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ABSTRACT

This study assessed social capital for sustailadgihood among the rural dwellers in lwo Agriculal Zone of
Osun State with the following specific objectivegentifying respondents’ socioeconomic charactiesstievel of social
capital worth and benefits accruing to the respatglas a result of their participation in sociafwak. A total of 231
respondents were selected for the study throughilistage sampling technique and data were coliewti¢h the use of
structured interview schedule. Descriptive statsssuch as mean, percentages and frequencies sexténupresenting the
data, while inferential statistics such as Chi-squend PPMC were used in testing the hypothesgsedftudy. The results
of the finding revealed that the mean age of redpots was calculated as 43 years. Majority (63.2%irated that their
worth is based on number of people with whom thetyvork. The study also shows that religious orgaion provides a
linkage system to respondents’ social network. Abdmlif of the respondents have a high level of aocapital worth,
(43.3%) benefited from all seasons livelihood doiesacial networking while (39.4%) and (37.2%) resjwely derived
security and recognition benefits respectively. éledf educationy2 = 29.107), religiony2 = 7.322), Age (r = 0.165) and
household size (r = 0.257) have significant retattdp with respondents’ social capital worth. Sarlil, benefits level
have significant relationship (r = 0.356) with sdatapital worth. The findings further revealedtthderiority complex,
low level of education, poor communication netwagokor road network and dominance by superior mesniere the
major constraints to social networking in the stadga. Therefore, Existing organizations in thelgtarea should be more
strengthened by government and NGOs so as to ngfatiynand adequately benefit members as well &iacitothers for

improved livelihood.
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INTRODUCTION

Social capital is widely seen as a resource tlalitites cooperation within or between groups ebple. It can
emerge in relationships in many areas of life, sastthose involving friends and families, schoainomunities, ethnic,
religious and community groups, occupational grogpj firms, governments and other institutions. e social capital
is used to refer to connections which exist amoegpfe and organizations. These social networks Hhenmrtant
implications for social identity, emotional suppoat well as the exchange of goods, services, @odmation. Putnam

(2001) defines "Social capital as value of the alocietworks which is embodied in various commusitigoth
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geographically and communities of interest), ane ttust and reciprocity that flow from those netkgrAccording
Woolcock (2001), an individual acquires social talpghrough participation in informal networks, igigred organizations,
associations of different kinds and social movenagt it can also represent the sum of these expese Social networks
are often built when, happiest and most rewardingeg are spent talking to neighbours, sharing medls friends,
attending religious gatherings and volunteeringcimmmunity projects. There is growing evidence Hwatial capital is an
element for sustainable development due to the itghkays in managing risks, shocks, and opporiesiitit therefore,
holds strong position to confront poverty and vudtidity (Narayan and Pritchett, 1997). The rectigni that social
capital is an input in a household or a nationtsdpction function has major implications for deyetwent policy and
project design. It suggests that the acquisitiohwhan capital and the establishment of a physiedstructure need to
be complemented by institutional development, atltital and the national level in order to reapftiebenefits of the
afore mentioned investments (Grootaert, 2001). & ea good number of studies addressing the sffdcsocial capital
on those facets of development that can contrituteaking growth more sustainable in the long fangexample human
development and social cohesion. But it is notrcles what type of networks may exert a positivie@fon the different
dimensions of development (Sabatini, 2008). Therthérefore the need to assess the roles playesbdigl capital in
enhancing productivity and welfare of rural houddhpthe level of development of communities arat tf the nation as
a whole. To achieve the main objective, the stuggcHically, identified the socio-economic charaistéics of the
respondents and the various livelihood activitiest the respondents engage themselves in withisttity area. Also, the
study examined respondents’ levels of social chpitarth and identified the benefits that respondedérived from
participating in social networking. Finally, theudy determined the relationship between some szlesbcio economic
characteristics, specific benefits derived fromtipgrating in social networking and respondentseleof social capital

worth;
METHODOLOGY

The study was carried out in lwo Agricultural ZooeOsun State. Iwo Agricultural Zone is made upsefen
Local Government Areas (LGAs). The Zone lies or8I0lorth of the equator and 40 51 East of the Grégmmeridian.
The agricultural zone has a moderate rainfall df®03000mm per year. It has high temperature otiaB80C and high
relative humidity of over 90% and it has a longipérof raining season between 6-8 months and 3#timof dry seasons.
The population of this study included all the rudalellers in Iwo Agricultural Zone of Osun Stateultistage sampling
technique was adopted for the study. The firstesiagolved random selection of Fifty seven perd®&mi%) of the local
government areas (LGASs) including Irewole, Isok@ta-oluwa and Ayedaade L.G.A. The Second stage\vrdoselection
of thirty percent (30%) of villages from the list @gistered villages in each of the four Local @mment Areas selected
for this study. This therefore implies that two (&Jages was selected from Irewole LGA, one (l)ages from Isokan
LGA, three (2) villages from Ola-oluwa LGA and tW®) villages from Ayedaade LGA respectively, whitlakes a total
of seven (7) villages considered for this studytfFpercent (40%) of the rural dwellers in eachagé was considered.
Therefore, a total of 231 respondents were selefttedhis study as the sample size. Data for thiglys was mainly
primary data which was collected from the rural tevs from each of the selected villages in OswateStThe data was
collected with the aid of a pre-tested and validauctured interview schedule based on the dbgscof the study. The
dependent variable is the assessment of socialatdpi sustainable livelihood which was measurgdhe respondents’

level of involvement in social capital worth whilee independent variables include the socio-econ@maracteristics of
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the respondents, and the specific benefits deffiwad participating in social capital. Descriptivedainferential tools were
used for the analysis. The descriptive tools inelfréquency distribution, percentages and the mehres while Pearson’

Product Moment Correlation (PPMC) and Chi-squareewrsed to determine the relationship between bigsa

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Socio-Economic Characteristics

The age distribution of respondents as presentefiabie 1 shows that about (71.8%) of the resposdeste
below 51 years of age and the mean age was 43. yidassimplies that majority of the respondents avir their active
years and had enough vigour to engage in livelihacti/ities. This situation is favourable for lilleod diversification
and social networking. This result is consisterthwhe reports of Fabusoro et al. (2010) who reggbgimilar mean age
among the labour forces in rural areas of southiNegtria. Also, on table 1 more than three-quaf@s.8%) of the
respondents were males while females accountedh®rremaining (34.2%). This implies the dominandenmle
household heads over the females in the sceneralfincome-generating activities. This result isagreement with the
claim of Ebitigha (2008), Oludipe (2009) and Ewel§B014) that males still dominate rural income-gning activities.
Ekong (2003) also found that there are more malesétaold heads of active productive age in the aneds of southwest
Nigeria than females. Hence, male dominance in nregenerating activities is expected to impact thady on
livelihood diversification of the respondents ire tstudy area, as males are often considered mergetit and anxious to
strive hard to improve their family well-being, whiis one of the expected outcomes of livelihoogediification. Most
(69.3%) of the respondents were married (19.9%jlsjn(7.8%) widowed and (3.0%) divorced. This coblave an
implication on livelihood diversification since nmad individuals are likely to have access to miamily labour which
could also have influence on access to efficiertafdivelihood assets as well as changing rolesrasponsibilities. This
finding is in conformity with Ebitigha (2008) andu@ipe (2009)) who asserted that marriage can mmtfease access to
livelihood assets, especially among women and thyenecrease the level of their livelihood activitieMore than half
(65.4%) had one form of formal education or theegtiwhile (16.5% ) had no formal education and¥8.had vocational
education. This suggests that majority (65.4%hefrespondents in the study area were literates iflay likely increase
the extent of their livelihood diversification asesult of human capital assets arising from a keghkl of literacy. AImost
half (48.9%) of the respondents were Muslims, wiilg.1%) were Christians and a minority (6.1%) acted for those
that practiced traditional religion. Religious ledlis one of the major identities of most Nigeriaiifis suggests that
almost everyone is involved in one religion or thteer in the study area. The implication of thisghat the religious
affiliations of the respondents may determine thiglihood activities and the extent of divers#tmon. According to
Ewebiyi (2014) religion is closely related to cuétuso all rural development programmes and pglithat will create an
enabling environment for rural livelihood diverstiion should be within local-rural culture. 40.8%the respondents had
between 1-4 persons in their household, (29.9%)38&dersons, and (17.3%) had 9-12 persons whaé%t) had more
than 12 persons. The mean household size was &@dwds 7. This depicts a fairly large family siz¢he study area. This
result corroborates those of Aderinto (2012) anduBaro et al. (2010) that a fairly large houselsif is dominant in
rural Nigeria. This implies that large member ofibehold in the study area are likely to have maverdified income

sources if all the members are working and contiriiguto household welfare.
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Table 1: Distribution of Respondents by Socio-Ecormic Characteristics

<20 9 3.9 42.77+14.91
21-30 53 22.9
31-40 53 22.9
41-50 51 22.1
51-60 36 15.6
61-70 21 9.1
above 70 8 3.5
L sex [ [ ]
Male 152 65.8
Female 79 34.2
| MaitalStaws [ [ [ ]
Single 46 19.9
Married 160 69.3
Widow 18 7.8
Divorced 7 3.0
| Educationallevel [ [ [ |
Non formal 38 16.5
Adult 22 9.5
Vocational training 20 8.7
Primary 47 20.3
Secondary 46 19.9
NCE/ND 38 16.5
HND/BSc 20 8.7
| Religon [ [ [ |
Christianity 104 45.0
Islam 113 48.9
Traditional 14 6.1
| HouseholdSize [ [ [ |
1-4 93 40.3 6.57+4.63
5-8 69 29.9
9-12 40 17.3
13-16 20 8.7
>16 9 3.9

Source: Field survey, 2014

Livelihood Activities

Only 25.1% of the respondents diversified into &ratrop farming in both season of the year and @4.2
diversified into cocoa production also in both s#es (15.6%) and (14.3%) of the respondents difiedsinto cassava
processing and oil palm processing respectivelyutinout the year.The respondents were also invaivemtal trade such
as petty trading (18.6%), sale of agricultural prctd (14.7%) in both seasons of the year. The trésuher reveals that
12.1% of the respondents were involved in teachimgting (7.4%), palm wine tapping (7.4%) and haliaiting
(7.4%).0Other livelihood activities the respondestgaged in throughout the year included transpontd6.5%), rentals
(6.5%), tailoring (5.6%), estate management (5.680)sing (5.2%). However, the study further revehks livelihood
activities that were not so popular in the studgaaiSuch activities include pottery (1.3%) cleri)y8%o), welding (1.7%)
and brick making and laying which were mostly eadrbut in both seasons of the year. These areifeddskvelihood
options in the rural areas, many of which are beisgd to augment income generated from the maai livelihoods,



which area farming. The involvement of the respaorslén the various activities during both seasdtests to the fact that
rural households diversified their activities amd envolved in more than one livelihood activitydahighout the year. This
finding is in agreement with the report of Fabusetal. (2010) and Ewebiyi (2014) who reported thaal households
diversified their livelihoods in both wet and dgesons of the year

Table 2: Distribution of Respondents by LivelihoodActivities

Arable farming 3.9 25.1
Cocoa 5.2 1.3 24.2
Cashew 3.5 2.2 6.1
Oil palm 3.9 3.0 21.6
Kolanut 2.2 3.0 14.3
Livestock 0.9 0.4 7.4
Fish farming 1.3 1.7 9.1
| OffFamActvies [ | [ |
Cassava processing 1.7 1.7 15.6
Oil processing 3.0 2.2 14.3
Hunting 1.3 4.3 7.4
Milling farm products 0.9 1.3 5.6
Grinding pepper 0.4 0.4 3.0
Gathering and selling NTFPs 0.4 0.4 3.0
Palm wine tapping 0.9 6.5 7.4
| Non-FarmActivies [ | [ |
Transportation 0.4 0.4 6.5
Carpentry 0.4 0.9 3.5
Tailoring 0.9 0.9 5.6
Motor repair 0.9 1.7 2.6
Shoe making 0.4 1.3 3.5
Rentals 0.4 6.1 6.5
Barbing 0.4 3.9 4.3
Hair plaiting 0.4 6.9 7.4
Blacksmith 1.3 2.2 3.5
Clergy 0.4 0.9 1.3
Vulcanizing 0.9 2.2 3.0
Butchery 0.9 1.7 2.6
Pottery 0.4 0.4 1.3
Mat making 0.4 1.7 2.2
Soap making and selling 0.4 3.9 4.3
Brick making and laying 1.3 0.9 2.2
Welding 1.7
Estate management 0.4 0.9 5.6
Sales of processed agric. Products 1.3 1.7 14.7
Petty trading 0.4 1.7 18.6
Food vending 1.3 0.9 4.3
Selling of wate 1.7 1.7 3.0
Teaching 0.4 0.4 12.1
Nursing 0.9 0.9 5.2




LGA civil service

1.3

1.3

3.0

LGA night guard

0.4

0.4

3.9

*multiple respondents, Source: Field syna914
Ssocial Capital Worth

Results in Table 3 revealed the various categarigseople the respondents have interacted with.tMbshe
respondents reported that they interact a lot feithily members and relatives which was rated highdth a weighted
mean of 4.42 and that this group still remainsrtiust trusted with a mean of 4.33 and also a majuumfrom which help
and assistance is rendered to the individual. latiomship with the organization types, most of teepondents relates
more with the religious group (1.29) and also pgytited more in the religious activities (3.49)eTimdings imply that
the respondents’ connections with formal organiregiin the study area is low, and this may limditlaccess to help for

improved livelihood diversification from externaitérventions.

Table 3: Distribution of Respondents’ by Social Cajtal Worth

Your family members and Your

You family members and Your relativ 63)2 25.1 6.5 0.9 4.3 4.42
People in your neighborhood 25.1 32.5 19.9 104 112. 3.76
Your friends 26.0 33.8 19.5 11.7 9.1 3.48
Co-workers 16.5 27.7 29.4 11.7 147 3.56
Occupational/professional groups 10/4 28.1 338 9.5 18.2 3.20
Country fellow/old classmates 7.8 26.0 30.7 16.5§ .019 3.03

. 24.2 36.4 26.8 8.2 4.3 4.33
relatives
People in your neighborhood 18.6 37.2 22.9 13.9 7.43.46
Your friends 20.8 35.9 22.9 9.5 10/8 3.46
Co-workers 16.5 29.4 26.8 13.4 1319 3.21
Occupational/professional group 7 8 29.0 33.8 14.7 14. 7 3.00
Country fellow/old classmates 22.1 27.7 24.7 320 2.67

Your family members and relatives 24.2 3.93
People in your neighborhood 5.4 29.0 25.5 20.~ 19.93.16
Your friends 8.2 30.3 21.6 16.0 23|8 3.18§
Co-workers 3.9 22.1 26.4 21.2 264 2.94
Occupational/professional group 2.2 19.9 25.1 23.8 29.0 2.48
Country fellow/old classmates 6.1 12.1 18.4 28. 634 2.49
Certain political power 10.8 23.4 39.4 18.2 8|2 03.1
Wealth or owners of an enterprise or p

company 5.2 15.2 37.2 33.3 9.1 2.74




Broad connection with others 3.5 18.6 38.% 18.6 8.52.74
Influential 3.9 17.3 31.6 32.5 14.77 2.63
With high level of education 3.0 14.7 29.4 14.7 3.0 2.46

Governmental ]
Political 6.5 21.6 37.7 23.8 10.4 1.06
Social (youth, women, village

commitiee) 12.6 26.4 325 20.3 8.2 1.13
Religious 27.3 27.7 23.8 10.4 10(8 1.29
Games/sports

Governmental . . .
Political 6.1 20.3 33.3 29.9 10.p 2.83
Social (youth, women, village

committee, 10.0 33.3 30.7 19.0 6.9 3.20
Religious 27.3 29.9 17.3 15.6 10{0 3.49
Games/sports 7.4 15.2 21.6 17.7 38.1 2.36

Governmental/ 7.8 29.0 29.9 15.6 17.7 2.98
Political 5.2 19.0 32.9 29.0 13.p 2.73
Social (youth, women, village 9.5 33.3 225 195 | 152  3.03
committee,

Religious 26.8 27.3 18.2 15.6 12{1 3.41
Games/sports 5.6 13.4 18.6 16.9 455 2.17

Source: Field survey, 2014

Benefit Derived from Participating in Social Netwoiking

Table 4 presents the benefits derived from padiaig in social networking by the respondents,résult shows
that 43.3% of the respondents benefited from alssr livelihoods as a result of their participatiorsocial networking.
The implication of this is that respondents in shedy area were able to carry out their livelih@ativities throughout the
seasons, 42.9 percent reported that their participan social networking has enabled them to sedor credit facilities
frequently. Also, the study revealed that 39.4 eet@and 37.2 percent respectively of the resposdeported that security
and recognition in the society were derived fromtipgating in social networking. The implicatior this is that mutual

trust will be enhanced among rural dwellers whidh farther foster a sense of belonging.

Table 4: Distribution of Respondent’ by Benefit Deived from Participating in Social Networking

All Season livelihood 43.3 27.3 15.6 13.9 2.00 1
Credit sources for my n
livelihood activities 15.6 42.9 21.6 19.9 1.55 D
Recognition in the society 19.5 37.2 21.2 22.1 1.54 3¢
Man-power development 14.3 34.6 21.2 29.9 133 ™12
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Access to improved farm 14.3 30.0 24.7 30.0 1.28 4
technologies

Joint marketing of 13.4 29.4 25.5 31.6 1.25 5
agricultural produce

Controlled pricing 16.9 32.0 21.2 29.9 1.36 10
Ensured market for produde 16.9 26.( 22.1] 3511 125 15"
Access to cheap lab our 16.5 33.3 18.2 32.D 134 ™ 11
Assistance in cash 23.4 23.8 39.4 23.4 143 ™ 9
Assistance in kind 17.7 37.2 20.3 24.7 1.48 o4
Collective purchase of

agricultural inputs at 10.4 30.3 29.9 29.4 1.22 %8
reduced cost

Source of security 16.5 39.4 19.0 25.1 147 " 5
Sense of satisfaction 19.9 35.1 14.7 30.3 145 " 6
Supports in case of 10.4 35.1 20.8 33.8 1.22 g
enterprise failure

Shared labour 16.9 34.2 24.7 24.2 144 " 8
Attraction of attention of 11.3 329 29.0 26.8 1.29 3
government agents

Expansion of enterprise 10.4 28.1 29.9 31.6 1.7 ™ 20
Source of motivation 16.9 25.5 24.2 34.2 1.23 17
Ease of access to agric.

machineries and other agro- 14.3 24.2 26.0 35.5 1.17 %0
inputs

Improvement in my

farming and other 16.0 39.8 16.9 27.3 1.45 e
livelihood activities

Source: Field survey, 2014
Hypotheses Testing

Relationship between respondents’ socio-economicatacteristics and social capital worth

Relationship between respondents’ selected sodpesunic characteristics and the social capital wavdre
tested. The results reveals that level of educdjigr= 29.107) and religioy = 7.322) had significant relationship with
respondents social capital worth. Education pravidpportunities to get associated with a wide ramigpeople from
different ethnic, cultural, professional and edigr@! background. This study justifies this positas education enhances
respondents’ levels of social capital networkinmgn8icant relationship between respondents’ religand level of social

capital worth establishes that religion is an int@iot factor connecting people.

Table 6: Summary of Chi-Square Result Showing the &ationship Between

Respondents’ Selected Socio-Economic Characteristiand Social Capital Worth

Variables y>-Value | DF | P-Value Remark
Sex 2.475 1 0.116| Not significant
Marital status 1.214 3 0.750  Not significant
Level of education  29.107 g 0.00 Significant
Religion 7.322 2 0.026| Significant

Source: Field survey, 2014
Hypothesis Testing

The study further tested for the relationship bemveach of respondents’ age, household size agthlen stay,
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all of which were measured at interval level. PearBroduct Moment Correlation was employed. Theysteveals that
age (r = 0.165) and household size (r = 0.257) Isiymificant relationship with respondents’ soaiapital worth in the
study area. This suggests that the old age prowgpsrtunities for networking, with different categes of people who
are of benefits to the households. Also, largerskbolds provide greater chance for social cap#aorking thereby

ensuring improved and sustained livelihood in tielg area.

Table 7: Summary of PPMC Result Showing the Relatiship between

Respondents Selected Socio-Economic Characterist@sd Social Capital Worth

Variables R-Value | P Value Remark
Age 0.165** | 0.012 | Significant
Household siz¢ 0.257**1  0.000[ Significant
Length of stay 0.157 0.217  Not significant
** = Signifiohat 5% level
*** = Signifant at 1% level

SourceField survey, 2014
Relationship between Respondents Level of BenefiBerived From Social Capital with Social Capital

Worth and Livelihood Diversification

The result in Table 12 shows that the benefitsvedrifrom social networking have significant relagbip (r =
0.356) with their social capital worth. This findiimplies that the benefits derived from participgtin social networking

was the motivating force for their participation.

Table 12: Relationship between Respondents Level BEnefits Derived From Social

Networking with Social Capital Worth and Livelihood Diversification

Variables R-Value | P Value Remark
Benefits and livelihood -0.066 0.314 Not Signifita
Diversification.
Benefits and social capital worth.0.356** | 0.000 | Significant
**= Significhat 5% level
Field surve@12

CONCLUSIONS

The study concludes that rural dwellers in the wtcta were in their prime age, and therefore aaivd capable
of all season livelihood diversification. The rasubf finding also reveal that a large number spmndents have spousal
supports in performing their various livelihoodigittes, and sometimes, they may also rely on famiembers for labour
as the average family size was large enough tosstippusehold livelihood activities. The involvenheri the respondents
in the various livelihood activities in both seasattests to the fact that rural households difiedstheir activities and are
involved in more than one livelihood activity thghout the year. The study further concludes theardents trusted and
depended on family members for help in terms ofdegas their social network was stronger with thimediate
neighbours, family members and friends comparel atiters. The benefits derived from social netwagkivere such that
would bring about mutual trust among rural dwelletsch would further foster a sense of belonginigerefore, the study
recommends that rural dwellers should be enliglttenere about the importance of social capitalstaeduse of existing
local groups for livelihood related interventiong NGOs and government should be encouraged aswihielp the

intended target to derive more benefits and theegityancing their livelihood for improved living stiard.
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