intertwine forming a collective story.  

Bonding Social Capital of GGAVATT Participants 

The first collective narrative is about bonding social capital and is titled “What a good 

GGAVATT is.”  This story is about how participants interact within the group establishing and 

enforcing rules to meet their goals:  

Collective story on bonding social capital 

A good GGAVATT is that where all the members trust each other and are willing to 
pursue a common goal.  There should be respect among the members, they should coexist 
harmoniously, and they should see each other as family.  That is a good GGAVATT. 
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We all collaborate in the GGAVATT and we have obtained many things as group.  At the 
beginning we did not have a grass chopper, much less a tractor, all the work was manual.  
We got together to buy electric fences.  As individual farmers we were unable to buy an 
electric fence; we did not even know about them.  Therefore, we decided to buy them as a 
group and raffle off the turns.  We were 12 or 13 gavateros.  We got together to make a 
raffle for the turns.  Once the order of the turns was established, we calculated the amount 
of money that each one needed to provide to cover the cost.  Every 15 days each one of us 
made that money available to buy a new electric fence.  That is how we acquired them. 

For example, we got an animal feed dealership.  It allows us to pay a smaller price for the 
feed than others do.  A representative of the feed company came to our monthly meeting to 
give a talk.  After that, he asked if we were interested in selling his products in this 
community.  All the members voted and decided to become his dealers.  Since then, we 
buy the feed that we need for our cows at a special price.  The group also sells feed to other 
farmers that are not part of the GGAVATT at a higher price. 

That same way we got grass choppers, medicines, and many other things.  We have used 
that same procedure to build silos; we became organized to visit each weekend one farm 
and work together. 

The group makes its own decisions.  When someone has an idea we all listen to it.  If 
someone has an idea and shares it with the group, we consider it and, according to the 
opinion of the majority, it is accepted or rejected.  The group is very democratic.  We all 
have a voice. If someone proposes something, we all listen to it and vote.  We all 
participate.  In addition, the vote of the president has the same weight that any other and it 
does not matter how many cows a member has. 

The majority of us, the people integrating the group, we have the tendency of helping just 
for the sake of helping, as long as it does not cost us.  I also feel that, as a person, one is 
always hoping that if I open myself to help someone perhaps that person or another people 
will help me also; we always expect something in return unconsciously.  When we help 
someone we always expect to get something in return, but it can be just a smile of gratitude 
or any other thing.  For example, when somebody’s cow is having problems at calving, the 
members of the group will give him a hand disinterestedly, even if that person is not a 
GGAVATT member.  However, if we think about lending someone outside the group a 
tractor for example, then that is very difficult.  For that type of situation, like lending 
expensive machinery outside the group, there are different rules; but for the rest I feel that 
there are not. In the group, we have the mandate of helping each other in return for labor, 
and we take turns for it.  Every Monday we go to a different farm and work there the whole 
day.  It seems to be working well for us.   

Neighbors that do not belong to the group may ask for our help occasionally, and we 
would help without expecting them to give anything in return.  There is a person who 
abandoned the group because he did not want to keep track of the records required by the 
program.  However, he is still welcome to visit our farms to see what we are doing and ask 
questions.  The most important thing is that the person that gets help is grateful, because 
that is what is valued for this case.  If you help someone and that one does not value your 
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effort, because it is an effort what you are doing, then you have no desire left to help that 
person again.  I believe that unconsciously we are used to help. 

If someone does not follow the rules inside the group, there may be consequences.  That 
has already been established, the one who is not present at the monthly meeting has to pay 
a fine.  There is a penalization.  The most important thing is the attendance to the meetings. 
Everybody is aware of this commitment; they know the date and the place for the meeting, 
and the majority of members are usually there.  We are still working in establishing all the 
bylaws.  We know the rules already in our minds but we have not written them yet.  They 
are not signed yet; many of them are still informal.  There are always second chances. 
Nobody is perfect and sometimes the rules are broken.  However, you can have a second, 
and probably a third, chance.  However, the third is your last chance, after that you are out. 
It has not happened yet in our group.  We also understand that tolerance is needed; we are 
all together in this group and should help others to follow the rules. 

Everyone must be committed.  They need to feel that dedication to the group and be aware 
that today is the day of the meeting and we all should wear the shirt. In my group, we all 
wear a uniform to our meetings.  We made those shirts for our annual evaluation and, after 
that, decided to wear them for the monthly meetings too.  Today is our day, the 
GGAVATT’s day, and we all are going to the meeting and will receive our guests. 

The reality is that the rules here are very flexible.  From the beginning, the group was 
constituted by people willing to be there, nobody forced them.  The moment that 
somebody wants to leave, or does not want to follow the rules, the doors are wide open.  
To continue or leave is a personal decision for each one. 

In the GGAVATT we have learned a lot and have made improvements on many things.  I 
feel that the program is working well.  We were doing everything the traditional way, as 
our parents taught us.  And I do not mean that this was wrong, no.  But it needs, or needed, 
some technical guidance to do it better.  We are also teaching our children the little things 
that we learn here.  I have two sons; they go to the school in the morning and they help a 
little bit in the farm in the afternoons.  I talk to them about what we are learning in the 
group so they can figure out what the GGAVATT is, and how it works.  They get informed 
and up to date now.  And I believe they enjoy it too.  Because before we suffered to feed 
and support the cattle during the dry season, and today we even have the luxury of giving 
away some pasture to the people who need it.  Sharing this information with the children 
has increased their involvement with the farm.  The children are more enthusiastic now.  
They have always helped in the farms because that is the custom; I helped my father and 
they help me.  However, they are more motivated now that they are observing the results of 
what we learn. 

We have big expectations for the future.  I hope to keep on improving, excelling myself for 
my own benefit.  We have little time of being in the GGAVATT and we are already 
observing positive results, with more time it will be possible to have a better standard of 
living.  There are some things, maybe too many, on which we still are inefficient, but by 
using the right technologies we can change that and become more efficient.  That will help 
us, and our children, to have a better quality of life. 
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There is a saying that goes “Just do good without selecting to whom.”  As human beings, I 
do believe that we must always think and practice this philosophy without expecting 
something in return.  By being organized, so as we are, we are focusing more into this 
cause. We want to live better! 

Structure of the collective story on bonding social capital 

The structure of this story is represented in Figure 4-1.  The story is formed by three sub-

stories, each one representing a quality that a good GGAVATT must possess.  Sub-story 1 

revolves around the concept of collaboration among group members and the tangible outcomes 

that can be achieved through it.  A couple of examples of those outcomes are provided in sub-

sub-stories 1.1 and 1.2 (the acquisition of electric fences and the establishment of an animal 

feeds dealership, respectively).  Sub-story 2 emphasizes the need for clear rules inside the group 

and the enforcement of these rules.  The attendance at the monthly meeting is particularly 

relevant for the GGAVATT members, and this is described in sub-sub-story 2.2.  Sub-sub-story 

2.1 deals with the concept of reciprocity and makes a clear distinction between the limits and 

expectations that apply inside and outside of the group.  The final sub-story, in a more personal 

tone, presents the GGAVATT participant as someone who envisions a better future and works 

actively for it.   

In this first story, GGAVATT participants provide examples describing what a good 

GGAVATT is.  Trust, collaboration, democratic practice, respect for the norms, and active 

participation are common elements in those examples and are highlighted as group values 

necessary for the common success.  The story presents the GGAVATT group as a reliable, 

supportive, and motivating organization for its participants.  In this organization each gavateros 

has a shared responsibility for the success of the group and they have institutionalized a set of 

norms to guide their interactions.  The GGAVATT participants co-construct their futures within 

this structure and extend the transformative dialogue to their children.   
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Insights from Labovian analysis of the collective story on bonding social capital 

Table 4-14 contains examples of narrative structures in the first collective story that relate 

with the access to bonding social capital of GGAVATT participants.  The central role of trust as 

a collective asset necessary for the success of the group is evident in the abstract where it is 

established that “A good GGAVATT is that where all the members trust each other.”  Trust 

provides the cohesiveness that the group needs to perform effectively.  This idea is further 

emphasized in the story telling that “There should be respect among the members, they should 

coexist harmoniously, and they should see each other as family.”  GGAVATT participants have 

certain expectations of the behavior that needs to be observed within the group to be recognized 

as a member.  GGAVATT participants have some restrictions as individual farmers and they 

bring these limitations with them into the group.  This situation is exemplified in the 

complication when they realize that “At the beginning we did not have grass chopper, much less 

a tractor, all the work was manual.”  However, the difference is that now the problem is shared 

among members and they have the capability of looking for a solution together.  And they were 

able to overcome these limitations by working together “We got organized to buy those things.”  

This sentence summarizes the group’s capacity to act collectively when they are challenged. 

Through this newly found agency, GGAVATT participants acquire material goods and cooperate 

on everyday tasks; “We have used that same procedure to build silos; we became organized to 

visit one farm each weekend and work together.”  The evaluation and coda show that 

GGAVATT participants feel comfortable with their current achievements, look to the future with 

confidence, and perceive that membership in the group brings more than economic benefits into 

their lives:  They place a high value on being organized and on the possibility of helping 

themselves and others through this organization.   



 

109 

Bridging Social Capital of GGAVATT Participants 

The second collective narrative is about bridging social capital and is titled “The extended 

community.”  This story is about the struggle and success in the interactions between GAVATT 

participants and other people in their communities.  :  

Collective narrative on bridging social capital 

I believe that the GGAVATT was the foundation for cattle production to become an 
important economic activity in the region.  We started doing things that nobody else was 
doing in the region.  For example, that everybody used proven sires, that people started 
using improved grasses, electric fences, and rotational grazing, among others. 

Some practices are of difficult adoption, even to the interior of the group.  However, I have 
seen many others practices diffuse and be adopted not only inside but outside the group.  
Much of what we have learned from the GGAVATT, the people around us started 
replicating almost immediately.  One of the original commitments of our GGAVATT was 
that the information that we obtained had to be available for the whole community.  This 
has happened not only with people from the community but also with people visiting from 
neighboring communities.   It took time, but many people have imitated what we have 
done. 

From the beginning the people were copying us.  They did not always use the technologies 
as were intended, but nevertheless they improved drastically.  Although they did not want 
to accept it they were copying us.  When they noticed that our cows produced more, looked 
prettier, and were healthier, they started to ask.  Our work is in the fields and it is somehow 
a very open activity. In general, we know the majority of the people.  Although the people 
were not participating with us in the GGAVATT, there was always contact with some 
member of the GGAVATT and they were exchanging information.  Many of our ranches 
are just on the side of the road.  When we are working with the cattle, people will walk-by 
and ask for information on what we are doing. 

Mariano, for example, has a brother and nephews that are not in the GGAVATT.  His 
nephews helped him to prepare a silo.  That silo was enough to feed his cattle for two 
months during the dry season.  The next sowing season his nephews decided to adopt this 
technology.  The most interesting thing is that they had their silo ready sooner than 
everybody did, and always using technology from GGAVATT.  Other persons who were 
not inside the group, but that have a direct relation with the members, already started 
adopting different technologies. 

Claudio, who is a GGAVATT member, adopted good practices of hygiene for milking.  
His nephew decided to adopt these same practices when his cows were having problems 
with mastitis.  He did so because he has observed the good results that his uncle was 
having.  Even though Claudio’s nephew was not a GGAVATT member, he was 
completely convinced of the benefits of adopting the right practices.  He started to attend 
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our meetings as a listener, but since last month we decided to adopt him in the group and 
now is our newer member; now he is planning to do a corn silo. 

I think that we are having an informative impact in the community.  Today, in the majority 
of the communities in the region there are, or have been, GGAVATTS. 

The advisor has been a key factor to involve people from the community with the group.  
From the beginning the doctor [the group’s advisor] was very open to help any person that 
approached him.  The doctor has been always willing to talk with the people and provide 
them with every type of information, although they were not members of the GGAVATT; 
if they had some problem he would give them the solution.  Yes, some people would come 
saying that they had a sick cow and if the doctor was here he would go with them to treat 
her.  He was consulted not only on dairy cattle, sometimes it was horses, beef cattle, 
anything that the people needed. 

The GGAVATT has affected the agricultural activity in the region.  Cattle production was 
important before the GGAVATT, but not as it is today. It was mainly a backyard activity, 
something secondary.  Producing corn was more important for the people and much more 
valuable; it was definitely more important.  The people were always saying that cows were 
not a business, that they represented only a small savings account.  Cows were considered 
unimportant for the economy.  However, when they realized that by applying some 
methods it could became a more profitable activity, they changed their perceptions and 
started considering it as an important productive activity. 

Before the GGAVATT we were troubled.  My compadre and I were ready to cross the 
river to go to the “other side”; we were going as “wet-backs” to the United States.  We 
thought about it seriously and were determined because the situation here was really harsh, 
however, we decided to try the GGAVATT and now we are better.  Now we know that 
livestock production can be a good business with the correct advice, and we do not want to 
leave. 

The change was noticeable; I would say that after only three years the effect of the 
GGAVATT’s work was evident in the region.  It is really amazing the large number of 
farmers in the community that are, or have been, members of the GGAVATT through the 
17 years that the group has been active here.  It seems like it belongs to the whole 
community.  

GGAVATT participants are members of larger communities and relate on a daily basis 
with non-participant farmers, sometimes this relation is quite difficult.  Many people 
criticize us saying "why should I pay for that [technical advice] if they are doing the same 
or worse than us?”  However, I consider that the reality is not like that. It is not the same to 
see things from the outside than being inside and knowing exactly how much it is costing 
us to produce a liter of milk.  Even when our success is evident, they criticize us; usually 
they would say that what we are obtaining is because the government is giving it to us. We 
have been through different situations where people have signaled and accused us of many 
things.  Suddenly, there were people saying that we were crazy and that the GGAVATT 
was useless.  These types of comments can easily damage your motivations and make you 
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abandon your goals.  However, you must hold to a very well founded idea to avoid being 
moved by those comments.  Those people criticizing us are deceiving themselves.  Before 
the GGAVATT, we thought that we were doing things in a good way, but when we started 
to calculate costs, we realized that we were mistaken.  I am convinced that in order to 
reach our goals we are required to go through multiple experiences, and most of all, live 
through them.  If we had not put an effort in forming the group, maybe no one would be 
talking about us. 

Structure of the collective story on bridging social capital 

As Figure 4-2 illustrates, this collective narrative consists of 4 sub-stories.  The first sub-

story describes how participants have helped to disseminate technological innovations to non-

participants in their communities.  The second sub-story highlights the importance of the role of 

the advisor in opening the group to the community.  Sub-story 3 elaborates on the impacts of the 

interactions described in the two previous sub-stories, emphasizing the economic transformation 

and the community attachment.  The final sub-story reflects on the fact that the interaction 

between participants and non-participants has not always been easy.  In fact, some GGAVATT 

participants have been subject of direct attacks from their neighbors:  “We have been through 

different situations where people have signaled and accused us of many things. Suddenly, there 

were people saying that we were crazy and that the GGAVATT was useless.”  The topic of this 

sub-story relates perfectly with Machiavelli’s words from The Prince (2003, p. 20), “And it ought 

to be remembered that there is nothing more difficult to take in hand, more perilous to conduct, 

or more uncertain in its success, than to take the lead in the introduction of a new order of 

things.”   

The collective story about bridging social capital situates the GGAVATT participants as 

members of larger communities and presents some examples of how group and extended 

community interact.  In this constant negotiation between participants and non-participants, 

GGAVATT members identify themselves as agents of change and the presence of the groups as 

a valuable resource for their communities.  The gavateros are role models for their peers and they 
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take this as a serious responsibility that they have with their communities, even though their 

interaction with neighbors is not always cordial.  The role of the advisor is described as a key 

factor for a successful development of bridging linkages between group and extended 

community.  The group provides the community with information that promotes transformation, 

and the community contributes to the sustainability of the groups by fostering the formation of 

new groups and the incorporation of new members in established ones.   

Insights from Labovian analysis of the collective story on bridging social capital 

In Table 4-15, some examples of narrative structures in the second collective story are 

presented accompanied by their interpreted contribution to access to bridging social capital.  The 

abstract indicates that the GGAVATT has been an instrument of regional economic 

development.  “Cows were considered unimportant for the economy.  However, when they [non-

participants] realized that by applying some methods it could become a more profitable activity, 

they changed their perceptions and started considering it as an important productive activity.”  

The complication of the story shows that when non-participants observed the good results that 

GGAVATT members were achieving, they approached the participants and asked for 

information:  “Many of our ranches are just on the side of the road. When we are working with 

the cattle, people will walk-by and ask for information on what we are doing.”  GGAVATT 

participants needed to decide between sharing the information that they were obtaining or 

keeping it for themselves.  They decided for the former because according to them “One of the 

original commitments of our GGAVATT was that the information that we obtained had to be 

available for the whole community.”  The result of this decision was that in just a few years of 

work some regions of the state have been positively affected by the work of the GGAVATT 

groups presenting now a larger number of thick productive networks.  The evaluation is positive 

because this attitude of GGAVATT participants has translated into more opportunities for young 
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farmers that do not need to leave family and land looking for progress: “Before the GGAVATT 

we were troubled.  My ‘compadre’ and I were ready to cross the river to go to the ‘other side’; 

we were going as ‘wet-backs’ to the United States.  We thought about it seriously and were 

determined because the situation here was really harsh.  However, we decided to try the 

GGAVATT and now we are better.  Now we know that livestock production can be a good 

business with the correct advice, and we do not want to leave anymore.”  Group participants also 

benefit from this openness to the community because it has proven to be an effective way of 

recruiting new members which contributes to the sustainability of the groups and also because of 

the satisfaction that they obtain from making positive changes in their communities.   

Linking Social Capital of GGAVATT Participants 

The third collective narrative is about linking social capital and is titled “Dealing with 

institutions.”  This story shows how GGAVATT participants interact with institutions and the 

benefits that they derive from these relationships.  

Collective story on linking social capital 

There is more power in operating as a group than as individuals.  As a group we have 
enough force. 

One of the important parts of acting like a group is our enhanced capacity to access 
resources from institutions.  There are many programs out there, there are all kinds of 
supports, but they are never going to come to us if we do not do a little work. 

This is how we obtained the tractor.  There was an agricultural exposition in Xalapa and 
we had the chance to talk with the state’s secretary of agriculture there.  We asked for 
support from his office to buy a tractor and he committed to provide 50% of the cost.  
When we returned to our community we hold a meeting at the farmers’ association to 
invite all the farmers to participate.  At the end, only the GGAVATT participants decided 
to get involved.  We were 11 members and we were able to put the money to buy the 
tractor. 

We tried to get a motocultor that way too.  First we attempted to obtain it with support 
from DesaRur, but that did not turn out well.  We requested money from them and it was 
approved, but they did not allow us to choose where to buy it.  They made us buy it from a 
company that they had already selected.  The problems with the motocultor started as soon 
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as it arrived.  Its quality was really poor the pieces were falling apart.  The engine was 
supposedly German but everything else was Chinese.  When we complained about the 
quality of the product and said that we wanted to exchange or return it, they did not help at 
all.  We finished losing not only their support but also a big part of the money that we had 
originally invested in the motocultor.  It was a really bad experience and we felt like the 
children whose candies were taken.  But now we have a good motocultor thanks to the 
doctor.  He travelled to Chipilo to attend a cattle show and saw this motocultor there.  
When he returned he told us about it and we, as a group, agreed to cooperate to buy it.  
Later, the group’s officials traveled to Chipilo and bought it, and there it is, working for 
everybody. 

We are lucky of having the doctor as our advisor.  First, an Engineer came trying to form a 
group in the community and wanting to be the advisor of that group.  He almost succeed, 
however, we were unable to reach the minimum number of cows required by the 
GGAVATT program.  It was good though, because we later learned that the Engineer had 
a history of forming groups just to get paid but he did not work at all with them.  Sometime 
later, a woman named Rosario came to the region saying that she was working for 
DesaRur and was here to form groups and help us.  She asked for money to prepare the 
paperwork.  She received money from some people and she even brought people from 
DesaRur to visit with us.  She later asked us to sign some papers saying that she had been 
working with us and she promised that those papers were going to be useful for us to get 
support from DesaRur.  The truth is that nothing happened; she disappeared with the 
papers and the money.  Finally, there was a meeting at the Local Farmers’ Association and 
the doctor was there.  After the meeting he explained what the GGAVATT program is, and 
what it is not.  He promised to return with more information and with the people from 
SAGARPA and SEDARPA; he did so and, even though we were still distrustful, we 
decided to work with him and we are very happy with the results. 

As a group it is easier to request, and obtain, money to buy a tractor, a milking machine, or 
a grass chopper that will be useful not only to one person but to many. 

We have always had the problem of having very low prices to sell our products.  Four 
years ago, a candidate for representative visited us and we shared our concerns about the 
price of the milk.  After he won, he returned willing to solve our problem.  He had realized 
that the low price of milk was a common problem in his whole district.  He hired a private 
consultant firm to assess the problem and identify solutions.  This firm found that we could 
increase the price of our product by adding more value to it.  It was proposed that the 
farmers in the district got organized to establish a milk processing plant.  The 
representative talked with the municipal presidents in his district, and invited all the 
farmers to get organized.  As a result, nine Societies of Rural Production (SPR) were 
formed in seven municipalities; many of these farmers were already integrated into 
GGAVATT groups.  These societies came together to form a big company and hired 
another firm to develop the project for the milk processing plant.  The result is that we are 
currently in a quite advance phase of building a plant with an approximate cost of 1.6 
million dollars, and the capacity to process 70,000 liters per day.  The 202 associates are 
contributing 25% of the total cost and the rest of the money has been obtained from 
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multiple governmental programs.  We are sure that this project is not only a project for the 
dairy producers; it is a project for regional development. 

In dealing with all these institutions, I have learned a couple of things.  First, it is a fact 
that there are many programs and resources available, but they are not sufficient to 
alleviate all the problems that rural people have.  Second, I believe that the biggest 
problem of the system is its truly incredible levels of corruption.  Every person wants a 
percentage of the money that you are going to receive.  This way we are not going to solve 
the problems, indeed. 

Structure of the collective story on linking social capital 

This collective narrative about linking social capital is formed by three sub-stories (see 

Figure 4-3).  The first sub-story provides examples of how the groups have been able to obtain 

valuable support for equipment for them (and their communities) through negotiation with 

governmental and parastatal institutions.  The second sub-story is about the people that 

ultimately represent the different institutions; a series of examples of good and bad experiences 

with these individuals are presented to illustrate these interactions.   The last sub-story describes 

how a request for assistance originated in a GGAVATT group turns into a 1.6 million dollar 

project with 202 farmers involved.  The story finishes with a reflection on what the GGAVATT 

participants have learned about dealing with institutions.   

Examples of the use of the collective presence of GGAVATT participants in their dealings 

with diverse institutions and the people representing them are present in this collective narrative.  

In the story the gavateros reflect on the benefits that can be derived from interacting with 

institutions, on the roles that individuals play representing a given institution and connecting it 

with the people, and finally, on the power that they have to transform their regions through their 

own organization.   

Insights from Labovian analysis of collective story on linking social capital 

As illustrated in Table 4-16, the gist of the story is that participants feel empowered and 

employ this power for action.  When they realized their need for help to face the market 
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challenges they used their collective voice to request assistance from a political candidate:  The 

candidate promised to help them as a result of their dialogue.  “After he won, he returned to 

solve our problem.  He had realized that the low price of milk was a common problem in his 

whole district so he hired a private consultant firm to assess the problem and identify solutions.”  

The consulting firm identified both the need to add more value to the product and the lack of 

capacity of individual farmers, or even small groups of farmers, to address that task effectively.  

They came up with the idea of organizing the farmers of the region into Societies for Rural 

Production that came together to establish a milk processing plant.  “The result is that we are 

currently in a quite advance phase of building a plant with an approximate cost of 1.6 million 

dollars, and the capacity to process 70,000 liters per day.”  Dealing with institutions, GGAVATT 

participants have realized that as a group it is easier for them to access governmental funds.  

However, they have also understood that these funds are insufficient to solve the problems of 

rural people and, therefore, it is unrealistic to wait for paternalistic policies and programs to 

achieve real development.  This is probably the best example of empowerment found in the story 

and represents an evolution in the conceptualization of agricultural extension in Mexico that is 

moving from ‘solving the problems of the people’ to ‘helping people solve their problems.’  

They also recognize the big problem present in many institutions of the country: “I believe that 

the biggest problem of the system is its truly incredible levels of corruption.  Every person wants 

a percentage of the money that you are going to receive.  This way we are not going to solve the 

problems, indeed.”   

Comparing Narrative Structures of the Three Collective Stories 

The Labovian analysis of the three collective stories have shown the role of different 

narrative elements in situating the meaning that GGAVATT participants make of their access to 

different forms of social capital.  There are two constant motifs present across the storylines.  
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The first one of them is evident in the narrative element “result” of the three stories.  This motif 

is the capacity for collective action that GGAVATT participants exhibit.  This collective action 

transforms into new capacities in their groups, communities, and regions and results from 

placing enough amounts of trust in group members (bonding), neighbors (bridging), and 

institutions (linking).  The final product of this capacity for action is represented by a feeling of 

empowerment; this is the second constant motif.  Participants share this feeling in their stories in 

the form of the narrative element “evaluation” where they reflect on the final results of what they 

have done as GGAVATT members.  Both collective action and empowerment have been 

previously used as proxy indicators of social capital valuable for its study (Grootaert, Narayan, 

Nyhan Jones, & Woolcock, 2004; Onyx & Bullen, 2000).   

The capacity for collective action of GGAVATT participants is evident in the results of the 

stories at three different levels.  First, farmers are capable of overcoming different types of 

limitations by institutionalizing collaboration within their groups.  Next, the openness of the 

groups to the communities is associated with a proliferation and thickening of productive 

networks that is evident in the incorporation of new members into established groups and the 

formation of new ones.  Finally, at a regional level, the size of the networks is increased and its 

structures modified as a result of the merging of multiple GGAVATT groups and individual 

farmers forming new and different organizations more adequate to face greater challenges of the 

access to markets.   

Diverse forms of empowerment are also evident in the evaluations of the three collective 

stories.  The gavateros feel more secure and confident which translates into a positive attitude 

looking into the future.  Additionally, they have the power to stay in their communities and work 

what belongs to them; they do not need to leave to look for opportunities because they are 
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capable of creating their own.  But overall, they have realized that the power to solve their 

problems resides within themselves.  They know how to get help and they know that they should 

ultimately be responsible of solving their own problems.   

Numbers and Words Come Together 

The third, and final, objective of this study was to connect the description and context 

obtained in specific objectives 1 and 2 to represent the complexity and multidimensionality 

embedded in the interactions fostered by the GGAVATT program and discuss its plausible 

consequences.  This section presents a general account on how these two products interconnect; 

however, the discussion of these interconnections is part of Chapter 5. 

In comparing the results from both segments it is possible to observe that even though 

some similarities and differences are present the overall feeling is of complementarity.  The 

quantitative segment illustrates factors that distinguish and affect an individual’s social capital 

between groups, while the qualitative segment presents a collective representation of how 

GGAVATT participants struggle and success accessing social capital in their daily activities.   

Looking at the similarities between both segments, it is evident that GGAVATT 

participants have access to all three forms of social capital (i.e. bonding, bridging, and linking) 

through different program’s activities.  Both segments also show that this access, and its 

resulting capacity for collective action, can be positively affected by factors such as time, current 

institutional connectedness, and the importance that participants place on the program’s 

activities.   

The quantitative segment shows that gender, region of the state, homogeneity of the group, 

the number of previous related and unrelated contacts, as well as the current number of unrelated 

contacts, are significantly associated with variations in access to social capital.  However, the 

role of these factors is not evident in the qualitative narratives.   
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Finally, while the quantitative segment shows how some attributes of participants and 

groups are associated with access to greater or lesser levels of social capital for individuals, the 

qualitative segment exemplifies how this access materializes into participants’ lives as collective 

action and empowerment allowing them to overcome certain limitations.  The qualitative 

narratives represent how GGAVATT participants actively socialize with others (inside and 

outside the group; horizontally and vertically) in synergy with the trust that they place in the 

network and the expectations that they have.  This is consistent with the rationale behind the 

creation of the multiplicative indexes for bonding, bridging, and linking social capital used in the 

quantitative segment.   

 
Summary 

The results from both segments of the study, organized by specific objectives, have been 

presented in Chapter 4.  A description of the social capital of GGAVATT groups and participants 

was provided, it was possible to put in perspective how social capital takes form in the lives of 

program participants, and an effort was made to depict how description and context come 

together to offer us a glimpse of the social capital of GGAVATT participants.  The discussion 

and implications of these results are presented in Chapter 5. 
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Table 4-1. Demographic attributes of advisors and respondents. 
Attribute Distribution 

Advisor’s gender Female  10% Male  90% 
Advisor lives in community No  63% Yes  37% 
Advisor has a second job No  32% Yes  68% 
First time advisor No    2% Yes  74% 
Advisor’s Education Othera  34% Veterinarian  66% 
Group participant is local resident No  26% Yes  74% 
Farm is main activity No  24% Yes  76% 
Group participant has family in group No  41% Yes  59% 
Group participant’s gender Female  9% Male  91% 
Marital status of group participant Otherb  21% Married  79% 
Group’s type of production Otherc  27% Dual-purpose cattle  73% 
a Includes: Agronomists, biologists, and agricultural specialists.  
b Includes: Single, divorced, and widowers. 
c Includes: Dairy cattle, beef cattle, sheep, and bees. 
 

 (Back to text) 
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Table 4-2. Descriptive statistics for bonding, bridging, and linking social capital. 
Statistic Bonding social 

capital 
Bridging social 

capital 
Linking social 

capital 
Mean 44.95 18.67 15.09 
Standard deviation 22.82 16.22 12.59 
Median 42.00 15.28 13.28 
Minimum  0.00 0.00 0.00 
Maximum 100.00 75.00 65.00 
Central region (n=201) 39.10 18.96 14.25 
North region (n= 115) 47.06 20.19 17.18 
South region (n=90) 55.33 16.05 14.26 

 

(Back to text) 



 

122 

Table 4-3. Mean and standard deviation of relevant continuous independent variables. 
Variable Mean SD 

Importance of group activity 4.35 .65 
Group tolerance  1.93 1.12 
Homogeneity 3.11 1.71 
Organizations available in community 4.89 1.97 
Importance of group bridging / linking activity 4.07 .90 
Community tolerance 2.28 1.22 

 

(Back to text) 
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Table 4-4. Percentile distribution of responses for reflexive controls.  
 Decreased 

significantly 
 

Decreased 
 

Neutral 
 

Increased 
Increased 

significantly 
Trust in related institutions 2 3 29 59 8 
Trust in neighbors .5 5 48 32.5 14 
Trust in strangers 9 11 64 14 1 
Trust in political parties 9 22 50 13 6 
Trust in communication media 12 17 54 14 3 
Local involvement .7 9 60 21 9 
 

(Back to text) 
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Table 4-5. Mean comparisons of bonding, bridging, and linking social capital across levels of the 
categorical independent variables. 

Categorical variable   Bonding Bridging Linking 
Advisor’s gender Female  49.10 .9.12*** 6.95*** 
 Male  44.50 19.71*** 15.97*** 

 
Advisor is local resident No  45.53 17.96 14.65 
 Yes  43.84 20.02 15.91 

 
Advisor has a second job No  42.57 13.85*** 12.75*** 
 Yes  46.21 21.20*** 16.32*** 

 
First time as advisor No  37.53*** 14.67*** 12.92** 
 Yes  47.88*** 20.24*** 15.94** 

 
Advisor has family No  44.43 17.53** 14.26** 
 Yes  46.11 21.18** 16.92** 

 
Advisor’s education Othera  43.20 15.48*** 13.59* 
 Veterinarian  46.00 20.57*** 15.98* 

 
Member is local resident No  47.19 19.83 16.42 
 Yes  44.15 18.25 14.61 

 
Farm is main activity No  46.51 18.03 14.83 
 Yes  44.45 18.87 15.17 

 
Has family in group No  44.33 15.68*** 13.82* 
 Yes  45.39 20.75*** 15.97* 

 
Has best friends in group No  44.35 17.04 13.78 
 Yes  45.30 19.60 15.84 

 
SES Low  40.80 18.37 16.00 
 Medium  45.81 18.70 14.97 
 High  38.44 19.37 13.84 

 
a Includes: Agronomists, biologists, and agricultural specialists.  
b Includes: Dairy cattle, beef cattle, sheep, and bees. 
*Tendency to significance. 
** Significant at the .05 level of alpha 
*** Significant at the .01 level of alpha 
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Table 4-5. Continued. 
Categorical variable   Bonding Bridging Linking 
Gender of participant Female  44.61 13.24** 11.74* 
 Male  44.99 19.22** 15.43* 

 
Participant’s education Elementary  40.51*** 16.81 14.23 
 Secondary  45.67*** 20.15 16.59 
 Higher  51.24*** 19.88 14.67 

 
Age of participant 40 or less  40.92** 18.03** 15.40* 
 41 - 50  48.34** 22.31** 17.14* 
 More than 50  45.36** 16.78** 13.60* 

 
Years in the program Less than 1  43.43*** 13.37*** 11.48*** 
 1 - 3  43.02*** 19.70*** 16.36*** 
 More than 3  53.08*** 26.63*** 19.01*** 

 
Region of the state Central  39.10*** 18.96 14.25* 
 North  47.06*** 20.19 17.19* 
 South  55.33*** 16.05 14.26* 

 
Type of production Otherb  45.42 14.34*** 14.23 
 Dual-purpose cattle  44.78 20.27*** 15.40 

 
Years the group has 
existed Less than 1  40.24** 15.70*** 11.53*** 
 1 -3   46.88** 18.57*** 15.89*** 
 More than 3  46.29** 25.42*** 19.04*** 
a Includes: Agronomists, biologists, and agricultural specialists.  
b Includes: Dairy cattle, beef cattle, sheep, and bees. 
*Tendency to significance. 
** Significant at the .05 level of alpha 
*** Significant at the .01 level of alpha 

(Back to text) 
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Table 4-6. Correlations between bonding, bridging, and linking social capital and scale 
independent variables. 

 Bonding social 
capital 

Bridging social 
capital 

Linking social 
capital 

Importance of group activity   .35**   .17**   .18** 
Group tolerance   .14**   .08   .07 
Homogeneity   .00 -.05 -.12* 
Trust change in neighbors   .08   .16**   .05 
Trust change in strangers   .01 -.01   .01 
Formal networks in community   .15** -.04 -.08 
Previous network activity   .16**   .15**   .09 
Current network activity -.00   .09   .08 
Importance of bridging/linking activities   .24**   .17**   .19** 
Community tolerance   .06   .13**   .02 
Direct institutional trust change   .14**   .04   .07 
Trust change in political parties -.02   .01   .04 
Trust change in communication media   .02   .04   .12* 
Previous related institutional contacts   .19**   .33**   .33** 
Current related institutional contacts   .23**   .24**   .24** 
Related institutional contact change   .03 -.10 -.10* 
Unrelated previous institutional contacts   .12*   .11*   .12* 
Unrelated current institutional contacts   .08   .14**   .16** 
Unrelated Institutional Contact Change -.05   .62   .06 
Advisor's Age   .06   .18**   .14** 
* Correlation is significant (p ≤ 0.05). 
** Correlation is highly significant (p ≤ 0.01). 
 
(Back to text) 
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Table 4-7. Multiple regression model for bonding social capital. 
Component Estimate P-value 
Intercept   47.35 .00*** 
Importance of group activities     7.53 .00*** 
Years in the program     5.04 .00*** 
Region is South   11.73 .00*** 
Region is North     4.09 .11 
Previous related institutional contacts     2.37 .02** 
Current related institutional contacts     1.50 .16 
Group tolerance     1.83 .02** 
Advisor is female      5.00 .17 
Adjusted R-square: .194 
Significance of the model: .000 
** Significant effect. 
*** Highly significant effect 
 

(Back to text) 
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Table 4-8. Multiple regression model for bridging social capital. 
Component Estimate  P-value 
Intercept .39  .93 
Importance of bridging / linking activities 3.54  .00*** 
Years in the program 4.67  .00*** 
Trust change to neighbors 3.61  .00*** 
Region is not North 5.43  .00*** 
Region is not South 7.90  .00*** 
Length of group’s existence 2.75  .02** 
Advisor is female -9.11  .00*** 
Group participant is female -5.07  .03** 
Is not a first time advisor -5.46  .00*** 
Advisor is not a veterinarian -3.60  .01** 
Previous related institutional contacts 2.93  .00*** 
Current related institutional contacts 1.16  .10* 
Unrelated institutional contact change 2.37  .02** 
Advisor is not a local resident -1.21  .43 
Farming is not the main activity -1.14  .48 
 Adjusted R-square: .30 

Significance of the model: .00 
*Tendency to significance. 
**Significant effect. 

     *** Highly significant effect. 
 
(Back to text) 
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Table 4-9. Multiple regression model for linking social capital. 
Component Estimate  P-value 
Intercept 11.54  .00*** 
Importance of bridging / linking activities 2.36  .00*** 
Years in the program 2.69  .00*** 
Previous related institutional contacts 1.98  .00*** 
Current related institutional contacts 1.55  .01*** 
Homogeneity -1.03  .00*** 
Region is not North .21  .89 
Region is not South 1.21  .46 
Advisor is female -8.21  .00*** 
Group participant is female -2.76  .15 
Advisor does not have a second job -2.02  .10* 
Is not a first time as advisor -2.42  .10* 
 Adjusted R-square: .22 

Significance of the model: .00 
*Tendency to significance. 
***Highly significant effect. 

 

(Back to text) 
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Table 4-10. Multilevel multiple regression model for bonding social capital. 
Component Estimate P-value 
Intercept   48.18 .00*** 
Importance of group activities     7.60 .00*** 
Years in the program     4.47 .01*** 
Region is not South  -11.48 .00*** 
Region is not North    -3.96 .22 
Previous related institutional contacts     2.07 .04** 
Current related institutional contacts     1.41 .19 
Group tolerance     1.69 .03** 
Advisor is female     4.52 .32 
-2 Restricted Log Likelihood; Intercept only: 3,646.26 Model: 3,567.59 
Covariance parameters. Intercept only: Group level = 109.37 Residual = 415.06  
 Model: Group level = 24.71 Residual = 398.74*** 
**Significant effect. 
***Highly significant effect. 
 

(Back to text) 
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Table 4-11. Multilevel multiple regression model for bridging social capital. 
Component Estimate P-value 
Intercept 6.46 .42 
Importance of bridging / linking activities 2.20 .01** 
Years in the program 3.93 .00*** 
Trust change to neighbors 2.01 .02** 
Region is not North 4.56 .19 
Region is not South 6.35 .09* 
Length of group’s existence 1.59 .49 
Advisor is female -8.26 .08* 
Group participant is female -5.01 .02** 
Is not first time as advisor -4.59 .18 
Advisor is not a veterinarian -3.71 .17 
Previous related institutional contacts 2.10 .00*** 
Current related institutional contacts 1.44 .04** 
Unrelated institutional contact change 1.63 .09* 
Advisor is not a local resident -1.32 .64 
Farming is not the main activity -3.49 .23 
-2 Restricted Log Likelihood; Intercept only: 3,290.47 Model: 3,175.35 
Covariance parameters; Intercept only: Group level = 101.12 Residual = 161.77 
 Model: Group level = 45.75** Residual = 148.54*** 
*Tendency to significance 
**Significant effect. 
***Highly significant effect. 
 

(Back to text) 
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Table 4-12. Multilevel multiple regression model for linking social capital. 
Component Estimate P-value 
Intercept 12.87 .00*** 
Importance of bridging / linking activities 1.01 .14 
Years in the program 2.62 .01*** 
Previous related institutional contacts 1.62 .00*** 
Current related institutional contacts 1.48 .01*** 
Homogeneity -.94 .02** 
Region is not North -.62 .83 
Region is not South .17 .95 
Advisor is female -7.72 .05** 
Group participant is female -1.97 .26 
Advisor does not have a second job -1.76 .46 
Is not a first time advisor -2.32 .41 
-2 Restricted Log Likelihood; Intercept only:3,100.22 Model: 3,018.69 
Covariance parameters. Intercept only: Group level = 56.88 Residual = 102.05 
 Model: Group level = 34.88** Residual = 94.26*** 
**Significant effect. 
***Highly significant effect. 
 

(Back to text) 
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Table 4-13. Example of co-construction in the collective story on bonding social capital. 
Interview 
Group  Participant  Collective story  

San Juan  Diego  A good GGAVATT is that where all the members trust each other 
and are willing to pursue a common goal.  
 

Jutla  Santiago  There should be respect among the members, they should coexist 
harmoniously, and they should see each other as family. That is a 
good GGAVATT.  
 

San Juan  León  We all collaborate in the GGAVATT and we have obtained many 
things as group. At first we did not have a grass chopper, much less 
a tractor, all the work was manual.  
 

Calatán  Pablo  We got together to buy electric fences. As individual farmers we 
were unable to buy an electric fence; we did not even know about 
them. We decided to buy them as a group and raffle off the turns. 
We were 12 or 13 Gavateros. We got together to make a raffle for 
the turns and once the order was established, we calculated the 
amount of money that each one needed to provide to cover the cost. 
Every 15 days each one of us made that money available to buy a 
new electric fence. That is how we acquired them.  
 

Jutla  Gerardo  We also got an animal feeds dealership. A representative of the 
company came to our monthly meeting to give a talk and after that 
he asked if we were interested in selling his products in this 
community. All the members voted and we decided to become his 
dealers. Since then, we buy the feed that we need for our cows at a 
special price. The group also sells feed to other farmers that are not 
part of the GGAVATT at a higher price.  
 

San Juan  Diego  That same way we have obtained grass choppers, medicines, and 
many other things. We have used that same procedure to build silos 
and we became organized to visit one farm each weekend and work 
together.  

 
 
(Back to text) 
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Story 1: What a good GGAVATT is 
 Sub-story 1: Everybody collaborates  
  Sub-sub-story 1.1: Electric fences  
  Sub-sub-story 1.2: The animal feeds dealership  
 
 Sub-story 2: The group has rules  
  Sub-sub-story 2.1: Reciprocity  
   Sub-sub-sub-story 2.1.1: Inside and outside the group  
  Sub-sub-story 2.2: The monthly meeting  
   Sub-sub-sub-story 2.2.1: Missing the meeting  
    
 Sub-story 3: Transforming the future  
  Sub-sub-story 3.1: Teaching the children  
  Sub-sub-story 3.2: The aspirations  
Figure 4-1. Structure of the collective story on bonding social capital. 

 

(Back to text) 
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Table 4-14. Narrative structures from the collective story on bonding social capital and their 
interpreted contribution to social capital.  

Excerpt from story and sub-stories Narrative 
structure 

Interpreted contribution to social 
capital access 

A good GGAVATT is that where 
the members trust each other. 

Abstract Central role of trust as a collective 
asset necessary for the success of 
the group. 
 

At the beginning we did not have 
grass chopper, much less a tractor, 
all the work was manual.  
 

Complication Their individual limitations are now 
a group challenge and they 
addressed them as such.  

We got organized to buy those 
things. Every 15 days every one of 
us collaborated equally with money 
to buy an electric fence. That is how 
we all have electric fences now. 
 

Result Group membership allows farmers 
to work collectively to transform 
their current realities. 

GGAVATT participants embrace 
big expectations for the future. 
 

Evaluation Membership provides security that 
translates into positive attitudes. 

“Just do good without selecting to 
whom” 

Coda Membership provides participants 
with opportunities to improve other 
lives. 

 

(Back to text) 
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Story 2: The extended community  
 Sub-story 1: Diffusion of technology  
  Sub-sub-story 1.1: Others are copying us  
  Sub-sub-story 1.2: Preparing a silo  
  Sub-sub-story 1.3: Milking hygiene  
 Sub-story 2: The Advisor’s role  
 Sub-story 3: Regional transformations  
  Sub-sub-story 3.1: Economic activity  
  Sub-sub-story 3.2: Community attachment  
 Sub-story 4: Social pressure  
  Sub-sub-story 4.1: Why should I pay to do what you are doing?  
  Sub-sub-story 4.2: Keep your focus  

Figure 4-2. Structure of the collective story on bridging social capital. 

 

(Back to text) 
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Table 4-15. Narrative structures from the collective story on bridging social capital and their 
interpreted contribution to social capital access.   

Excerpt from story and sub-stories Narrative 
structure 

Interpreted contribution to social 
capital access 

The GGAVATT was the foundation 
for cattle production to become an 
important economic activity in the 
region. 
 

Abstract Farmers identified the GGAVATT 
as a viable structure to achieve 
economic development. 

When they noticed that our cows 
produced more, looked prettier, and 
were healthier, they started to ask. 

Complication The GGAVATT, as a source of 
information, represents an asset both 
for participants and non-
participants. 
 

Today, there is a GGAVATT in the 
majority of the communities in the 
region. 

Result Productive social networks in the 
region have increased and 
thickened. 
 

Now that we know that with the 
correct advice we can produce, we 
do not want to leave our 
communities. 
 

Evaluation Through the GGAVATT, 
community attachment has 
increased. 

We are having an informative 
impact in the community 

Coda Information and communication in 
the community have been affected 
by the GGAVATT. 

 

(Back to the text) 
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Story 3: Dealing with institutions  
 Sub-story 1: Equipping the group  
  Sub-sub-story 1.1:Buying a tractor  
  Sub-sub-story 1.2: Problems to get a motocultor  
 Sub-story 2: People and Institutions  
  Sub-sub-story 3.1: The Engineer  
  Sub-sub-story 3.2: Rosario  
  Sub-sub-story 3.3: The Doctor  
 Sub-story 3: Union is strength  
  Sub-sub-story 3.1: What is the problem?  
  Sub-sub-story 3.2: Getting organized  
  Sub-sub-story 3.3: Future of the region  

Lessons learned  
Figure 4-3. Structure of the collective story on linking social capital. 

 

(Back to text) 
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Table 4-16. Narrative structures from the collective story on linking social capital and their 
interpreted contribution to social capital access.  

Excerpts from sub-stories Narrative 
structure 

Interpreted contribution to social 
capital access 

We have more power as a group 
than as individuals. 
 

Abstract Participants are empowered for 
political action. 

We have always had the problem of 
having to sell our products at very 
low prices, and we asked a 
politician for help. 
 

Complication The farmers have now a collective 
personality and voice that is used to 
establish dialogues with people in 
power positions. 

Nine Societies of Rural Production 
(SPR) were formed in seven 
municipalities. Many of these 
farmers were already integrated into 
GGAVATT groups. 
 

Result Changes in the size and structure of 
the network as a strategy to access 
greater levels of social capital. 

There are many programs and 
resources available but they are not 
enough to alleviate all the problems 
of rural people. 
 

Evaluation Participants understand that they 
need to have an active role in 
development and, therefore, they are 
truly empowered. 

As a group it is easier to request, 
and obtain, support to buy 
equipment that will be useful to 
many people. 

Coda The benefits negotiated as a group 
may spill over to the extended 
community. 

 
 
(Back to text) 
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CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

Extension scholars around the world have proposed the implementation of group-extension 

approaches as an alternative to increase the access to social capital at the local level and help 

smallholders meet the challenges of development.  The need arises then to investigate the 

mechanisms through which this type of intervention may affect social interaction of its 

beneficiaries.   

This dissertation is a report of an evaluation study of a group-extension program found in 

Mexico.  Membership in this program and access to three different forms of social capital, 

namely, bonding, bridging, and linking, are explored.  In addition, the effects and implications of 

participant demographics, group characteristics, and community uniqueness on access to social 

capital are discussed.   

Statement of the Problem 

If we reconsider the description of good practices in contemporary extension systems 

offered by Swanson (2008) (i.e. decentralized, market-driven, pluralistic, and characterized by 

farmers taking a leadership role), the need for coordinated and active participation of farmers in 

modern extension systems is evident.  It is important then to explore the suggested association 

between farmers’ participation in group-extension programs and access to social capital.  Special 

attention must be placed in the identification of the activities fostered by this type of program 

that situate the participant farmers as protagonists of the social capital process and active co-

constructors of a better collective future. 

To determine the attributes and activities of GGAVATTs that are associated with greater 

levels of social capital, the purpose of this study is to create a profile of the social dynamics of 
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Veracruzan farmers in terms of the forms and types of social capital that are accessible to them 

as participants in the GGAVATT program.  The specific objectives of this study are: 

1. To provide a description of the social capital of GGAVATT groups and participants by: 

a) Describing the distribution of dependent (i.e. bonding, bridging, and linking social 
capital) and independent variables among respondents. 

b) Exploring the bivariate relationships present between dependent and independent 
variables. 

c) Investigating the multivariate relationships affecting bonding, bridging, and linking 
forms of social capital. 

d) Determining the distribution of the variation explained by the multivariate models at 
the individual and group levels.  

2. To contextualize how social capital takes form in the lives of the participants by looking 
for evidence of access to social capital, represented through transformations in roles and 
cooperation, in the stories that GGAVATT participants co-construct around their 
participation in the program.  

3. To connect the description and context obtained in specific objectives 1 and 2 to represent 
the complexity and multidimensionality embedded in the interactions fostered by the 
GGAVATT program and discuss its plausible consequences.  

Review of the Methodology 

This responsive evaluation (Guba & Lincoln, 1986) was planned within the overarching 

notion that social phenomena are highly complex and should be explored using a combination of 

methodologies.  The study follows a goal-free, theory-driven evaluation approach (Chen & 

Rossi, 1980) to explore access to different forms and types of social capital as an unintended, 

unanticipated, direct consequence of the participation in the GGAVATT program (Rogers, 

2003).  The connections between program participation and social capital access are investigated 

with quantitative and qualitative methodologies arranged in a parallel or concurrent mixed-

method design (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003).   
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Summary and Discussion of Results 

A holistic review of the results from both segments of this study demonstrates that 

GGAVATT participants have access to different forms of social capital which translates in their 

lives into collective action and empowerment.  This is of the utmost importance because, as the 

collective stories show, participants would not be able to generate and take advantage of 

opportunities for development if they don’t have a more or less balanced stock of bonding, 

bridging, and linking social capital.  Through their bridging and linking ties the groups are able 

to find opportunities present in larger networks that can be later capitalized if they possess strong 

bonding ties.  This is consistent with the findings that Dahal and Adhikari (2008) obtained 

studying collective management of resources at the community level.  They found that a united 

community was capable of influencing state policies through an increased access to resources 

and information from an expanded network.  For example, the narratives show that the 

GGAVATT provides participants with opportunities and a favorable environment to interact 

with diverse institutions.  This form of connection is important because it enables the groups to 

communicate with people in influential positions, from whom they may be able to obtain 

valuable information, funding, or even the development of a more favorable political 

environment for their productive activities.  This has led to situations in which the local 

GGAVATT group is taking the lead to download different kinds of resources to their 

communities such as equipment or marketing advice.  According to Mercoiret et al. (2007) this 

type of organizations can only play an effective role of intermediation between farmers and other 

actors when they operate in an institutional environment favorable for that activity.  

Additionally, the results from both segments have shown how important are the current 

institutional contacts for participants access to the different forms of social capital.  The more 

people that participants know in positions of influence within the institutions related with 
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GGAVATT, the more likely they would be to have greater levels of social capital and, 

consequently, to become empowered through their capacity for collective action.   

The results from both segments also have provided evidence of the positive effect that time 

and motivation have on access to the different forms of social capital.  The statistics show that 

those participants that had been GGAVATT members for a longer time are more likely to have 

greater levels of social capital; and this effect of time is also present in the collective stories.  If 

we think about the elements forming the three dependent variables of this study (i.e. bonding, 

bridging, and linking social capital; see Figure 2-6) it would be expected for time to play such an 

important role.  Trust is something that takes time to develop, even though there must be already 

a certain level of trust since the moment that participants decide to get together and form a group, 

and may result from multiple factors as was described in Chapter 2.  In addition to that, the 

establishment of reciprocity, which some scholars have equated to trustworthiness, goes hand to 

hand with the development of trust and, therefore, is also dependent on time.  Finally, as trust 

and trustworthiness develop over time participants would likely be more motivated to participate 

in the activities and this motivation would translate into action.  In direct connection with the 

participants’ motivation, both segments have also shown that the importance that participants 

place on the different program activities is also positively associated with greater levels of social 

capital; this importance is evident for other participants as this excerpt from the collective story 

on bonding social capital reveals: “Everyone must be committed.  They need to feel that 

dedication to the group…”  And GGAVATT participants continue this story exemplifying how 

important it is for them to enforce the norm of attending the monthly meetings and the 

celebratory nature of these meetings involving the participation of the host family.  It is this 

commitment and interest in the group which would ultimately lead to what Bourdieu (1986) 
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referred to as “recognition.”  The implication of this finding is that every day in the program 

counts.  The advisor needs to be very careful to make sure that the passage of time is having a 

positive effect on the stocks of trust, reciprocity, and motivation within the group.   

The quantitative segment has shown that there are other factors affecting the levels of 

social capital of GGAVATT participants.  For example, when the gender of the advisor, the 

participants, or both, is female this has a negative effect on the levels of bridging and linking 

social capital.  As was already discussed, this might be a reflection of traditional Mexican 

culture.  According to Ramírez (1977), early in her life a Mexican woman learns to keep to 

herself and assume a passive role.  Additionally, many formal, and informal, Mexican 

institutions are still heavily dominated by men and, for some of these men, “machismo” is still a 

barrier that impedes interaction as peers with women (Paz, 1962).  Fortunately, this feature of 

Mexican culture has been slowly decreasing during the last 45 years.  Diaz-Guerrero (1975) 

reported progress on this area almost 35 years ago.  However, it is not strange to find men and 

women that still bear remnants of this form of social construction of gender on their lives.  This 

cultural characteristic is likely to be, at least partially, responsible for the gender differences 

observed in relation to bridging and linking social capital.  However, the collective stories from 

the qualitative segment did not provide any indication that gender was an issue for GGAVATT 

participants.  This might be a consequence of the composition of the interview groups which 

were formed only by men.  It is possible that these men either do not consider gender to be an 

issue in the social dynamics of the group or just simply do not want to talk about it.   

Region of the state was also found to have a significant effect on the levels of different 

forms of social capital for GGAVATT participants in the results from the quantitative segment of 

the study.  This might also be due to cultural differences across regions.  In terms of agricultural 
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production, people from the North and Central regions of the state are considered more 

progressive and open to change than people from the South, who are considered more 

traditionalists.  Extrapolating this idea into the realm of this study, it might be valid to presume 

that these characteristics are likely to affect the levels of social capital of GGAVATT 

participants.  For example, participants from the South would have greater levels of bonding 

social capital but lack bridging linkages which would be consistent with what the quantitative 

results have shown.  However, the collective stories from the qualitative segment of the study did 

not show any differences across regions of the state on how the access that participants have to 

different forms of social capital is manifested into their lives.  This might be the result of the 

selection process where leaders were identified by group members to participate in the study and, 

therefore, they are likely to be progressive as a whole.  The quantitative segment also showed 

that the number of institutional contacts, both previous or current and related or unrelated, are 

positively associated with greater levels of social capital which shows that connectedness is a 

key element in access to social capital.   

In general, the hierarchical linear models explained a good proportion of the variation at 

the group level; however, the variation at the individual, or residual, level was poorly explained.  

This fact in conjunction with the previously described discrepancies in homogeneity (i.e. how 

participants self-rate their SES level and how they compare their SES to those of the members of 

their groups) suggest that a completely different set of socio-cultural variables might be needed 

to explain the variation at the individual level.   

The qualitative segment of the study showed that participants access different forms of 

social capital which leads to collective action and empowerment.  The GGAVATT groups have 

proven to be valuable resources for the communities where they operate.  Horizontal connections 
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that are present between GGAVATT groups and other groups in their communities represent an 

important source of bridging social capital.  Local residents access these networks in search of 

information which they later use to transform their communities and, in return, the program has 

been invigorated through the creation of new groups and the incorporation of new members.  

This is consistent with Mercoiret et al. (2007) which claim that farmers participating in group-

extension programs are an important source of technology dissemination to non-participant 

peers.  This has also helped program participants to broaden their social network which is likely 

to lead to the finding of new opportunities.   

The participants perceive that the GGAVATT has endowed them with a sense of belonging 

and a supportive social network which contribute to the development of attachment to the 

community (Brehm, Eisenhauer, & Krannich, 2004; Lev-Wiesel, 2003).  This is particularly 

relevant in a country like Mexico that has been suffering of a prolonged migration of young rural 

residents to cities and to the United States of America in search of economic opportunities.   

GGAVATT participants identified the importance of having clear rules and norms to guide 

the participation in group processes.  This is a key element of success because clear rules 

increase transparency and accountability and help reduce conflicts (Abaru, Nyakuni, and Shone 

2006).  The training that GGAVATT participants obtain within the group context represents 

another advantage for their communities.  In the case of the GGAVATT many members and 

former members have later occupied positions of power at the local level.  The leadership and 

record keeping skills developed in the program have translated into enhanced administrative 

transparency and accountability at the local level; this effect has been observed in similar 

programs (Abaru, Nyakuni, and Shone 2006)  By making available to its participants 

opportunities to develop and access bonding, bridging, and linking forms of social capital, the 
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GGAVATT program seems to be a viable extension approach to meet the current challenges of 

rural and agricultural development.  Abaru et al. (2006) say that farmers’ organizations have the 

capacity to analyze and solve their own problems and promote local development and 

democracy.  These characteristics are highly desirable when the goal is to have decentralized 

pluralistic systems with farmers leading in response to changing market conditions.   

Based on empirical evidence (Grootaert, Narayan, Nyhan Jones, & Woolcock, 2004; Hu, 

Huang, Hendrikse, & Xu, 2007; Kubo, 1979; Spellerberg, 2001; Stone, 2001), kinship was 

expected to affect social capital of groups.  However, neither the advisor having family in the 

group nor the group participants having family in their groups had a significant effect on social 

capital levels.  It is possible that these variables have a certain type of association (e.g. 

conditional, spurious, etc.) with other variables; maybe some of the unknown sociocultural 

variables previously mentioned.  Lacking an identification of these sociocultural variables 

represents a limitation of this study. 

The findings from this study open the door for diverse reflections on social capital theory.  

First, the creation of a multiplicative index for social capital combining the levels of trust, 

reciprocity, and activity within the network seems to be a useful indicator for exploring this 

phenomenon.  However, further studies are needed to explore the usefulness of this index in 

different settings and to determine the specific weight that each elements should have in the 

equation to increase its accuracy.  Next, using the individual as unit of analysis but analyzing the 

distribution of variation at both the individual and group levels has shown that most of the 

variation affecting the levels of the three different forms of social capital is found at the 

individual level.  This suggests that social capital is a group attribute (i.e. of the network) that 

presents an enormous variation at the individual level (e.g. individual attributes, position in 
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network, and density and quality of ties within the network).  This is very important because 

even though the findings at the group level are more useful for policy development, exploring the 

differences at the individual level will be helpful for fine-tuning the policies.  Finally, returning 

to the basic element in social capital theory was useful to provide a focus to the study and to 

reduce the noise of confounding variables.  The use of trust, reciprocity, and level of activity 

within the network (because in this particular case membership in the network was already a 

given) as the three key components of social capital helped to separate and identify the concept 

in a clear way making it suitable for analysis.   

The results have also shown that the level of social capital differs across participants and 

groups. In other words, some participants have greater levels of social capital than others.  The 

collective stories illustrated some problems that had occurred with advisors, or people 

representing different institutions, resulting in groups disbanding or never forming.  The 

qualitative data contains additional evidence showing that some participants have abandoned the 

program for a variety of reasons.  These findings suggest that the GGAVATT program does not 

work the same for everybody and it might be necessary to explore the reasons behind this.   

Recommendations 

The GGAVATT needs to decrease that gap between men and female levels of bonding and 

bridging social capital (Diamond, 2004; Maarse, Wentholt, & Chibudu, 1998).  This is very 

important because every day more farmers in the world are women but they only receive 5% of 

the extension services worldwide (F.A.O., 2009).  The World Bank has found that with the 

incorporation of a gender component into development programs the effectiveness is likely to 

increase in a significant way (World Bank, 2002a).  Some strategies to address this issue are: (a) 

take group advisors, both men and women, to Xalapa to meet the people working inside the 

governmental institutions and to learn about the different benefits that can be derived from a 
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stronger communication with these individuals.  This activity is likely to enhance 

communication between advisors and governmental institutions and to help female advisors to 

overcome traditional cultural barriers; (b) organize fieldtrips for the people working inside 

governmental institutions in Xalapa to visit with advisors and clientele to have a firsthand 

observation of their daily work and needs.  This may allow institutional employees to become 

more sensitive to the realities of the advisors and their clients which could translate into bringing 

the voices of these men and women in to the planning process at the institutional level; (c) 

educate advisors, clienteles, and institutional contacts about the advantages of connectedness and 

intercultural communication skills.  This strategy has the potential to increase the importance that 

these individuals place on connectedness and therefore increase their level of activity towards 

that purpose; (d) in combination with the training in items a-c above, establish women mentoring 

groups.  Current female participants and advisors can act as mentors for new female group 

members and advisors.  These mentoring groups can also increase awareness among non-

participant women about the advantages of participating in a program like this; and (e) develop 

promotional program materials including pictures showing women participating in the program 

to motivate more women to be involved either as advisors or as participants.   

All stakeholders need to understand the benefits of connectedness (Dahal & Adhikari, 

2008; Diamond, 2004; Larsen et al., 2004; Pretty, 2003).  Advisors should try to identify the 

most important local groups in the communities where their GGAVATTs operate and establish 

linkages with them to promote communication across different local institutions.  These other 

local groups might also receive information from the group advisors or participants on how they 

can get linked with governmental institutions.   
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The need for further research on different areas can be established from the results of this 

study.  These areas are: (a) explore socio-cultural variables that may affect the access to social 

capital; (b) look not only at the presence of family, or kin, ties but also at the quality of these ties; 

(c) explore if group size has an effect on social capital levels; (d) test the multiplicative index 

used in this study on different setting and with different units of analysis (e.g. community level 

and organizational level); (e) explore if the levels of social capital of a group are associated with 

its productivity and adoption of technology; and (f) look at groups that have disbanded.  Not all 

GGAVATT groups have been successful.  A large proportion of groups that are formed lack the 

capacity to survive the initial five years.  Other groups that survive this period disband after 

completing it.  If the value of the GGAVATT to the communities has been established, it would 

be important to explore the reasons behind this disintegration of groups to look for factors 

affecting success and develop strategies to alleviate them.  There are two general considerations 

that would be recommended to be applied to conduct research in all the areas mentioned in this 

paragraph.  First, the use of mixed-methods because of the richness and quality of information 

that it provides.  And second, the conceptualization and operationalization of social capital 

should be limited to its essential components (i.e. structural and cognitive).   
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APPENDIX A 
IRB APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX B 
SURVEY INSTRUMENT FOR GROUP ADVISORS 
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APPENDIX C 
SURVEY INSTRUMENT FOR GROUP PARTICIPANTS 

 

 



 

155 

 

 

 

 



 

156 

 



 

157 

 

 

 



 

158 

 

(Back to text) 

 



 

159 

APPENDIX D 
INFORMED CONSENT FOR GROUP ADVISORS 
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APPENDIX E 
INFORMED CONSENT FOR GROUP PARTICIPANTS 
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APPENDIX F 
INFORMED CONSENT FOR SOCIAL INTERVIEWS 
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APPENDIX G 
SUBJECTIVITY STATEMENT 

I was born in the largest city of the world, Mexico City.  For the first 15 years of my life, 

contact with rural life was limited to what was possible for me to experience in my trips to the 

countryside.  Nevertheless, that minimal exposure to the influence of the country life was enough 

to awake in me a deep interest for the quality of life of rural communities which has become a 

central topic in my study.   

My first real contact with agriculture and rural life took place during my days in veterinary 

school.  When I decided to become a veterinarian, my objective was to establish a practice for 

small animals in a city.  However, two events influenced the outcome of my professional life 

after graduation.  On the one hand, the curriculum of the veterinary school in Veracruz, where I 

had moved during high school, was focused on the study of large animals, particularly bovines.  

On the other hand, I had experienced so many good things working in rural communities that I 

became convinced that, as James Herriot has wisely remarked, farmers are truly the salt of the 

earth.   

After working many years among farmers, my interest in agriculture has increased.  

However, the focus of my interest is not anymore in the animal health or productivity but in the 

social context where agriculture takes place.  Inside this framework, my main concern is to 

understand how the life of rural communities can be improved in a form that is significant at 

various levels of evidence.   

In multiple times, and in different roles and settings, I have interacted with diverse 

GGAVATT’s stakeholders.  These experiences have given me the opportunity to appreciate the 

program from numerous viewpoints.  Most of the group advisors are veterinarians or 

agronomists, and I believe that they are convinced that the best way to help the farmers is by 
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increasing the productivity of the farms; the researchers share and strengthen this idea of 

progress based on diffusion of technologies.  For them, the GGAVATT also represents an 

excellent setting to test new ideas under real conditions.  

I also consider that for the authorities and development agencies, the GGAVATT is an 

adequate structure, that is already present, to communicate information and channel resources to 

the farmers.  For the farmers, the GGAVATT is a form of organization that belongs to them, an 

asset that empowers through the diffusion of information and the communication with peers, 

institutions, and authorities.  

It was through dialogue with these individuals that was possible for me to identify the need 

of studying the GGAVATT from diverse perspectives. 
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