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definitely facilitate the collective activities of 
the irrigators association. 

Social Capital and Heterogeneous Groups

Generally, past studies (Bardhan 2000; 
Kähkönen 1999; Meinzen-Dick et al. 2000) 
contend that homogeneous groups are able to 
facilitate collective action better compared 
to groups of different orientations, cultures, 
beliefs, and economic backgrounds. Differences 
among members deter trust, as well as the level 
of collective action, because cultural diversity 
can decrease the likelihood of finding shared 
interests and understandings (Ostrom et al. 
1999). But in cases where the users are a socially 

cohesive group, institutional arrangements are 
more successful (Uphoff 1992). Ironically, 
members from different backgrounds may 
learn more from each other because they have 
different stock knowledge to start with. Having 
different backgrounds can also be an advantage 
in term of pooling resources and reducing risk 
that the members of the group might face. Such 
characteristic and its attendant benefit seem to 
be manifested  in the case of the members of 
BRISIA. Table 9 indicates that most farmers 
in the association believe that they are very 
much different from each other. In terms of the 
seven indicators of heterogeneity, the farmer-
members are highly different when it comes to 
age (88%), followed by education (84.6%), and 

Table 8. Percent distribution of indicators of trust, Balanac RIS, Laguna, Philippines, 2006.

Question/ Statement N Percent

Trust level within TSA group

Q1A. Do you think that in this TSA people generally trust one 
another in matters of lending and borrowing?
             Do not  trust 42 20.4
             Do trust 125 60.7
Q2.A Most people in this TSA are basically honest and can be 
trusted.
            Strongly disagree 2 0.9
            Disagree 49 23.2
            Agree 147 69.7
            Strongly agree 13 6.2

Trust level with other TSA group

Q1B. Compared with other TSA, how much do people of this village/
neighborhood trust each other in matters of lending and borrowing?
             Less than the other TSA 21 10.8
            Same with other TSA 64 33.0

            More than the other TSA 25 12.9

Q2B. Members in this TSA are always more trustworthy than others.
            Strongly disagree 9 4.4
            Disagree 145 70.4
            Agree 45 21.8
            Strongly agree 1 0.5

Note: The missing cases replied “do not know” or had no answer to the question.
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lowest in terms of occupation (52.9%). Though 
they are expected to be a homogeneous group 
as far as occupation is concerned, this does not 
appear to be so since some of them indicated 
that farming was not their sole occupation. 
Some have secondary occupations in carpentry, 
construction work, factory work, transport, and 
other nonfarm activities which they engage in 
while waiting for the harvest season. 

Their differences in terms of the selected 
indicators were summed up to estimate  
the heterogeneity index. A relatively high 
heterogeneity index is seen to increase the 
probability of the farmers to be active in 
collective activities (Table 4). The positive 
effect of the degree of heterogeneity can be 
explained by the tendency  of the TSA members 
to coordinate more with each other because of 
the different information they have which can 
be shared within the group. Members from 
different backgrounds can generate more ideas 
which are also beneficial for the group. At 
the same time, a group whose members have 
different backgrounds may be less likely to be 
at risk because they possess different resources 
that would help to address their problems more 
effectively. This pattern, though , appears  valid 
only in the case of the collective action being 
done within the TSA. Heterogeneity among 
the members shows no effect on the rate of 
collective activities with other TSA groups. This 
means that factors other than the heterogeneity 

index might be largely influencing the decision 
of farmers to do collective activities with other 
TSA groups.

Social Capital and the Opportunity Cost of 
Time

Forgone income was considered as an 
important factor that could influence the level of 
participation of farmers in collective activities. 
The study estimated the average length of 
time a farmer consumed in doing collective 
activities like canal maintenance. The hours 
spent on these activities were converted into 
an equivalent income forgone. Based on the 
regression results (Table 4), the income forgone 
has a negative effect on the decision of the 
farmers to participate in collective activities. 
Physical distance has something to do with the 
farmers’ response to a change in their forgone 
income. Their transaction cost increases with 
the size of the system since it is more difficult 
to organize if there are more farmers  involved. 
Having a larger numbers of users also increases 
the difficulty of agreeing on rules and enforcing 
rules (Ostrom et al. 1999). Moreover, it is more 
difficult and more costly to monitor over a wider 
area whether the rules of collective actions such 
as planting schedules and water rotation are duly 
observed (Fujiie et al. 2005). As indicated by 
the results in Table 4, farmers seem unaffected 
by a change in their forgone income when doing 

Table 9. Percent distribution of indicators of heterogeneity, Balanac RIS, Laguna, Philippines, 2006.

Indicators N Percent (%)
Mostly of different extended family 208 76.9
Mostly of different religion 208 75.5
Mostly of different gender 208 65.4
Mostly of different political party 207 79.2
Mostly of different age 208 88.5
Mostly of different occupation 208 52.9
Mostly of different education 207 84.6

Note: The missing cases replied “do not know” or had no answer to the question.
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collective work within their TSA but appear to 
react negatively when doing collective activities 
with other TSA. This is because, the perceived 
forgone income in doing collective activities 
within their area is relatively lower compared 
to the possible income loss when engaging in 
activities with other TSA groups. Since TSA 
groups are far apart from each other, doing 
collective action with other TSA groups would 
entail a lot of coordination activities, which will 
be costly in terms of  time and effort. Moreover, 
the perceived benefits of doing other activities 
like their secondary jobs, and chores like taking 
care of their children, may be more valuable 
than doing collective activities for the whole 
association. 

Social Capital and Irrigation Service Fee 
Payment

Members of the irrigators’ association 
are expected to pay their ISF dues every after 
cropping season. The collected ISF serves as 
source of funds of the association for  irrigation 
management. As shown in Table 3, less than 
half (44%) of the farmer- respondents paid 
their ISF and the lowest percentage of paying 
members (25.9%) was from the downstream 
area. These figures may be interpreted to 
mean that these farmers were no longer 
benefiting from the irrigation system and were 
consequently discouraged to pay their ISF 
dues. However, there were also cases wherein 
some farmers in the upstream area did not pay 
their ISF dues. Though these farmers enjoyed 
100 percent  sufficiency in water supply, only 
56.1 percent of them paid their ISF dues. These 
show that the farmers’ compliance with the 
payment of their ISF dues is not solely based 
on their perceived benefits from the irrigation 
system. Recall that the ISF payment was treated 
as one of the variables affecting social capital 
investment.  Based on the Model 1 regression 
results (Table 4), the farmers seem to be of the 

view that the act of paying  the ISF gives them 
the option of not  participating in the collective 
activities. This indicates that the ISF  payment 
is more likely to be treated as a substitute to 
participation in collective activities within the 
TSA groups.

Therefore, although farmers may regularly 
pay the ISF, it cannot be assumed that they are 
willing to participate in the TSA activities. In 
fact, paying their ISF dues somehow seems 
to discourage them to work collectively. As 
earlier mentioned, one logical explanation for 
this effect is the perception of  these farmers 
that their compliance with this obligation 
is their way of contributing to the irrigation 
management. In the same vein, these farmers 
believe that their fulfillment of this financial 
obligation compensates for their absence in 
collective activities. This way of thinking 
of course does not apply to all the members 
since there are those who are very active in the 
activities of the association and at the same time 
paying their ISF dues regularly. As indicated 
by the regression, the negative influence of the 
ISF variable is only valid within the TSA group 
activities. On the other hand, Model 2 indicates 
that the decision of the farmers to do collective 
work with other TSA groups is unrelated to 
their ISF payment status. Some other relevant 
factors are influencing their behavior, other than 
the ISF payment.

   
DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

The analysis of the data showed that the 
individual social capital investment generally 
adhered to the standard economic investment 
model. The farmers have been shown to be 
encouraged to participate in collective activities 
that translated into social capital accumulation, 
in the face of their perceived positive benefits 
of such collective activities. However, we 
had noted the important consideration that 
the social capital investment behavior we had 
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observed exhibited some complications that 
veered from the usual expectations. As shown 
by the patterns of behavior of the farmers in 
the association, their responses to the demand 
for collective action were being influenced by 
the physical and  socioeconomic environment, 
the stock of social capital, as well as by the 
externalities generated by each member and 
concerned agencies around them.  

One particular example of this complication 
in the social capital investment behavior was 
the interaction of the effect of the physical 
environment and the introduction of a substitute 
source of water. Theoretically, farmers from 
the downstream area where water was most 
scarce were more expected to act collectively. 
Arising from the perceived greater risk due to 
their unfavorable location, they were expected 
to have been more encouraged to engage 
in collective efforts to irrigate their fields. 
However, a solution that was introduced to 
solve their seasonal problem of water scarcity 
has somehow influenced events to go in another 
direction. In response to the water shortage 
problem, the Department of Agriculture (DA) 
and the NIA had helped the farmers to amortize 
irrigation pumps that were acquired to mitigate 
the water shortage particularly during the dry 
season. A good number of farmers availed of 
this assistance and shifted to pumps to irrigate 
their fields. This new reliance on an alternative 
source of water wielded an adverse effect on the  
collective action of the association because the 
farmers reduced their participation in collective 
activities. This implied that the benefit of 
having an irrigation pump was perceived to 
be weightier than the benefit of relying on the 
irrigation association. This was evident in the 
shift in interest from doing collective work for 
the irrigation association, to availing of the 
subsidized irrigation pumps. If this condition 
persists, social capital investment might 
decrease in the long run. 

The same pattern was evident with regards to 

the farmers’ response to heterogeneity within the 
group. Based on the economic model presented, 
social capital investment would rise with more 
homogeneous groups. However, the results of the 
study showed an opposite response. The greater 
degree of heterogeneity promoted social capital 
investment. There was a complementation of 
resources and needs among the members of the 
groups which encouraged them to continuously 
work together. As highlighted by the previous 
discussion, social capital investment is unique in 
that the aggregation process taking place within 
the group is a crucial factor in an individual’s 
social capital investment.    

Aside from some complications brought 
about by the nature of social capital, farmers’ 
responses towards social capital accumulation 
were consistent with the economic investment 
model. Farmers with relatively bigger portions 
of land to cultivate were more likely to be active 
in a group because the perceived benefit of 
having a good irrigation system was great. Thus, 
these farmers were more likely to participate in 
collective activities that could further enhance 
the irrigation management. Individuals were 
also concerned not just with the benefits derived 
from the resource but also the cost involved in 
investing on social capital. Since the irrigation 
system under study covered a relatively large 
area, coordination among members and 
collective efforts were costly. As presented in 
the study, the opportunity cost of time due to 
participation in collective actions significantly 
affected their participation. Due to a perceived 
increase in forgone income, individuals appeared 
to be discouraged to involve themselves in 
the collective activities of the association. 
Therefore, if the constraints to the investment 
in collective efforts and participation in local 
association can be overcome, more farmers 
would be encouraged to continuously support 
their local organization.  

The stock of social capital within the 
association enhanced the participation in 
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collective action. Since trust had already 
been established, the possibility of joining the 
collective activities in the future was expected. 
Even though members of the association were 
different from each other, as indicated by the 
heterogeneity index, still their differences 
encouraged participation in collective action. 
This was explained by the prevalence of the 
implicit view among the members that they 
could share their divergent interests and 
resources for the good of their group. By doing 
so, they increased the level of social capital in 
their association.

The study highlighted the fact that some 
farmers were somehow participating in the 
activities of the association through their 
monetary contribution. As evidenced by the  data, 
some farmers who were religiously paying their 
dues were less likely to participate in collective 
efforts like canal maintenance and cleaning. 
Since the ISF served as a fund for the irrigation 
system’s improvement and rehabilitation, the 
farmers’ continuous payment could thus also 
help in sustaining the association’s operations. 
However, if farmers were to assume all the 
responsibilities of managing the irrigation 
system as indicated by the IMT program, 
participating in collective activities would have 
an even greater impact on long-term irrigation 
performance than the cash contributions would 
indicate. The farmers’ participation was clearly 
critical in order to have a successful participatory 
irrigation management.

It is clear that being a member of a group 
takes time, effort, and resources. To further 
enhance the level of coordination and collective 
action, and therefore the level of social capital 
within the association, the perceived benefits 
should outweigh the costs of investing in 
such capital. The perceived benefits of having  
good social relations and a smoothly running 

irrigation system must be high to continuously 
encourage participation in collective activities.  
Amid current trends in policies and programs 
to devolve natural resource management from 
governments to user groups, it is important to 
take a look at the situation beyond the simplistic 
and optimistic view that users can manage 
the resources.  It is essential to recognize that 
the users’ willingness and ability to take on 
additional responsibilities will vary across 
locations, as well as over time. Identifying the 
factors that will contribute to social capital 
accumulation is essential to the effective 
resource management by user groups. Therefore, 
interventions and programs by the government 
should complement and not impede the smooth 
coordination system taking place within the 
organization. On top of that, programs that may 
promote farmers’ participation are necessary to 
productively harness  the social capital existing 
within the association.   
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