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Abstract: Developing countries are facing dilemmas such as un-sustainability, and poverty,
(especially rural poverty). Poor people are often seen as compelled to exploit their surrounding for
short-term survival and are assumed to be the ones most exposed to natural resources degradation. In
order that at the first; we review the extensive theoretical literature on social capital, poverty and
sustainability and demonstrate the nuanced treatment these concepts have received in this literature.
Problem Statement: Current research and observations indicate that (these dilemmas) unsustainability and rural poverty are linked. The only feasible way out of current crisis is to integrate
resources. The linkage among environment/agriculture, poverty and social capital are complex and in
many cases, poorly understood. The developing countries have been criticized for their inability to
reduce poverty and contribute to sustainable agricultural development. Approach: there is a need for
improving of social capital to integrate environment and people to alleviate poverty and receive to
sustainable development. Social capital has come to be defined in a variety of ways, all of which have
been linked to collective norms, values and relationships reflecting the involvement of human
individuals in a common life based on family and community. Results: This study argue that social
capital as a concept has over the last decade or more been gaining significance in relation to a number
of linked fields of analyses, including the identification of factors influencing educational attainment,
explanations of differing levels of participation, rural development and poverty alleviation.
Conclusions/Recommendations: social capital enhancement appears to have direct links with farmer
education in that community development is generally defined as a social learning process which
serves to empower people and to involve them as citizens in collective activities aimed at socioeconomic development, poverty alleviation and sustainable development. At the last, base on World
Bank experience we offer these strategies such as promoting opportunity; facilitating empowerment
and enhancing security to reduce poverty and to achieve sustainable development.
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INTRODUCTION

community level that create trust particularly in the
rural sectors with escalating economic and social
decline especially common poverty problem in rural in
resent times, the need to develop networks and trust at
local levels is viewed as essential to regenerate and
revitalize.
The present study in this regard is a humble
attempt to quantify the magnitude of both poverty and
environmental degradation and verify empirically the
link between them and the effect of social capitals in
poverty reduction and sustainability. To achieve these
we first review the extensive theoretical literature on
social capital, poverty and sustainability and
demonstrate the nuanced treatment these concepts have
received in this literature. Then we examine the

Poverty is a major cause and effect of global
environmental problems stated the influential
Brundtland Commission [17] in a sentence that captures
widely held beliefs: Poor people are often seen as
compelled to exploit their surrounding for short-term
survival and are assumed to be the ones most exposed
to natural resources degradation. Despite these
intuitively plausible statements, the debate on the
characteristics of poverty-environment interaction has
been likened to a puzzle [110], where we possess several
pieces, have identified some crucial links and features,
but still lack the entire picture. Putnam[87] describe
social capital as the norms and networks and
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empirical literature on programs that seek
simultaneously to alleviate poverty and conserve
sustainability.

reproduced. It offers no necessary judgment on the
effects of this reproduction, its function as a theory is
an explanatory one. It is notable that Bourdieu makes
little if any reference to human capital and although he
was one of the first theorists to use the term social
capital, his discussion of it is quite sketchy [14,8].
The key empirical difference between human and
social capital is that social capital inheres in relations
between individuals and groups, not in individual
persons.

MATERIAL AND METHOD
The main purpose of this study was to investigate the
role of social capital in poverty reduction and
sustainable development. This research employed
descriptive research design due to the application of the
literature review.
Literature review and content
analysis were used to conduct the research.

Towards an understanding of social capital: The
definition of social capital is itself problematic. It owes
its prominence mainly to the work of Robert Putnam in
political science [87, 88], James Coleman in educational
sociology [22] and Francis Fukuyama in economic
history and sociology [40], as well as to the active
patronage of the World Bank [74]. There are many
possible approaches to defining social capital much to
the exasperation of anyone trying to research it.
However there is some consensus within the social
sciences towards a definition that emphasizes the role
of networks and civic norms [53].
Putnam [89] argues that social capital has forceful,
even quantifiable effects on many different aspects of
our lives and it is more than warm, cuddly feelings or
frissons of community pride. These quantifiable effects
include lower crime rates[50,89], better health[105],
[89]
improved
longevity
better
educational
[22]
achievement , greater levels of income equality[60,105],
improved child welfare and lower rates of child
Abuse[24] and more effective government [86] and
enhanced economic achievement through increased
trust and lower transaction costs[39].
The OECD defines social capital as networks
together with shared norms, values and understandings
that facilitate co-operation within or among groups [24].
The most common definition of social capital
regards it as features of social organization, such as
networks, norms and social trust that facilitate
coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit [86].
Although there are many different descriptions of social
capital, the major three central elements are social
network, norm and trust [85]. Another fundamental
distinction is often made between the components of its
concept, which include the bonding, bridging and
linking social capital [108]. Some authors [106] provided a
point of consensus among various perspectives by
emphasizing on a concept of networks of quality
relations which operate as a resource to collective
action on different scales (individual, communities and
nations).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Three capitals: The list of different types of capital is
growing fast; to natural, physical and financial capitals
are added organizational, intellectual, environmental
and many others. Many of these overlap or duplicate
each other. Some are used pragmatically, others purely
metaphorically. There is room for a full scale mapping
exercise of the spectrum of capitals, here; however, we
concentrate on just three, human, cultural and social
capital.
First, some definitions Human capital is defined by
the knowledge, skills and competences and other
attributes embodied in individuals that are relevant to
economic activity.” This is a fairly tight definition.
Even so, it is not easy to measure. Duration of
schooling and levels of qualification are the standard
measures used, but the OECD itself acknowledges that
these are far from capturing the extent of human capital.
For example-though this is not an example the OECD
uses-child-rearing develops many skills which are
rarely recognized in conventional calculations of the
nation's human capital.
Human capital focuses on the economic behavior
of individuals, especially on the way their accumulation
of knowledge and skills enable them to increase their
productivity and their earnings-and in so doing to
increase the productivity and wealth of the societies
they live in. The underlying implication of a human
capital perspective is that investment in knowledge and
skills brings economic returns, individually and
therefore collectively.
Cultural capital has been used in two contrasting
directions. It is used to explain the reproduction of
social hierarchy, as elite families endow their children
with the cultural capital which enables them to succeed
in maintaining their elite position. But it is also used to
explain how some manage to use education to move
from non-elite positions into elite positions. Cultural
capital focuses on the way power structures are
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However Coleman [22, 23] takes rational action as a
starting point and suggests that Social capital is defined
by it function, it is not a single entity, but a variety of
different entities having characteristics in common,
they all consist of some aspects of a social structure and
they facilitate certain actions of individuals who are
within the structure [23]. According to Coleman, social
capital can take on different forms, firstly obligations
and expectations which depend on the trust worthiness
of the social environment, secondly the capacity of
information to flow through the social structure in order
to provide a basis for action and thirdly the presence of
norms accompanied by effective sanctions.
In general terms, social capital (socio-cultural
capital, cultural capital) refers to a society's capability
to deal with social, economic and environmental
problems and be active in shaping the development of
the overall system [13]. It consists of socio-cultural
values and norms, learned preferences, human capital
and labor force, local knowledge of the environment,
social competence and institutions, human health and
life expectancy, as well as cultural and social integrity
and social cohesion.
Social capital is multifunctional. It embraces
essential factors of economic production, provides a
basis for collective action within society and is in itself
an essential input factor of social capital accumulation,
including health care. Moreover, social capital is a
valuable asset as such. In particular, human health,
literacy and life expectancy, cultural and social integrity
and social cohesion are components of human wellbeing [6,100].
Following a review state [11] social capital was used
as a meso level concept to understand the changes in
livelihoods, resource use, environmental quality and
social power relations. Accordingly, for the purposes of
this article social capital refers to social networks and
associations, through which social actors exercise to
enhance livelihoods and to alleviate poverty, manage
resources, articulate subjectivity, conserve environment
and attempt to affect change within specific political
economic/ecological and social structural contexts.
A review [50] illustrates that social capital has been
shown to have a significantly positive association with
economic growth. Nations with high social capital, as
measured by trust between strangers in the World
Values Survey, tend to be wealthier nations (as
measured by GDP per capita). He suggests that social
capital reduces transaction costs and that trust,
reputation and informal sanctions take the place of
contracts, the legal system and formal sanctions. A
review [41] note that, it is cheaper to have informal

bonds and that the economic function of social capital
is to reduce transaction costs.
Also prosperity is linked to social capital and
education. It is claimed that social capital enables
people collectively to participate in effective local
decision making, better monitor government agencies,
lobby for improved services and where these fail, to
secure informal insurance from friends, neighbors and
the community [73, 74,107,113]. Significant to mainstream
ideas are the complementary roles of bonding, bridging
and linking social capital [108].
Some researchers recognized that social capital has
been located at the level of the individual, the informal
social group, the formal organization, the community,
the ethnic group and even the nation[22,86]. There are
different views in the literature; some authors posit
social capital at the individual level, some the
community level and others have a more dynamic view.
A researcher [86] state that social capitals sources lied in
the social structure within which the actor is located.
Thus, social capital can be thought of as having an
individual and an aggregate component that is, social
capital belongs to the group and can be used by the
group or individuals within the group. Another
researcher [22] stated that social capital exists within
levels or scales as one feels belonging to family,
community, profession, country, etc, simultaneously.
Adler and Kwon [2] stated that although social capital
was originally conceived as a community-wide concept,
it should be observable at the individual level. Bourdieu
identified it at the individual level and that Putnam
since at the community level. The general consensus in
the literature is that social capital is identifiable from
the individual level to the level of the nation however it
is clear that social capital is evident at any level where
there is identification and belonging.
Poverty and environmental sustainability: It is
estimates; 1.2 billion people lived in absolute poverty in
1998, depending on an income of less than US$1 per
day [111]. An additional 1.6 billion lived on less than $2
per day. The number of people in the former category
has remained constant in the last decade, while there are
now an additional 250 millions living on less than $2
per day. Around two-thirds of the worlds poor live in
the rural areas of the developing world; they can
constitute as much as 50-90% of the population [112]. It
is estimated that in the late 1980s there was a total of
nearly one billion poor rural people in 114 developing
countries. While there is a broad consensus that
agricultural development cannot by itself overcomes the
state of deprivation of so many people, there is also
little doubt that without the long-term and significant
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survival, poor farmers are believed to offset concerns
with the long-term sustainability of their resource
management and to degrade already fragile resources,
such as steeply sloping, erosion-prone hillsides. This
resource degradation, in turn, aggravates their poverty
even more. Thus, poor people are seen both as victims
and agents of environmental degradation.
The linkages between poverty and environmental
issues are affected by how poverty is defined, by the
type of environmental problem in question and by
which groups among the poor are affected. Research
and policy has tended to focus on the relationship
between poverty and environmental degradation in
terms of pointing out that the poor are both victims and
agents of environmental degradation: victims in that
they are more likely to live in ecologically vulnerable
areas, agents in that they may have no option but
deplete environmental resources thus contributing to
environmental degradation [66,101]. However, it is also
acknowledged that the poor often have practices that
conserve the environment. Great physical and spatial
variability in natural resource endowments also seem to
complicate the picture. Harrington [52] believed that unsustainability causes are complex and vague and are
poverty, population growth, ownership/possession of
national resources and national policies. A researcher
[94]
said that population affected poverty and
environment that impressible with Malthus theory.
Jalal [56], the Asian Development Banks chief of the
environment department says, it is generally accepted
that environmental degradation, rapid population
growth and stagnant production are closely linked with
the fast spread of acute poverty in many countries of
Asia.
A major work was undertaken to study the
relationship among population, poverty
and
environmental degradation in China in 1997[94]. The
authors examined the impact that each had on the
Chinas land, water, forest and pasture resources. They
found the government policy to be ineffective in
controlling rural resource degradation primarily
because of its limited resource and poorly trained
personnel.
Barros [10] indicated that Brazilian poverty did
affected demand for environmental conservation in the
Carajás region. Income concentration and difficulties in
the access to education affect deforestation rates in
Brazil, at least indirectly through their effects upon
willingness to pay for conservation. They suggest that
an increment of individual welfare, particularly in
education, will have a positive effect upon demand for
environmental quality. It seems that Grossman and
Krueger[49] and Boyce and Torras[15] are correct in

growth of the agricultural sector, there would be fewer
opportunities for significantly reducing rural poverty.
One reason is that in the year 2000 almost 60% of the
total population of the developing countries lived in
rural areas [35].
Poverty is multi-dimensional (The message of the
Wolof saying is simple: Poverty has dimensions of
social, political and cultural disempowerment that we
cannot afford to ignore). Its causes are diverse, its
manifestations and definitions are contextual and it is
not only a state of deprivation but also a set of
processes [18, 91]. Several Studies have examined the
attitudes to the causes of poverty from a cross-cultural
perspective [19, 43, 71, 72]. These studies have reported
mixed results for the causal attribution of poverty [1].
Rural people, their goals and the livelihood
strategies they adopt to achieve them, are very diverse
[5, 18, 9]
. Their livelihood strategies are aimed at
increasing income, reducing vulnerability, improving
well-being and ensuring food security. Access to land is
a major determinant of the livelihood strategies of rural
households [69]. The highly uneven distribution of land
is a major reason for rural poverty in many countries of
Asia and Latin America, while, according to a paper
published by the International Monetary Fund, in subSaharan Africa, the poor quality of land and the erosion
of customary land rights have become the major
obstacles to agricultural growth and alleviation of
poverty[61]. In sub-Saharan Africa and Asia, one-third of
smallholders subsist on plots too small to support their
families [79]. In the more agriculturally favored parts of
Nepal, 40% of landless or almost landless households
are poor. In Mexico, access to land is the most
important determinant of total rural household income
[29]
. Human capital assets are another major determinant
of the livelihood strategies of rural people. In Mexico,
the number of years of education of the adult members
of the households has a strong positive effect on total
income [29]. However, this study also concludes that
access to education has a higher pay off in the nonagricultural rural labor markets and in fact has a
negative effect on agricultural income because educated
household members seek employment in other sectors
of the economy.
The assumption of relationship between poverty
and environmental degradation in developing countries
has long prevailed in the debate on povertyenvironment linkages [68]. The assumptions were first
launched in the report of the World Commission on
Environment and Development (WCED, the so-called
Brundtland report) and have later been echoed by a
wide range of organizations [33,101]. Due to lack of
resources and their struggle just to ensure day-to-day
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linkage between poverty and environmental
degradation. Degradation of environment caused either
by the poor or the rich has both direct and indirect
impacts not only on the cost of production but also on
the productivity of crops and thus on the income of the
people. Poor get more affected than the rich and
become poorer due to environmental degradation
manifested through destruction of forest for fuel wood,
degradation of land water through the use of chemical
fertilizer, pesticide, etc in modern farming and pollution
of air due to consumption of biomass fuel. Thus a
vicious link is established between poverty and
environmental degradation. Each becomes the cause
and effect of the other [75].
Based on Fig. 2 increasing in poverty resulted in,
less access in resources, lack use of appropriate
technology and use of poor lands [68]. Temporary, these
factors integrate with short goals of poor farmers in
conditions that environment conservation less important

believing that citizens demand and vigilance and
advocacy are critical in inducing policies and
technological changes with reduce degradation and
pollution.
Dasgupta [27] found a positive relationship between
rural poverty, fertility and environmental resource base
degradation and concludes his study by stating that it
was not only poverty but also institutional failures that
were the root causes of environmental degradation.
Jeganathan[55] and Jodha[57] both disagree with
Dasgupta's conclusion and assert that the poor do not:
1) have the resources to degrade the environment and 2)
have the short time preference which propels them to
destroy a resource which they regard as safety buffers
during time of destitution. However, they do agree with
Dasgupta on the role institutional and market failure
plays in providing incentives to: 1) the poor to have
short time preferences and 2) the rich to exploit the
resource base at unsustainable rates.
But the result of Ransburg [91] does not support the
hypothesis that poverty is a major cause of
environmental degradation. He believed that Due to the
limited access of poor farmers to productive resources
such as land, forest and forest resources, agrochemicals and irrigation, the environmental impact of
their resource management is limited in comparison
with that of the non poor. He mentioned that the
environmental degradation taking place is more
compellingly explained by the social and political
relations that shape access to natural resources and the
norms for their management. Although some
researchers failed to identify the magnitudes of the
various contributing factors towards environmental
degradation, the majority of the studies highlighted the
predominant role other factors such as institutional and
market failure played both as a catalyst as well as a
direct factor causing environmental degradation and
indigenous poverty [28, 46, 55, 99, 20]. This finding by itself
is an important result.
Fig 1 illustrates this orthodox approach. It assumes
that (a) there is an aggregate population or community
which interacts with an aggregate environment, (b)
peoples livelihoods are based more or less exclusively
on the use and management of environmental resources,
(c) poverty and environmental change have a direct
causal relationship and can feed each other in some
kind of cumulative causation process and that (d)
poverty is the principal or only cause of environmental
change and vice versa. This mutual relationship
therefore leads to a downward spiral of poverty and
environmental degradation [38].
The above discussion on the various studies
conducted worldwide reveal that there is a two-way

Poverty

Environmental
changes

Fig. 1: The orthodox relationship of poverty and
environment
Wealth

Culture

Mass consumption

Access to
resource

Environment
degradation

Technology

Poverty

Fig. 2: Poverty and land degradation, Adopted Lele,
1991
In socio-cultural aspects, redounded unsustainable
environment. These conditions led to less food safety
[59]
.
In general terms, the underlying causes of both
poverty and environmental degradation are structured
by uneven processes of development operating via
technologies, incentives, institutions and regulations
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ensured when the total stock of these assets remains
constant or is increased in the production process.
Natural capital and social capital have generally been
undervalued because both are public goods or club
goods (i.e., goods that are indivisible but exclude
nonmembers), respectively [82].
Environmental sustainability refers to the
maintenance of the ecosystem and the natural resource
base. Environmental degradation signifies failure in this
regard. It takes three forms: Depletion of resources,
pollution, or overuse of the waste-absorbing capacity of
the environment and reduction in biodiversity-a loss of
some types of resources. Social sustainability is the
term used to refer to the social conditions necessary to
support environmental sustainability [51]. This stresses
the fact that natural resources are used within a social
context and that it is the rules and values associated
with this context that determine the distribution of
resources within the present generation and the next.
Development theory has commonly acknowledged
that economic and social development is interrelated.
Economic growth is desirable because it makes poverty
alleviation easier [58]. Growth is a key in providing the
means to meet basic needs, to ease poverty and to
generate employment. It nearly always reduces absolute
poverty, but it can have varied impact on inequality and
not everybody benefits from it [36]. Economic
sustainability in terms of sustained macroeconomic
growth is thus a necessary, but not a sufficient,
condition for sustainable development in developing
countries. An even distribution of growth and of access
to resources is equally important. If, on the contrary,
there are strong economic inequalities, growth without
development as well as social and political unrest are
likely to occur, signifying unsustainable development.
Furthermore, social development, apart from being
an end in itself, is also a means to promote economic
growth. Dreze and Sen [31] have argued that the
expansion of social opportunity is a key to
development. Extension of basic education, better
health care, more effective land reforms and greater
access to provisions of social security would enable the
marginalized sections of society to lead a less restricted
life and, also, to make better use of markets. The
expansion of social opportunity calls for public action,
both from the state and the civil society. But, lack of
economic growth and fiscal crisis often affect the
political will of governments to invest in social services
such education and health [104]. NGOs and community
organizations have limited resources and reach for
replacing crucial state services. What are needed for
sustainable development, therefore, are both an active
state enhancing social opportunity and a strong
economic basis.

which favor some social groups and some geographical
areas over others [67]. The broadening of general poverty
debates to include other measurements and dimensions
of poverty (in addition to income/consumption based
flows) such as entitlements and vulnerability is evident
in the literature looking at poverty-environment
interactions. A recent development is the understanding
that linkages between poverty and environmental
change are determined by environmental entitlements
as well as changes in resource availability.
At the micro-level (individual, household, village),
environmental entitlements are determined by a range
of factors including natural resource tenure
arrangements, labor mobilization arrangements, social
relations (including gender), capital endowments and
technology. At the macro-level (sub-national, national,
global), wider processes operate via decisions on
technologies, incentives, institutions and regulations
(land rights) to favor some social groups and some
geographical areas. These processes include
demographic changes, environmental processes,
macroeconomic policies, markets and prices, donor and
development agency approaches to poverty and
environment, agricultural research, governance and
political conflict [67] .Vulnerability is another
environmentally relevant dimension of poverty. It is a
measure of the robustness/resilience and variability in
income or livelihood sources in the face of shocks and
stresses and thus peoples capacity to cope with and
respond to them.
Social capital and sustainable development: There
are numerous definitions of sustainable development
and
much
debate
about
what
constitutes
environmentally sustainable development. In the
broadest sense, sustainability refers to the capacity of
socio-ecological systems to persist unimpaired into the
future [90].
A widely accepted definition of sustainable
development put forward by the World Commission on
Environment and Development (WCED) is as follows:
Sustainable development is development that meets the
needs of the present without compromising the ability
of future generations to meet their owns needs [17,117].
While the first part of this definition relates to
conventional economic and social objectives of
development, the second part incorporates a long-term
view, including consideration of environmental issues.
It has become common to isolate four factors that
determine sustainable development: natural capital,
physical or produced capital, human capital and more
recently, social capital [110]. Sustainability, or the
capability of future generations to meet their needs, is
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Recently, the importance of social capital,
including trust, norms of reciprocity and networks of
civic engagement, has been stressed for the success of
sustainable development [110]. As a result, social
sustainability has received new meaning, building on
previous attention to socially negative consequences of
development and of environmental conservation. Now,
social sustainability includes the strengthening of
community-based collective action for achieving the
goal of sustainable development. For example, in an
environmental context, there is already evidence of
local user groups playing a key role in regard to
sustainable water and forest management [110].
The main contribution of the sustainabledevelopment debate has been to draw attention to
environmental
factors
and
consequences
of
development. Some authors have also stressed the
intrinsic value of nature [96].
Environmental sustainability includes the upkeep
or improvement of essential ecological processes,
biological diversity and the natural resource base.
Environmental sustainability is important for
development because we humans are, through our
bodies, part of nature. Thus, the environment is
important for our survival, health and social life [102].
Human life relies on natural capital for food production,
drinking water, energy, etc. Air and water quality have
a significant impact on human health. In developing
countries the connections between health and
environment are particularly strong because growing
agro-industrial pollution and risks added to the
environmental
health
problems
rooted
in
underdevelopment [97].
In order to become sustainable, economic and
social development should therefore retain or improve
the ecological and resource potential to support future
generations and development of one group should have
no
irrevocable,
non
compensable
adverse
(environmental) effects on contemporaries.
A plethora of research has linked social capital to
indicators of wellbeing. In terms of satisfying basic
needs, high social capital has been associated with
reduced early mortality and greater perceived health [70].
It has also been correlated with the satisfaction of more
complex needs such as higher educational achievement,
increased prospects for employment and elevated
economic productivity. Social capital manifests in
formal bodies such as the core judicial, democratic and
governance institutions, to disseminate and reinforce
social values and expectations. It is also embodied in
the less formal institutions of sports, religion and
fashion. The partial or complete destruction of social
networks and their associated norms significantly

undermines the capacity of communities to meet short
term basic and complex needs, while the associated loss
of culture and identity disrupts the ability of future
generations to satisfy their own needs. Social capital is,
therefore, a central component of sustainable
development.
There is some, but limited literature linking social
capital theory and natural resource management.
Enhanced social capital can improve environmental
outcomes through decreased costs of collective action,
increase in knowledge and information flows, increased
cooperation, less resource degradation and depletion,
more investment in common lands and water systems,
improved monitoring and enforcement[4,25,26,63]. There is
a growing interest in social capital and its potential
impact for affecting collective action in sustainable
renewable natural resource institutions [95, 98,103].
Pretty and Ward[84] identified that where social
capital is well-developed, local groups with locally
developed rules and sanctions are able to make more of
existing resources than individuals working alone or in
competition. Social capital indicates a communities
potential for cooperative action to address local
problems [42, 80, 93]. As it lowers the costs of working
together, social capital facilitates cooperation and
voluntary compliance with rules [54,84]. The norm of
generalized reciprocity assists in the solution of
problems of collective action. Adler and Kwon [2]
identified that it transforms individuals from selfseeking and egocentric agents with little sense of
obligation to others into members of a community with
shared interests, a common identity and a commitment
to the common good. Brewer [16] believed that denser
networks increase the likelihood that people will
engage in collective action. There is also evidence
linking social capital to greater innovation and
flexibility in policy making [62].
In the field of development it offers the potential
for more participatory, sustainable and empowering
approaches in theory and practice [21, 34,109]. Recent years
have seen an extraordinary expansion in collective
management programs throughout the world, described
variously by such terms as community management,
participatory
management,
joint
management,
decentralized management, indigenous management,
user-participation and co-management. These advances
in social capital creation have been centered on
participatory and deliberative learning processes
leading to local group formation in different sectors
such as: watershed/catchment management, irrigation
management, forest management, IPM and wildlife
management [81].
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J. Social Sci., 4 (3): 202-215, 2008
communities in the face of globalization. The building
of trust and mutuality at local levels is important to
overcome alienation, increasing poverty and social
disadvantage. The devolution of social welfare
programs is one straggle designed to create enhanced
social capital at community level. Yet, the way social
capital is strategies to make networks local especially
between poor people to increasing their abilities. This
power points its all of all.
Last fifty years has seen a number of issues raised
to the level of global problems. Two such issues are
poverty alleviation and environmental degradation.
While there is more or less a consensus that solutions to
these problems should be approached at a global level,
there is great disagreement on the priority that should
be placed on solving each issue [65].
Among the poor households, 70% of them are
involved in the agricultural sector. This confirms a
strong linkage between agricultural sector and poverty
in the rural areas. There are also a lot of family farms in
rural areas that farm their own or rented land often
largely for self consumption. Thus, consumption by
poor households depends largely on self-production.
In general, poverty has the most direct effect on the
environment via cropping where poverty influences the
households technology and investment path in
intensification of cropping, where there is a land
constraint (pressure from population). A high rate of
population growth and population density in poor areas
can exacerbate the poverty problem [7].
The linkages between population, poverty and
environmental quality have long been the subject of
debate and concern. The relationship could hardly be
direct since, as some have argued, low living standards
in the rural areas contribute to increased pressure on
natural resources, which in turn aggravates poverty [17].
However, some argue that environmental degradation
and rapid population growth are both consequence of
poverty. The increasingly complex issues in
environmental degradation intertwined with issues in
population change, poverty and food security need to be
better understood, where these linkages are
understudied.
In sum, the concept of sustainable development
suggests a potentially positive relationship between
socio-economic development and environmental
sustainability. Indeed, the discourse of the 1980s and
1990s has been about how development and
environment can be reconciled and how sustainable
development can be achieved [68]. This stands in
contrast to environmentalists of the 1960s and 1970s
who drew attention to contradictions between
development and environmental protection and to deep

It has been estimated that in the past decade over
400,000 new groups have arisen in these sectors-mostly
in developing countries. Most have evolved to be of
small rather than large size (as predicted by [76]),
typically with 20-30 active members. This puts the total
involvement at some 8.2-14.3 million people. Most
groups show the collective effort and inclusive
characteristics that Flora and Flora [37] identify as vital
for improving community well-being and leading to
sustainable outcomes. In these groups, social capital is
both operational and effective.
Krishna and Uphoff [64] found that an index of
social capital variables is positively and consistently
correlated with superior development outcomes. Social
and human capital, embedded in participatory groups
within rural communities has been central to equitable
and sustainable solutions to local development
problems [83, 84].
Grootaert and Van Bastelaer [47] stated that social
capital has a profound impact in many different areas of
human life and development: it affects the provision of
services, in both urban and rural areas, transforms the
prospects for agricultural development, influences the
expansion of private enterprises, improves the
management of common resources, helps improve
education, can contribute to recovery from conflict and
can help compensate for a deficient state. Social capital
is critical for poverty alleviation and sustainable human
and economic development [30, 48]. It represents a
potential link between policy level thinking and
community level action [84]. Social capital reduces the
costs associated with working together thereby
facilitating collective action [77, 78].
The essence of Jodhas [57] argument is that, in many
traditional cases of rural resource management, farm
and village families had a strong community stake in
the resource base on which they have long been so
heavily dependent, over which they had effective local
control of their integrated management system and of
which they have had close functional knowledge of the
subtleties of sustainable management (including coping
with climatic variability). He argues that it is not
poverty per se that leads to actions and decisions
leading to resource degradation but rather externally
generated changes to the managerial environment of the
community. His positive spin on this is to use these
insights to point to remedial approaches to
contemporary resource degradation interventions.
CONCLUSION AND RECOMENDATIONS
The concept of social science has gained
prominence world- wide as a way of empowering local
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farming, or by direct targeting of agricultural and
non-agricultural services to the poor in marginal
areas[12]
• A poverty agenda will often require extension and
education services to focus initial emphasis on
empowerment of the rural poor, building capacity
at individual and institutional levels and building
demand for services where there has been little in
the past. Equity in access to services requires proactive efforts to reach out to the poor and to
women and minority groups. Extension programs
must recognize that the poor have very limited
capacity to invest in new technologies and that risk
is a question of survival. Poverty-focused extension
services will have to address social and
organizational constraints to innovation, such as
facilitating rural financial services, obtaining
secure land tenure and improving management of
community resources. A poverty focus might also
require attention to social issues formerly
considered outside the ambit of extension (i.e.,
education, facilitating access to health, education
and social programs). Recognizing poverty
reduction as an extension goal requires new
procedures for priority setting and allocation of
scarce public resources, designing programs to
meet different client needs and evaluating
programs recognizing the different cost
implications and impact indicators implicit in
poverty-targeted programs[3]
In addition, the World Bank [113] proposes three-pronged
strategies to reduce (not alleviate) poverty:

ecology that fundamentally rejects the compatibility of
the modernistic project of development with
environmental preservation [96].
As an alternative, the consensus emerging from the
United Nations Conference on Environment and
Development in Rio in 1992 recommended a
[67]
community-based
strategy
.
Sustainable
environmental management can only occur where
active local-level support and participation exist.
Particularly in less developed countries, community
participation is believed to be the most effective
strategy because people depend directly on their local
physical environment and thus have a genuine interest
in protecting it[44]. Research on indigenous technical
knowledge suggests that local communities are keys to
finding solutions for environmental problems. Often,
local communities developed technologies that are well
adapted to local socio-economic and environmental
conditions [45]. Such an approach tries to make better
use of (renewable) human and social capital than the
regulatory and market-based instruments.
As Fukuyama notes that social capital refers to the
ability of people to work with each other in groups.
This is a broad stroke and the additional problems of
asset identification and of resource management at all
layers of society combine to influence the potential
outcome of every attempt to change any groups' relative
position. Knowledge obtained in the process of
acquiring these data makes for a better understanding of
the involved local dynamics, or of a direct comparison
to groups in other regions or nations. This in turn leads
to better methods to reduce poverty, to inform
participants through effective educational programs and
to narrow discrepancies among groups.
At last some implications need:
•

•

•

Unsustainable use of natural resources inevitably
causes poverty. To solve the problem, policy must
be focused on environmental policies and not
poverty alleviation policies [32]. In addition,
Environmental degradation can be caused by
poverty. However, to resolve the problem, the first
objective is to first identify if it is indigenous or
exogenous poverty. If it is indigenous poverty, then
policies must be focused on environmental
policies. However, if it is exogenous poverty, then
poverty alleviation policies need to be formulated
and implemented[32]
Pay attentions to Poverty is multi-dimensional and
causes are diverse, Country-specific analyses must
determine whether poverty reduction objectives are
best achieved through general increases in rural
productivity, by supporting small-scale family

•

•
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Promoting opportunity: This entails securing
jobs, credit, roads, electricity, markets for their
produce and the schools, water, sanitation and
health services that underpin the health and skills
essential for work. This requires action by the state
to support the buildup of human, land and
infrastructure assets that poor people own or to
which they have access
Facilitating empowerment: This calls for the
development of sound and responsive institutions
that will remove the social and institutional barriers
that result from distinctions of gender, ethnicity
and social status. It recognizes that achieving
access, responsibility and accountability is
intrinsically political and requires active
collaboration among poor people, the middle class
and other groups in society
Enhancing security: This call for reducing the
vulnerability caused by economic shocks, natural
disasters, ill health, disability and personal violence
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•

•

9.

and requires effective national action to manage the
risk of countrywide shocks and effective
mechanisms to reduce the risks faced by poor
people
Further to alleviate poverty reduction and attain
sustainable development should be identify that
social capital located at which levels. Identifying
level which is located could be help in decision
making and to identify the first step and group that
must be focused them
It is now widely accepted that social capital can be
increased in the short term however there is a lack
of understanding of the processes and how they
operate to build or improve social capital structure.
Although there has been very little work directly
on social capital, sustainable development and
natural resource management there are studies that
can be applied to the area. Much work is required
to understand the interaction of social capital and
sustainable development and poverty reduction

10.

11.

12.

13.
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