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1. Introduction
1.1.

Why social capital in rural areas?

From the 1950s to the end of the 1960s, European rural areas experienced a process of
depopulation, linked to a loss of jobs and services. This triggered in a difficult scenario for
these areas, a rural crisis, which began as an agrarian crisis, continued with a crisis of rural
society to finally become a crisis of rural spaces (Estalella, 1983; Esparcia and Noguera, 1995
and 2001; Esparcia, 2012a).
From the point of view of policy, in these years, sectorial policies were implemented,
focusing only on the economic and agrarian aspects of rural areas. The first precedent of an
integrating rural policy is in 1970 with the directive 268/75 on mountain agriculture and less
favoured areas, although it was not until the reform of the structural funds in 1988 when the
national and community institutions became aware of the problems and difficulties which
were presented in the rural areas (Woods, 2009a and 2009b). As a result of this reform in 1990
the Community Initiative (CI) LEADER (Liaison Entre Actions de Développement de l'Économie
Rurale) appeared with seven fundamental principles including the bottom-up approach,
cooperation, participation, public-private partnership, etc. The LEADER approach has
continued to the present, although since 2007 it has ceased to be a CI and became a Rural
Development Program (RDP).
LEADER is more than a programme, it has been evidenced as a methodology, as an
approach and even as a protocol (Comisión Europea, 2006; MARM, 2012). In addition to the
seven innovative principles introduced with the LEADER methodology, it had a twofold aspect
(Esparcia, et al., 2001). On the one hand, the economic one that already had the old sectorial
policies (and it has been the most studied). On the other hand, the social one, that is
concerned about the cooperation, the interrelation and the improvement of the relations
between the population of the rural areas (this has been less studied by researchers) (Esparcia,
et al., 2001). The social component is as important as the economic one, it could be said that
even more, since the future of rural areas does not depend on the amount of funds that are
allocated from the economic point of view, but the fact of seating and attracting new
population to these areas, because without population these are destined to disappear. Within
this social aspect of LEADER, the concept of Social Capital can be found (Shucksmith, 2000;
Ray, 2000a and 2009).
Social capital is a difficult concept to define and measure universally, for this reason
some authors say that it is easier to exemplify it than to define it (Serageldin and Grootaert,
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1998). The definition made by Bourdieu in 1986 says: “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 member in group
…The volume of the social capital possessed by a given agent thus depends on the size of the
network of connections he can effectively mobilize and on the volume of the capital (economic,
cultural or symbolic) possessed in his own right by each of those to whom he is connected”
(Bourdieu, 1986: 51-53).
Social capital consists of a set of components such as networks, trust, associationism, set
of rules, values and sanctions, cooperation and reciprocity of relationships among others.
Among all these components, for some researchers, social networks are the best way to
measure the amount of available stock of social capital in an area, through the methodology of
Social Network Analysis (SNA) (Burt, 2000; Lin, 2001; Buciega, 2009; Esparcia and Escribano,
2014).
The available stock of social capital of a subject will depend on the number of contacts
that it has or is capable of mobilizing. Therefore, social capital is a resource that is distributed
irregularly among the members of a group, and this explains two fundamental aspects of social
networks: the dominant positions and the control that elites exercise through social networks,
and the networks of relationships that such elites establish with different external actors
(Bourdieu, 1986; Lin, 2000). For Bourdieu 1986, 1989a, 1989b and 2001; Coleman 1988;
Portes, 1998; Durston, 2000; Lin, 2000; Barreiro, 2003; Svendsen and Svendsen, 2004, among
others, social capital can be created, maintained, but can also be destroyed, since it is not a
fixed and immovable resource. If the main component of social capital is social networks, the
greater number and use of relationships, the greater the stock of social capital will be, but its
disuse can lead to its destruction and disappearance. Authors like Paldam and Svensen, 2000
and Laschewski, 2009 explain that the creation and growth of social capital is a slow and
difficult process. This idea is also defended by Bourdieu (2001), which explains that for an
accumulation or growth of social capital it is required a lot of time and effort (energy).
Social capital can be understood as an individual or collective good, a public or private good,
which can be formed by some components or others, depending on the author consulted.
However, Coleman was the first author, of many who would later defend and highlight the
following idea: the double aspect of social capital. This can contribute with positive effects (the
set of relations allows the access to certain resources that without the set of those relations
would be more expensive or impossible in educational, democratic, social, economic level,
etc.) (Bourdieu, 1986; Burt, 1992; Borgatti, et al., 1998; Burt and Merluzzi, 2016), but negative
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effects can also be derived. Among the many resources that deal with the subject, a total of
five forms can be identified in which social capital can be derived in negative aspects, such as
the use for own/private interests against the benefits of the community or group, for example,
as client networks (Serafí, et al., 2010). For this reason, for some authors, social capital is a
double-edged sword or with a dark side (downside) (Putnam, 1993 and 2000; Landolt and
Portes, 1996; Portes, 1998; Durston, 2000; Falk and Kilpatrick, 2000; Lin, 2001; Woolcock and
Narayan, 2000).
The EU from the social perspective of the LEADER program has contributed to the promotion
and production of social capital (and also social networks) from the grass-roots level to the
improvement of rural development (Shucksmith, 2000, 2010, 2016; Ray, 2000b; Nardone, et
al., 2007; Buciega, 2009; Nardone, et al., 2010; Pisani and Franceschetti, 2011; Marquardt, et
al., 2012; Pisani, et al., 2014). Some authors see social capital not as a direct objective of the
LEADER program, but rather as a facilitating instrument to achieve the objectives of rural
development policy (Doria, et al., 2003; Yamaoka, et al., 2008; Nardone, et al., 2010). Within
this idea, it is important to highlight the role played by public institutions, since depending on
the way they act, they can benefit and reinforce the role of social capital in development
processes or, on the contrary, weaken or even destroy it (Ray, 2009; Buciega and Esparcia,
2013; Esparcia and Serrano, 2016).

1.2.

Methodology

The work focuses on the analysis of social networks in the LEADER area or territory. This will
allow us to know the stock of relational social capital of different actors (for example,
regarding their position in the social network), changes, different types of relational resources,
external connections (bridging or bridges with other groups or territories, etc.).

Broadly, the following types of analysis are performed:
a. Study of the social capital of each region or LEADER area, based on the methodological
approach of the Social Networks Analysis (SNA). This implies the detection of the main
actors in the territory, those with a more relevant presence in the socio-economic
development processes of the territory, and the analysis of their position and role in the
social networks of the territory, that is to say, their real role from the perspective of their
position and role in social networks. SNA has the added value, fundamental, that allows to
"measure" and characterise that role of each actor considered. The first analysis would
therefore be referred to the current situation.
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b. A temporal analysis is carried out, with the limitation that the data collection is done at a
given time and this analysis of recent changes must be obtained from the vision that each
actor interviewed may have from past periods. Despite the risks and biases that this type of
approach implies, there is no alternative for the analysis of changes in the social network.
On the other hand, the analysis that we are doing in other areas of study confirms that the
social networks at the different stages of LEADER can be collected and modelled with
sufficient reliability. With this, it is possible to offer a historical perspective on how social
networks have evolved from practically LEADER I and, therefore, we can model the process
of construction (or destruction) of social capital in the territory.

For social networks, but especially for the most complete ones (which are usually the
last ones), main types of indicators are analysed:
-

Global indicators of the social network as a whole (structural characteristics),
which allow us to know the characteristics of the social network and, ultimately,
the stock of social capital which can be counted on within the network (its
degree of cohesion, fortress, etc.). It will work with basic indicators such as
density and distance, degree (In and Out), closeness (In and Out), betweenness
and centrality of the flow (or indirect intermediation of the actors).

The social capital of the territory or area of study resides in its relevant actors. Therefore, with
the help of the Local Action Group (LAG), the initial selection of these relevant actors has been
carried out, which has been completed by conducting interviews with all of them (or those
who have been available or have agreed to be interviewed). The interview (between an hour
and an hour and a half of duration) have two separate sections, and includes:
-

The collection of information about the social network of each of the actors
(egonet). The sum of the individual networks allows us to build the social
network (socionet) and, with it, to value the stock of social capital of the
territory, as well as the rest of ARS indicators.

-

The diagnosis of the situation of the territory, its vision of the LEADER program
and the key points for future development strategies.

By "relevant" actors we mean those people who have been interested and have participated in
actions aimed at the socioeconomic and rural development of the territory itself, and
therefore those who are linked to the rural development of the region. In addition, these types
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of actors act on a supramunicipality1 scale and they are recognized as relevant actors by a
group of key informants in the territory. These key informants belong to a very diverse
typology: institutional, economic, social, and technical agents, both public and private.
This classification of the actors will be very important throughout the investigation both at the
time of the creation of an alias/identifier to treat the information for issues of ethics and
confidentiality. The identifiers (ID) of each of them can have one, two or three letters
depending on whether the actor is linked to one or several fundamental activities from the
point of view of their presence in the social network and consideration as a relevant actor. The
first letter that appears in the identifier is the principal activity of the actor (Institutional (I),
Economic (E), Social (S) or Managers (T)) and the second and third letters, if any, refer to other
activities of the actor.

1

The supra-municipal scale has been used as a limitation, since from the LEADER methodology it has always been
tried that the scale of work of the territories, as well as the decision making, is supramunicipality (MARM, 2012). For
Márquez: "The territorial unit of study could be the municipality ... but is often considered insufficient size to solve
relatively aggregate or collective issues." (2008: 68)
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Table 1: selection and representativeness of the actor’s sample in Plain Action
LEADER
area

Relevant
2
actors

Relevant
actors
(Interviewed)

Plain
Action

21

21

Relevant actors
3
(Non- Interviewed)

New
relevant
4
actors

New relevant
actors
(Interviewed)

0

7

6

New relevant actors
5
(Non-Interviewed)

Total
number of
possible
6
interviews

Total number
of
7
interviewed

Percentage of
interviewed
actors in
relation to total
possible

1

28

27

95 %

Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)

Table 2: distribution of interviewed actors according to the type of main and/or secondary
activity
Activity or
profile

ID

Number of
actors

Activity or
profile

ID

Number of
actors

Total number
of
interviewed

Institutionals

I

2

-

-

-

2 (7 %)

ES

2

4

Economics
and socials
Economics
and
Managers

ET

3

-

-

TE

2

TS

1

TSE

2

Economics

Socials

Managers

E

S

T

2

9

Managers
and
Economics
Managers
and Socials

Managers,
Socials and
Economics
Total number of interviewed

9 (33 %)

2 (7 %)

14 (52 %)

27 (100 %)

Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)
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It refers to the initial list drawn after the meeting with the managers.
In this section the actors of the initial listing are excluded without receiving more than two appointments. The
reason for the non-interview was mainly the non-availability or rejection of the person in question to the interview.
4
It refers to those actors who are not listed in the initial list, but who are named by more than three actors as
relevant people, so they are included in the list.
5
The reason for the non-interview was mainly the non-availability of the person in question to the interview. In
some cases, it has emerged as relevant after the completion of the second phase of fieldwork.
6
Overload of the sum of relevant actors from the initial list (excluding those who did not receive more than three
appointments) and the number of relevant actors that emerged with the interviews (more than three
appointments).
7
It arises from the sum of relevant actors interviewed from the initial list and from the relevant actors interviewed
who are not in the initial list.
3
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1.3.

Plain Action and LEADER programme

United Kingdom is made up of four large nations (England, Wales, Scotland and Northern
Ireland; England is subdivided into 9 regions including the South West region, this is further
subdivided into 7 counties among which the County of Wiltshire is composed of a total of 20
community areas that bring together a total of 260 parishes.
The Plain Action area is located in the middle of Wiltshire occupying the area from West to
East. It is made up of 58 parishes of 9 community areas (Amesbury, Devizes, Pewsey, South
Wiltshire, Trowbridge, Tidworth, Warminster and Westbury), which is known as the Plain of
Salisbury, hence the name of the LAG. Nowadays it has an area of 1,066 km2, a population of
125,656 inhabitants and a density of 117,88 inhab./km2, that is to say, compared to the
Spanish study areas, the Plain Action has a little smaller surface whereas the Spanish ones
have an average of 1,821 Km2 (Wiltshire County, 2011). According to Plain Action's local
development strategy, 55% of the population (69,111 inhabitants) live in a rural area (village,
hamlets or isolated dwellings), while the other 45% (56,545 inhabitants) live in rural areas hub
towns that are Amesbury, Devizes and Warminster (Plain Action, 2015).
In Wiltshire county, during the periods of LEADER I and LEADER II, no territory was defined as a
beneficiary of LEADER aid and, therefore, no LAG. It is not until LEADER + when Sustain the
Plain is the first area delimited as a beneficiary of LEADER; Sustain the Plain is the name of the
GAL that will be known as Salisbury Plain from 2007 to 2013 and it is now known as Plain
Action (2014-2020) (Figure 1).
Figure 1: evolution of LEADER area in Sustain the Plain - Salisbury Plain - Plain Action from
2000 to 2014

Source: own elaboration
In the period 2007-2013 the number of LAGs delimited in the county amounted to 4
(NorthWessex downs LEADER, Sowing Seeds, New Forest LEADER and Salisbury Plain), with
this delimitation practically covered almost all the Wiltshire area except for the Northwest
area of the Council, as well as the city of Swindon. In the current period (2014-2020) the
number of delimited areas has risen to 6, the LAGs of the last period are maintained and Vale
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Action (which shares manager with Plain Action) and Costwolds have been created, in this way
the entire area Way the Wiltshire Council is under the influence of the LEADER programme,
bypassing Swindon.
Although the continuity of the LEADER programs in the area of study, changes in the
delimitation have been undergone during the three LEADER programming periods, as shown in
Figure 1 and Table 3.
Table 3: evolution of the Plain Action Area in the different rounds of LEADER
Nº of
parishes

Area
(Km2)

Total population
(Inhab.)

Density
(Inhab./Km2)

Amount of
funds

Sustain the Plain
(2000-2006)

52

863,78

96.570

112

£ 1.608.000

Salisbury Plain
(2007-2013)

73

1.170,34

122.237

105

£ 2.495.000
=>
£ 1.920.000

Plain Action
(2014-2020)

58

1.066

114.072

117

£ 1.380.000

Source: own elaboration from Plain Action information
In the first programming period (2000-2006) (Table 3) the LAG became known as Sustain
the Plain, the area manager was Simon Ford (2000-2008) and the assistant / manager was Gill
Neal (2000-2010). This area had an extension of 863 Km2, which was more extended to the
southwest of the Wiltshire Council (Figure 1) and had an estimated population by the Wiltshire
council for the year 1999 of 96,570 inhabitants and a density of 112 Inhab./km2 and disposed
of funds of more than 1.6 million pounds. In the next period 2007-2013 (Table 3), the area
started out as Salisbury Plain, although it was renamed Plain Action in 2008; its area increased
considerably to 73 parishes and an extension of 1,170 Km2, of which 57 were from Wiltshire
and 16 from neighbouring county Hampshire, that is to say, during this period the area was
reduced by the southwest and southeast, and was expanded by the east (Figure 1). The
population also rose to 122,000 people (estimate for 2007 by Wiltshire council), the largest of
all periods, although the density was 105 inhab./km2. respect to the budget of this period this
increased to almost 2.5 million pounds, although in 2011 the restructuring and recentralization
of power and funds by DEFRA (Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs) led to a
considerable reduction in the amount of the funds of the groups; this fact was not unique to
this LAG but spread throughout the English LEADER territory (Annibal, et al., 2013; Bostworth,
et al., 2016). This led some LAGs to have serious problems, since at the time of restructuring
and reduction of funds; they had already invested in local actions.
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2. From rural development programmes to Brexit in Plain Action
2.1. Rural development programmes, Brexit and economic crisis
All the interviewed actors positively valued the implementation of LEADER rural
development programmes in the area of Plain Action from the beginning to nowadays. In
addition, they highlighted the positive effects deriving of their application from the social and
economic point of view (Figure 2). However, some aspects of programme improvements were
highlighted, such as the change in the management of the LEADER in the previous period,
which led to delays in project approval, economic aid and, ultimately, investment in the
territory.
Figure 2: assessment of Rural Development Programmes (LEADER)

Rural Development
Programme (LEADER)

100%

0%

10%

20%

30%

Positive

40%
Negative

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

NR/DK

Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)
Another element of great concern to the interviewees was the effects that Brexit will
have on development programmes. Although at the time of the interviews the article 50 of the
Treaty on European Union had not yet been officially signed by the British Government, and
some interviewees highlighted negative aspects in the functioning and slowdown of the
LEADER program in the UK. The most important aspects that stood out were the uncertainty
about the future of LEADER development programs, if these would be completed before 2021,
since the official exit from UK would be in 2019 and if these LEADER rural development aid and
those that come from the CAP will be replaced by some kind of measure by the British
government.
All interviewees unanimously agreed that Brexit will have negative consequences for
rural development programs (Figure 3). Moreover, negative consequences will be derived for
the area of Plain Action, so 85% of the respondents think and the same percentage in relation
to the businesses of the area. However, 15% of those interviewees believe that after the
Brexit, positive effects were generated both for the study area and for business.
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Figure 3: Brexit effects that will be derived according to the interviewees
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%

85%

85%

15%

15%

Study area

Business

100%

40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Rural Development Programme

Positive

Negative

Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)
But where does this positivist view of Brexit come from? To do this, we performed an
analysis of the responses according to the economic activity that characterized the
interviewees (Figure 4) and also to their sex. As shown in Figure 4, the only typology of actors
who value the future effects of Brexit as positive are the economic actors. The majority of
economic actors (67% of the total economic players in the area) made a positive assessment of
Brexit. However, 33% of the economic actors and the other three typologies (institutional,
social and technical) all valued that the effects of the Brexit will be negative. Regarding the
positive results of Brexit according to sex, it follows that 50% of this assessment was
performed by men and 50% by women, so there is a fairly similar opinion by sex.
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Figure 4: Brexit effect will be derived in the study area and in business according to type of
actors
100%
90%

33%

80%
70%
60%
50%

100%

40%

100%

100%

Socials

Managers

67%

30%
20%
10%
0%
Institutionals

Economics
Positive

Negative

Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)
Figure 5: Brexit effect will be derived according to economic and non-economic actors
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

7%

7%

78%

78%

15%
Positive

15%
Negative

Positive

Brexit effects in the area

Negative

Brexit effects in the businesses

Non economics

Economics

Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)
If we analyse these results in relation to the total sample (27 interviewees) and
differentiate them between economic and non-economic actors, we can observe that the
positive evaluation of the effects of Brexit only represents 15% of the interviewees and
exclusively the economic ones (Figure 5).
These results were analysed from the statistical point of view. In this case, the value of
de χ 2 gives us a significance of 0,000 and we affirm that there is a relevant association
between both variables (Brexit effects and actor typology). Looking at the contingency table
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we can see that those with a positive Brexit effect belong to the type of economic actor.
While those with a negative Brexit effect belong in their majority to the type of non-economic
actor.
Figure 6: What would be the necessary action after the Brexit?

Cooperation
after Brexit

93%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%
Yes

7%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

No

Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)
At the same time, they were asked whether, in his opinion, greater cooperation and
coordination between the various actors and organizations in the Plain Action area would be
necessary to deal with the situation after Brexit, in short, a greater union (Figure 6). 93% of
those interviewed think so, while 7% of those interviewed think that there is no need for
greater union, coordination and cooperation in the region after Brexit. For some of the
interviewees one of the solutions would be to work as soon as possible on community
resilience strategies for the area and its stakeholders.
Figure 7: Impact of the economic crisis on the study area

Before was better

44%

Impact economic
crisis (2008)

30%

19%

0%

10%

26%

48%

20%
Positive

30%

40%

Negative

33%

50%
Normal

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

NR/DK

Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)
Within this first part of contextualisation of the development programs and the Brexit,
they were asked about the impact of the economic crisis that began in 2008 as a stock market
and banking crisis (Figure 7). More than half of them (52%) think the impact has been between
normal and positive, while 48% think that it has had an adverse effect on the territory. The
majority of respondents pointed out that the crisis had had a smaller impact or that it had

12

hardly been appreciated since the UK had not suffered it as other countries like Ireland or the
Mediterranean countries. In addition, some of them emphasized that the crisis was coming
soon as a result of Brexit. Reference was also made to the period prior to the economic crisis,
for 44%, the situation was more positive than it was today (not so much because of the
economic crisis, but because of the uncertainty that was situation after the Brexit). 30% said
that the previous situation was more negative than the current situation, while 26% did not
have a definite opinion on this response.

2.2. Implication in LAG of LEADER and advices in relation to rural
development
One of the most important aspects of LEADER, from the start-up, first as CI and then as
Rural Development Programs, has been its bottom-up approach, a local, integrated and
participatory approach of the local population. In short, the LEADER philosophy states that for
a truly integrated approach to rural development, the implication must be from the public and
private, multisectoral, without gender or age differences, etc. Therefore, the relevant actors
were asked to be involved in the Plain Action Local Action Group (Figure 8).
Figure 8: Actors implication in the LAG of Plain Action

52%

4%

19%

63%

4%

22%

4% 4% 7%

7%

81%

15%

7%

11%

96%

0%

10%

20%
No

30%
Very Low

40%

50%

Low

Medium

4%

60%
High

70%

80%

90%

100%

Very High

Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)
As can be seen in Figure 8, participation in the LAG has continued to grow with the
passage of periods whereas before the arrival of the programs, only one actor was involved in
management issues prior to the arrival of LEADER, plus 96% of the relevant actors had no
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implication. The involvement has been growing progressively, 17% in LEADER + of which the
values of implication very high and medium. 37% of the relevant actors were involved in the
LAG during the period 2007-2014, it is observed that 15% say that their involvement was very
high, 7% high and 7% medium. In the current programming period, the highest percentage of
relevant actors involved and participation in the LAG has been reached (48%), that is to say
11% more than in the previous period. The increase is also significant in those actors who
claim to have a high involvement in the LAG that amounts to 22%, if we add the medium, high
and very high involvement we have 44% of the actors involved.
In short, not all relevant actors have participated in the LAG, which is not a bad sign, as
this is a rather small organization. But the trend of the involvement and participation of the
relevant actors, has been increasing being currently almost 50%.
Another important aspect is to know the intensity of advice, help, opinion, etc. That these
actors offer to the rest of people of the zone, be they neighbours, acquaintances, etc. In
relation to issues related to rural development, economic and social development, or to a
problem related to the rural development of the region, own initiative, etc. (Figure 9).
Figure 9: advice, help or opinion intensity in the Plain Action area

15%

7%

19%

15%

11%

44%

19%

22%

41%

33%

10%

20%
No

7%
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37%

0%

11%

11%

19%

7%

59%

30%
Very Low

40%
Low

50%
Medium

60%
High

70%

4%

80%

90%

100%

Very High

Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)
In Figure 9, there is an increase in the intensity of advice / opinions with the passage of
the LEADER periods. While before the arrival of the LEADER programs in the area 37% of the
actors did not offer any type of advice to other people, in the current period (2014-2020) all
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the actors offer advice, either with a very low intensity. If we analyse each period in detail we
can observe very important changes. As pointed out before LEADER +, the area did not have
any rural development program, so the intensity of advice in this subject was very low, 37% of
the actors did not offer advice, and those who offered (63%), 59% categorize them with very
low intensity. This trend changes with the implementation of LEADER +, the actors who did not
offer advice are reduced and those who offer it do so with a greater intensity (19% average
and 7% very high). This is further increased in the following two periods. In the period 20072013, 41% of the actors classified their advice intensity as medium, 7% as high and 11% as very
high, while only 7% did not offer advice. In the current period, all actors offer advice, stand out
44% with an average intensity and 11% with a high intensity. In short, the start-up and
continuation of the LEADER programs has led to greater awareness among local people who
have been complaining and asking for advice from the most disadvantaged actors in the area,
and LEADER has promoted greater awareness and an effect called upon by the local
population to benefit from the LEADER programs both socially and economically, which is
reflected in the increasing intensity of advice / opinions that the relevant actors in the Plain
Action area have offered to the population local level in the rural, economic and social
development of the area.
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3. Social Network Analysis in Plain Action
The results obtained for the indicators, through the methodological approach of Social
Network Analysis (ARS) for the whole network of actors in the area of Plain Action, can be
encompassed in three main sections: indicators of network properties, indicators of cohesion
and indicators of centrality. In order to obtain it, the UCINET Software has been used, both for
the set of network indicators and for the representation.
Before deepening into the analysis of the results, it is important to make a distinction
between a set of concepts such as egos, egonet, sociored y alters. Egos refers to the set of
persons / actors who have been interviewed. When an ego has offered information about its
social network, this is known as egonet. The sum of the egonets gives as the result the socionet
of the area of study (the individual sum of the egonets result in the network of actors of the
whole area, that is to say, the socionet). Finally, alter/alters refers to the actor/actors who
have not been interviewed but who have been highlighted as relevant, some of them their
importance is quite relative to receive between 1-2 citation
Table 4: basic indicators of SNA for the social network of Plain Action8
SNA
PLAIN ACTION

Study Area
Network
properties
Cohesion

Centrality

Density

26,60 %

Distance
Degree (In)
Degree (Out)
Closeness (In)

2,02
72,19 %
16,27 %
53,4

Closeness (Out)

49,86

Betweenness

12,35 %

Flow
Betweenness

8,59 %

Reciprocity
(Dyads)

28,1

Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)
In terms of network properties, we are dealing with a network with a very high density
(26.60%), that is to say, we are facing a very cohesive and centralized network. This network is
so dense because the networks are better articulated in smaller territories (Esparcia and
8

For a better knowledge and information on the indicators of social networks consult the manual of Hanneman,
Robert A. and Mark Riddle. 2005. Introduction to social network methods. Riverside, CA: University of California,
Riverside. [Available on-line: http://faculty.ucr.edu/~hanneman/nettext/]. Last search June 27, 2017.
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Escribano, 2014); ultimately this depends on the size of the network and the territory. The
distance indicator in the study area shows that in the network the distance between the actors
is short (2.02). This indicator is related to the density of the network, that is to say, to greater
network cohesion, less is the effort that the actors have to make to reach the rest, less is the
distance that they have to go and we are facing a "closer" and more united network among
the actors.
Within the set of indicators of centrality, we will proceed to comment on the degree of
centrality, this is subdivided into the Degree IN (refers to the connections that an actor
receives from other actors, that is, recognition) and Degree OUT (refers to the direct
connections that each actor says to have with the rest). The Degree IN has a very high result
(72.19 %), this high result is in relation to the reduced number of actors in the network and the
high cohesion. This result highlights the high concentration of positions of prestige, that is, in
the social network, a third of the actors occupy superior positions of prestige compared to the
rest, especially the actor I1 that is recognized as relevant almost by 100 % of the actors of the
area. Regarding Degree OUT (16.27 %), it is significantly lower than the input frost and it
means that the number of output ratios in general in the network is lower.
The Closeness indicates the average distance of each actor from the others, that is, the
ability to reach or connect with the rest, directly or through intermediaries. This introduces a
very interesting factor that is the position that all the actors we can access to: the importance
in the social network (Esparcia and Escribano, 2014). The Closeness offers us a measure which
is more real than distance, as it establishes the number of people in the network (on the total
that form) which we can contact with more quickly (and/or with less effort) both directly and
through third parties. The Closeness (IN) offers a value of 53,4, this means that we are facing a
network where we can easily and simply access more than half of the members to. This result
is very positive, since it has a high capacity of access to any actor and, also, of transmission of
information between the actors of the network. The Closeness (OUT) is 49.8 which indicates
that we are facing a network that is prone to forward the information that comes to them,
that is, that circulates the information and it is not retained by the members of the network. In
short, more than half of the actors are accessible to receive information, while a similar
number are prone to bounce that information and put it into circulation.
As for Betweenness, this indicates the percentage of actors that act as direct
intermediaries in the network, that is, they act as bridges between actors / information of
origin and destination. This position is very advantageous for these bridging actors, since they
can control the flows of information and ideas existing in the network. The Betweenness in the
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network is 12.35 %, this is a relatively low result but it is logical, since being a cohesive
network, with close distances and with a high accessibility between the actors, this makes the
intermediation is low (these are indicators whose results are inversely proportional, that is, if
the centrality is high, the intermediation is low and, on the contrary). Another similar indicator
to the previous one is the Flow Betweenness. This refers to the percentage of actors acting as
bridges but alternative ones, that is to say, actors of other routes that may have a greater cost
or distance. The result for the Flow Betweenness is 8.59 %, so that the percentage of actors is
able to offer a different or less efficient path in the network.
Another important aspect is the reciprocity of relationships, since this aspect is
considered a basic element of social capital. In the case of the area this indicator for dyads
obtains a result of 28.1 which is quite high if we compare it with other Spanish areas.
As can be seen in the different diagrams (Figure 10), there is a great predominance of
technical actors in the area, followed by economic ones. Among the most prestigious actors,
that is to say social recognition (with the highest IN degree) are I1 (96.2 %), T21 (69.2 %), T16
(65.4 %), T13 (53.8 %) and E3/S9 (50 %), that is to say, there is a high concentration of prestige
in few people, especially noteworthy is the case of I1 whereby almost all the actors in the
network identify it as a relevant actor in the network. Also in the graph you can clearly see the
importance of the reciprocity of the relationships between the actors of the network.
Regarding the network of relationships of trust, this is much smaller than the one of
prestige, since the trust is an element that is more restrictive between the relations and that is
expressed in the graph. This has a direct effect on the lower number of network relationships
and, in short, on a lower IN per actor, for example, I1 (73.1 %), T21 (61.5 %), T16 (34.6 %) and
T13 (19.2 %), that is to say, the trust between the actors is much more concentrated than the
prestige that, in spite of being agglutinated in few actors, had a little more dispersion. The bidirectionality of trust relationships has also been reduced to only two.
Finally, Figure 11 shows graphs of prestige and trust but including the actors alters. In both
cases you can see how both networks grow in size (especially in the periphery of the network).
The actors that are included are of little relevance, since they are only named by an actor,
reason why they were not considered like relevant and they were not included to have the
interview. There is only one relevant actor who was left out of the interviews that was T28,
which occupies a very central position in both the prestige and the trust network.
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Figure 10: prestige and trust diagram of the relevant actors in Plain Action (EGOS)

Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)
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Figure 11: prestige and trust diagram of the relevant actors in Plain Action (ALTERS-EGOS)

Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)
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Figure 12: diagram by age of the relations between actors in the network of Plain Action

Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)
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In relation to the antiquity of the predominant relations between the actors of the region
(Figure 12 and 13), a triple comparison can be made at the general level and by sex, men and
women. At the general level, it is observed that the majority of relations that predominate in
the social network are between 5-10 years (44 %), followed very closely by the relationships of
<5 years (43 %).
Figure 13: diagram by age of the relations for all the network of Plain Action
(< 5 years; 5-10 years and > 10 years)

Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)
If we group the relationships of < 5 years and between 5-10 years, these represent 87%
of all relationships in the area; while the relationships between actors that have a seniority of
more than 10 years represent 13%. The analysis by sex determines some slight variation
between men and women. While relationships between 5-10 years for both groups account
for 44% of all relationships, the younger (< 5 years) relationships are greater for men (45 %)
than for women (41 %), that is to say, men have younger relationships with other actors; while
in the older relationships, more than 10 years, women are the ones that concentrate 15 %,
while men only have 11 %. In general, youth relations predominate in the study area, this is
due to the fact that it is a relatively young area that has had changes in the delimitation during
its three periods, reason why has been entering "new" people and, for creating new
relationships. The oldest relationships (> 10 years) are few and correspond to the actors who
have had greater continuity during these periods. As for differences by sex, it is observed that
despite having a fairly similar set of relationships, men have somewhat younger relationships
than women and women a little older than men. This is indeed significant, as women have
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generally been slower in joining the management and participation of rural development
programs, and the EU has seen them as a vulnerable group with young people. In some studies
such as Esparcia and Serrano, 2016, it can be observed how women are less quantitatively
involved in rural areas, although they are equally involved than men.

4. Women role in the rural development of Plain Action
As highlighted in the previous section, the collective of women has been and is a
fundamental piece in the processes of rural development. Historically they have undergone a
process of invisibility and marginalization in rural areas. The exit to this process, in the majority
of cases, has been the migration to the city. The EU from LEADER + has promoted the inclusion
of women in the processes of participation and management of rural development. Therefore,
it is important to know in a comparative way the behaviour of men and women in the social
network of actors, as well as the set of indicators that characterize their relationships as
intensity, frequency or the typology of their relationships.
Table 5: SNA by sex in Plain Action
Men

Women

Degree (In)

22,7 %

29,7 %

Degree (Out)

26,9 %

26,4 %

Closeness (In)

52,7

54,0

Closeness (Out)

49,7

50,0

Betweenness

3,1

4,8

Flow Betweenness

3,2 %

4,8 %

Degree (In) - Trust

7,0 %

12,0 %

Degree (Out) - Trust

10,2 %

9,5 %

Nº of interviews

12 (45 %)

15 (55 %)

Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)
In Table 5, we can observe the differentiated ARS by sex. In all indicators, women get a
higher ARS indicator than men. The Degree IN is significantly higher, so women are more
prestigious and recognized by the whole network, as well as in relation to confidence
compared to men (doubling the result). The Closeness, as in the analysis of the network as a
whole, offers very relevant information, more than half of the women are easily and directly
accessible and they allow information or data to flow through the network. In contrast to that,
the Betweenness and Flow Betweenness are relatively low in comparison to the proximity,
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that is to say, there is a percentage of very low women who act as direct or indirect
intermediaries. In these last indicators the differences by sex are very small and not very
significant.
Figure 14: relevant actor’s distribution by sex and age
80%
70%
60%

20%

50%

47%

40%
30%

20%

50%

20%
13%
10%

17%

8%

0%
18-25

26-35

36-45
Men

25%

46-60

>60

Women

Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)
In the distribution of the relevant actors in the area of study by age can be observed
very important. The first of these is the null presence of young people under 26 years of age.
This is really important, as just as the EU has tried to include women in rural development
processes since the LEADER + initiative, the youth group has also been treated as an important
group and with the need for inclusion in these processes, as they are the future of rural areas.
If we perform a differentiation by sex (Figure 14), it is observed that women considered to be
relevant are younger than men, they are most in the age ranges of 26-35, 26-45 and 46-60,
while That men are only the majority in the age range of more than 60 years.
Regarding the motive or the type of relationship that exists between the actors, there
are differences between men and women (Figure 15). The majority of men's relationships with
other actors are due to work (64 %), LEADER (27 %) and neighbourhood (6 %); while women in
most of their relationships are also due to labour issues (53 %) but to a smaller extent than
men, the importance of LEADER in their relationships is reflected in 38 % and politics in 8 %. In
short, women thanks to the LEADER platform and politics have achieved a greater number of
relationships, that is, it has allowed them greater visibility among the other actors that without
this would have been much more difficult.
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Figure 15: kind of relations between actors by sex in Plain Action
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Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)
Finally, we will characterise how these relations are according to the intensity and
frequency of the same according to gender (Figure 16 and 17). In the case of women, they
have a frequency of relations between the relevant actors (49 %) monthly, followed by
biannual (21 %), weekly (17 %), annual (10 %) and daily (3 %); While the intensity of their
relationships is on average 45 %, down 31 % of their relationships and high 24 % of their
relationships. However, in men, a monthly frequency predominates (66 %), followed by biannual (15 %), weekly (13 %) and annual and daily (3 % both); (69 %), followed by high (20 %)
and low (11 %). Differences are found between both groups, although in both predominate
monthly relationships, it is the majority in men, while women have more half-yearly and
weekly relationships than men. Regarding intensity, women have more relationships with low
intensity than men, although there is a higher percentage of high intensity relationships in
women than in men.
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Figure 16: frequency of relations between actors by sex
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Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)

Figure 17: intensity of relations between actors by sex
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Source: own elaboration (Plain Action, November 2016)
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5. Conclusions
Plain Action has had a very positive track in the development of its rural areas since the
launching in 2000 of the LEADER + CI up to the present. Proof of this is the assessment made
by the most relevant actors in the study area of rural development programs, as well as the
progressive increase in involvement in management and decision-making bodies (LAGs) or the
increase in council intensity, aids or opinions regarding the development of the area. In the
current period (2014-2020) the best indicators have been reached regarding the involvement
and advice in which the relevant actors participate.
Regarding the social network of actors in the area this presents very positive
characteristics. We have a relatively young network in their relations (relations predominate
<5 years and 5-10 years), very cohesive, with a high level of prestige among its actors
(recognition), but this is especially focused on 1/3 of the actors. Another important aspect is the
closeness of its actors that allows to access easily to more than half of the actors of the
network without great efforts. In addition, these actors are likely to forward and forward
information or data they know, which is very positive. On the contrary, Betweenness and Flow
Betweenness, that is, actors that are direct or indirect intermediaries among other actors are
low, since they are inversely proportional to the closeness (the higher the proximity between
the actors, the smaller the number of intermediary actors). Among the actors that make up
the network, the large number of women (more than half of the sample) stands out, which is a
really positive sign, since in rural areas the position and visibility of women is, in some cases,
quite limited. In addition, not only the presence of women is positive, but also they are the
ones that concentrate the best results regarding the prestige, trust or closeness of the
network. If we deepen into the differentiation of the actors by typology, the relevance of the
technical and economic actors in the network has become clear, while the institutional actors
are not the majority. This fact is very striking if we compare it with some rural areas of other
countries, such as Spain, which institutional actors are overrepresented in the social networks
of rural areas.
Some of the important aspects in which the area should work in the future would be to
continue working on relationships within the region and between agencies (Bonding Social
Capital9); but also to foster the development of external relations with other nearby rural
areas such as: Vale Action, North Wessex Downs, Herat of Wessex, New forest, Sowing Seeds o
9

To deepen the knowledge and study of the three typologies of social capital, it is recommended to read the
paper: Esparcia, J., Escribano, J., Serrano, J. (2016): Una aproximación al enfoque del capital social y a su
contribución al estudio de los procesos de desarrollo local. Investigaciones Regionales—Journal of Regional
Research, 34: 49-71.
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Costwolds (Bridging Social Capital). Finally, to continue strengthening and working the
relations of the area and the LAG with the local, regional and national administrations (Linking
Social Capital).
Another important aspect is to work with the youngest population and incorporate
them in the way that is possible in the participatory processes and decision making, since at
present there are no relevant actors under 26 years of age. Since the year 2000, the EU has
promoted the incorporation and appreciation of both women and young people in rural areas,
since they are two groups that have been very little valued in these areas and whose only exit,
in many cases, has been emigration to urban areas where they were trained or were working.
The Plain Action area has to face a future full of uncertainties as a result of Brexit. For all
the actors interviewed in the area, Brexit will have negative effects on rural development
programs; 85% also believe these adverse events will be visible in the area and for business.
However, 15 % of the actors (67 % of economic actors) think that positive effects of the EU exit
for both the Plain Action area and for businesses, that is to say only economic actors think of
this possibility. For many of them, the economic crisis of 2008 has not had great incidence in
the British territory, but the Brexit will have serious consequences. Some branded Brexit as a
"new crisis". As a solution to this scenario of uncertainty, they were asked whether there was a
need to increase cooperation and coordination among actors in the region, for the majority of
actors (93%) thought it was. For situations of difficulty it is necessary to establish and
implement strategies of community resilience10, with the aim of improving the adaptability of
the population and the area before situations of uncertainty and instability.
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