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Abstract
[bookmark: _Hlk194490923]The study examines the role of social capital in influencing the economic performance of group farming initiatives. In recent years, group-based farming arrangements such as JLGs have been promoted as an institutional mechanism to improve smallholder farmers’ access to credit, resources, and collective action, particularly in regions characterized by fragmented landholdings and limited individual capacity. Within this context, the study analyses how social capital formation within JLGs contributes to profitability in group farming. A total of 170 Joint Liability Groups were selected through multi-stage stratified sampling, considering crop diversification and area under cultivation. The study broadly follows the methodology of Woolcock and Narayanan for measuring social capital. The components of social capital—bonding, bridging, and linking—were derived separately for each JLG, and an aggregate social capital index was constructed. Separate indices were also developed for each component. The findings reveal that the overall level of social capital formation among the selected JLGs is relatively high, constituting 69 per cent of the maximum achievable value. Based on the level of social capital, the groups were classified into four categories: poor, medium, good, and excellent. The results indicate a positive relationship between social capital and profitability, with a statistically significant difference in profit levels across the categories of JLGs. Groups with higher levels of social capital tend to achieve greater profitability. The findings highlight the importance of strengthening social capital within farmer groups to enhance the effectiveness and profitability of JLG-based group farming and support sustainable collective farming among smallholder farmers.
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Introduction
Group farming is a policy initiative accepted by the Government of Kerala in the agriculture sector. The collective method of farming is not a newer one in Kerala. Collective approaches in the field of farming were prevalent in Kerala under the title cooperative farming. Kudumbasree, the anti-poverty eradication programme of Kerala was set up in 1997 and has been entered into agriculture sector since 2004. As a part of enhancing food production and lease land cultivation, collective farming was started and later on it was modified as lease land farming or group farming activity under Joint Liability Groups (JLGs). Such collective initiatives have gained policy attention as mechanisms to address constraints faced by smallholder farmers, including fragmented landholdings, limited access to credit, labour shortages, and high production costs (Sabu, Pulikkottil, & Roy, 2025). Recent studies also show that JLG-based farming can improve production efficiency, reduce labour costs, and enhance marketing opportunities in paddy cultivation in Kerala (Sabu et al., 2025).
Group farming is a form of day-to-day agricultural production and has increasingly become a livelihood strategy for marginal farmers. By sharing land, labour, capital, raw materials, and the organizational capacity, farmers boost their capacity to invest, innovate, and can make use of leisure time activities in a productive manner. Collective farming arrangements also enable farmers to reduce production risks and improve their bargaining power in markets. Empirical evidence from recent studies suggests that participation in collective farming or farmer cooperatives contributes positively to household income, productivity, and food security among smallholder farmers (Suh, Ji, & Nindi-Chigwe, 2025).
One of the major objectives of group farming is to promote a sustainable and cooperative system of agricultural production. The success of group farming largely depends on cooperation, coordination, and the level of trust existing among group members, which together constitute social capital. At the same time, participation in collective farming itself contributes to the generation and strengthening of social capital among farmers. Social capital plays a significant role in agricultural development by facilitating information sharing, collective decision-making, and mutual support among farmers. Social capital can be considered as the sum of the actual and potential resources embedded within and derived from the network of relationships possessed by an individual or social unit (Al Mamun et al.,2016). It comprises both the network and the assets that may be mobilized through the network (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998, Von der Heyden, B. (2019).  Recent empirical studies also confirm that social capital strengthens cooperation and governance within agricultural groups and plays a crucial role in the success of agrifood cooperatives and farmer organizations (López-García et al., 2025).
[bookmark: _Hlk80701516]Social capital among the JLG groups can be seen in three different forms - Bonding, bridging, and linking social capital. Bonding social capital is good for “getting by’’ and bridging is crucial for “getting ahead”. (Claridge,2018, Markowska-Przybyła, U. 2020). The relationship existing among farmer members within a group represents bonding social capital. Trust, cooperation, and mutual understanding among members contribute to group cohesion and collective functioning. Several studies also highlight that social relations among farmers influence agricultural decision-making and the adoption of farming practices, indicating the importance of social networks in shaping farming outcomes (Burton & Riley, 2024). 
There are multiple farmer groups under each Community Development Society (CDS), and the relationships among these groups may influence their overall performance.  The relation between the members of different groups enables knowledge sharing, experience exchange, and collective problem solving. The association between groups is horizontal because most of the members are from a similar background. This relation between groups comes under bridging social capital. Since most members come from similar socio-economic backgrounds, these inter-group relationships represent bridging social capital, which plays an important role in improving the effectiveness of collective farming initiatives (Sun, S. et al., 2023)
Another important relationship in group farming exists between farmer groups and supporting institutions. Institutional support from local self-government institutions, agricultural extension agencies, and development programmes contributes to improved access to information, inputs, and technology (Srivastava & Samantha, 2015; Agarwal, 2020). Recent studies also emphasize that linking social capital enables farmer groups to connect with higher-level institutions such as government agencies, extension services, and research institutions, thereby facilitating access to innovations, subsidies, and market information (Akbar et al., 2026). Training programmes provided by agencies such as Krishi Bhavan, Krishi Vigyan Kendras (KVKs), and the Kudumbashree Mission further strengthen this institutional linkage.
The concept of social capital has been widely discussed in the literature on collective action and rural development. Early theoretical contributions by James S. Coleman emphasized that social capital emerges from social relationships characterized by trust, norms, and networks that facilitate coordinated actions among individuals. Similarly, Robert D. Putnam highlighted that networks, norms, and trust among members of a community improve the efficiency of collective action and enhance institutional performance. In the context of rural development and natural resource management, Elinor Ostrom demonstrated that communities with strong social capital and effective local institutions are capable of managing shared resources through collective action without relying solely on external enforcement. These theoretical contributions underline the importance of trust, cooperation, and institutional linkages in facilitating successful collective initiatives such as group farming and farmer cooperatives. Empirical studies in agriculture further confirm that strong social networks and cooperative norms among farmers enhance knowledge sharing, collective decision-making, and the adoption of sustainable agricultural practices (Pretty, 2003; López-García et al., 2025)
These relationships between farmer groups and supporting agencies are hierarchical in nature and therefore represent vertical social capital or linking social capital, whereas the relationships existing within groups and between groups are horizontal in nature. In this context, understanding the structure and functioning of social capital becomes crucial for evaluating the performance of group farming initiatives. Therefore, the present study attempts to measure the level of social capital existing among Joint Liability Groups and to examine how social capital influences the profitability of group farming.
Methods 
[bookmark: _Hlk93346508]Primary data were collected from 170 JLGs in the five blocks of Palakkad district during January 2020 to March 2020.All the 14 districts in the State are participating in the JLG farming. As per 2019 data obtained from Kudumbasree website, 75 per cent of the registered JLGs are engaged in the cultivation in Palakkad and Malappuram districts, have a participation rate of 87 per cent which is the highest in the state. Looking at the percentage of active JLGs with that of total registered JLGs in each district, Malappuram and Palakkad are seen to be at the highest level. Among the two districts, Palakkad district is selected purposively because Palakkad is considered as the agricultural belt of Kerala. Even then many of the lands are lying as fallow in Palakkad district. At the same time, the district has to depend upon other districts for meeting the daily needs of food grains and vegetables.
 As per the data published by Kudumbasree in 2019, there were 3371 registered JLGs in Palakkad district among which 2921 JLGs were active. Out of 13 blocks in the district,10 blocks are cultivating at least 3 crops. The major crops cultivated in the area are paddy, banana, tubers, and vegetables. The study has taken only those blocks which are cultivating at least 3 crops. Of these 10 blocks, five blocks were selected on the basis of crop diversification and area under cultivation (i.e., which have more than 500 acres). There are 1466 JLGs in the selected 5 blocks. In the next stage, the selection was done on the groups which cultivate diversified crops and at the same time, but concentrating on one major crop. There were 170 such JLGs from the selected blocks, out of which 89 concentrate on paddy, 61 concentrate on banana and 20 concentrate on vegetables. Thus, the data were taken from these 170 JLGs which concentrate on one prime crop to get reliable results on profit (KP Sandhya, 2022)
The study broadly followed the methodology of Woolock and Narayanan for the measurement of social capital (woolock&Narayan,2000). Social capital is computed as a summation of bonding, bridging and linking social capital. Variables for measuring the social capital are taken by making appropriate changes in the World Bank’s set of questions for measuring social capital. Bonding social capital is the summation of two components – (1) assistance seeking from the group members, family neighbours and locality and (2) working atmosphere within the groups. The first component ‘Assistance seeking’ is measured by considering the assistance during emergencies, financial needs, availing banking services, governance, technical support, mobility, pesticide application, harvesting and fertiliser application. Options are given for the sources of assistance against each type of assistance, i.e., groups, family, neighbour and locality.  Values are assigned as 4 for group, 3 for family, 2 for neighbours and 1 for locality. The second component ‘Woking atmosphere’ is measured by taking five factors, each of which is measured on 5-point Likert scale. These five factors are meeting with other members, love to work with others in the group, knowledge sharing between the members, opinion about the participation of every member and opinion about efficiency of group farming. 
Groups in each locality can influence each other. To find out the relationship existing among the groups the study used two types of variables. They are (1) Input assistance and (2) Personal bridging. ‘Input assistance’ measures how much each group is assisted by other groups in getting inputs. Labour, raw materials, machinery, and finance are the inputs for which the groups are seeking assistance from others. This is measured by taking five factors like assistance in labour, assistance in raw materials, stability in assistance, assistance in machinery, and assistance in finance. A five-point Likert scale is used to mark the response. The maximum score value of ‘Input Assistance’ is 25 and the minimum value is 5. By ‘Personal bridging’ we mean the personal relationships existing among group members and with members of other groups. Participation in special functions of other groups, Participation in family functions, Companion of other group members while attending training programme and information sharing between the groups are the variables used for measuring personal bridging. The maximum value for personal bridging is 20 and minimum value is 4. Bridging social capital is the summation of input assistance and personal bridging. Maximum value for bridging social capital is 45. The minimum value for bridging social capital is 9.
The variables selected for measuring linking social capital are scored in a 5-point Likert scale. The variables selected include support from local government, support from block coordinators, provision of practical sessions, resource provision and provision of training. The maximum value for linking social capital is 25. The minimum value of the linking social capital is 5. Groups are classified separately in to four according to bonding, bridging and linking social capital as poor, medium, good and excellent. Aggregate social capital is found out as a summation of the three components of social capital. Based on the aggregate social capital index, the Joint Liability Groups were classified into four categories: poor, medium, good, and excellent. Groups with index values between 20 and 50 were categorized as poor, those with values between 50 and 80 were classified as medium, groups with values within 10 points above or below the average level of social capital were categorized as good, and groups with values above this range were classified as excellent. The maximum value for aggregate social capital is 131 and its minimum value is 20
[bookmark: _Hlk94191823]To calculate the revenue, average selling price of the product is considered and it is multiplied by the total output in kilograms. Revenue per acre is obtained by dividing total revenue by total area in acres. Similarly, revenue per JLG is obtained by dividing total revenue by the number of JLGs. Total cost is calculated as per the cost A calculation, a method followed by the methodology of   Department of Economics and Statistics, Govt of Kerala (2021). By this method, the formula for total cost is:
Total cost = Cost of fertilizers and manures + Seed cost + Plant protection cost + Hired labour cost + Machine labour cost + Other expenses
In addition to this, lease land cost is calculated separately. The lease value varies greatly from place to place. The imputed value of labor performed by the group members is calculated separately. For the present study, a single harvest of all these crops for the survey period of 2020 is considered. The output obtained is measured in kilograms. The Profit is taken as a measure to assess the efficiency. Profit is the difference between revenue and cost. By definition, Profit =   Total Revenue -   Total cost.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Results 
The present study measures social capital as the summation of both horizontal and vertical social capital. Aggregate social capital is generated by adding bonding, bridging, and linking social capital. The maximum value for the aggregate social capital is 131. Based on aggregate social capital existing in each group, groups are categorized into four. They are poor, medium, good, and excellent. 

	Table 1

	   Distribution of Sample JLGs with respect to Aggregate Social Capital

	Sl. No.
	Category
	Social capital
	  No of groups

	1
	Poor
	Below 49
	27(15.9)

	2
	Medium
	50-79
	56(32.7)

	3
	Good
	80 - 109
	67(39.4)

	4
	Excellent
	Above 110 
	20(12)

	Total
	170(100)

	Data Source: Primary Data



The success of Group farming relies on the extent of social capital formation taken place as a result of their joint activities. Though there occurred some extent of social capital formation with respect to all JLGs, the level of formation varies among them. Data given in Table:1   shows that about 51. 4 percent of the sample JLGs come at higher level of social capital formation (good or excellent). Of the remaining groups, the level is comparatively lower, that is, medium (32.7%) or poor (15.9%).
[bookmark: _Hlk94480986]The three components of social capital are bonding, bridging and linking social capital. Particular values of these three components are found. The average value of the bonding, bridging and linking social capital are given in Table 2. 


	                                              Table 2

	Components of Social Capital across the Groups

	Sl. No.
	Components
	Average Value
	Maximum value
	Percentage to maximum

	1
	Bonding
	47
	61
	77.04

	2
	Bridging
	25
	45
	55

	3
	Linking
	18
	25
	72

	Aggregate
	90
	131
	68.7

	Data Source: Primary Data



On the whole the aggregate social capital formation among 170 JLGs is on the higher side as the average value of aggregate social capital constitutes 69 percent of the maximum value that the social capital formation can achieve. If we compare the three different social capitals, bonding is more pronounced. It means that the group farming through JLGs could bring about group cohesion. This will develop the group dynamics to work.
[bookmark: _Hlk93356396]Revenue from cultivation
The revenue earned by the JLGs were calculated by multiplying market price of the product with the quantity cultivated.
	[bookmark: _Hlk93356436]Table 3

	Crop-wise Revenue from Cultivation

	Sl. No.
	Variable
	Crops

	
	
	Paddy
	Banana
	Vegetables

	1
	Total area (in Acres)
	278.57
	186.66
	42.8

	2
	Number of JLGs
	89
	61
	20

	3
	Total output (in Kilograms)
	201229
	184281
	77400

	4
	Average Price (per Kilograms)
	28
	35
	37

	5
	Total revenue (in Rupees)
	5634412
	6449835
	2863800

	6
	Revenue per acre (Rs/Acre)
	20226.2
	34553.92
	66911.21

	7
	Revenue per JLG (Rs/JLG)
	63308
	105735
	143190

	Data Source: Primary Data



The table shows the crop-wise revenue from a single harvest by JLGs. It is found that the average price of 1 kg of vegetables that they produced was more than that of other crops. It was 37 rupees for vegetables whereas 35 rupees for banana and 28 rupees for paddy. The revenue from unit area reveals that it is much higher for vegetables (66911.21 rupees), next comes banana with 34553.92 rupees per acre and the least revenue is from paddy crop, 20226.20 rupees per acre. When revenue per JLG is considered, it also shows the same pattern with vegetable crop at the top position (143190 rupees), banana in the medium position (105735 rupees) and paddy the least of 63308 rupees.
[bookmark: _Hlk94107250] Total cost of production
The following session shows the crop-wise details of the cultivation details of the JLGs. The total cost of production Rs per JLG as well as the total cost per acre of all resources excluding imputed labour is also given  

	Table 4

	Crop-wise Cost of Production

	Resources
	   Cost of Production (Rs per JLG)

	
	      Paddy
	  Banana
	  Vegetables

	Seed 
	1818(3.86)
	4112(13.08)
	1070(5.31)

	Fertilisers/manures
	6750(14.33)
	6700(21.32)
	10700(53.09)

	Pesticides &weedicides
	890(1.89)
	769(2.45)
	935(4.64)

	Machineries
	31200(66.23)
	7664(24.39)
	5350(26.54)

	Hired labour 
	5200(11.04)
	11112(35.36)
	1200(5.95)

	Other expenses
	1253(2.65)
	1070(3.40)
	900(4.47)

	Total Cost per JLG of all resources excluding imputed labour
	47111(100)
	31427(100)
	20155(100)

	Imputed labour cost
	61159
	[bookmark: RANGE!D14]100490
	[bookmark: RANGE!E14]149310

	 
	Cost of Production (Rs per acre)

	
	Paddy
	Banana
	Vegetables

	Total Cost per acre of all resources excluding imputed labour
	15051.43
	10270.26
	9418.22

	Data Source: Primary Data



The total cost is composed of seed, fertilizers/manures, pesticides, machineries, hired labour and other expenses. The total cost per JLG and per acre is lower in the case of vegetables.
[bookmark: _Hlk93356456] Profit of Cultivation
The profit received by farmers is shown in the table:5. The   profit per acre and per JLG is examined separately. The profit per JLG is much greater for vegetable cultivation (Rs 123035) when compared to banana (Rs 74308) and paddy (Rs 16197) crops. The average profit assessed area-wise also follows this pattern. The average profit per acre is lower for paddy (Rs 5174.77). The vegetable cultivation is showing higher level of   profit per acre of 57492.99 rupees. 
	[bookmark: _Hlk94252677]Table 5

	Crop wise Profit of Cultivation from JLG farming

	Sl. No.
	Crops
	Revenue (Rs)
	Cost (Rs)
	 Profit (Rs)

	
	
	[bookmark: RANGE!C6]Per Acre
	Per JLG
	 Per Acre
	 Per JLG
	Per Acre
	Per JLG

	1
	Paddy
	20226.2
	63308
	15051.43
	47111
	5174.77
	16197

	2
	Banana
	34553.92
	105735
	10270.26
	31427
	24283.66
	74308

	3
	Vegetables
	66911.21
	143190
	9418.22
	20155
	57492.99
	123035

	Data Source: Primary Data



It is found that there is no hired labour in vegetable cultivation, but the imputed labour cost is the highest. More unpaid family labour and more participation of group members are involved in vegetable cultivation.
Social capital and profit
[bookmark: _Hlk90716821][bookmark: _Hlk94252847]The data given in Table 6 reveals that there exists a positive correlation between each component of social capital, that is, bonding, bridging, linking and profit.

	                               Table 6

	Correlation between components of social capital and Profit

	(figures within brackets show the p-value)

	Sl. No.
	Social capital component
	Correlation 

	1
	Bonding 
	0.54(0.00)

	2
	Bridging 
	0.65(0.00)

	3
	Linking 
	0.18(0.02)

	Aggregate social capital
	0.69(0.00)

	Data Source: Primary Data



The table shows that all the three components of social capital are positively related to the   profit. The correlation results reveal a positive and statistically significant association between social capital components and the profitability of JLGs. Bridging social capital shows the strongest correlation with profit (r = 0.65), followed by bonding social capital (r = 0.54). Linking social capital exhibits a weaker but statistically significant relationship (r = 0.18). The aggregate social capital index demonstrates a strong positive correlation with profit (r = 0.69), suggesting that higher levels of social capital are associated with improved financial performance of group farming units.
Bonding social capital is the capital or the connectivity among the members of the group. It is the connectivity or cohesiveness among the members, The trust and cooperation existing among the members of the group cause for greater relationship and increase in-group cohesion (Hansen et.al,2002). It leads to an increase in social bonding. Teamwork causes greater performance at the organizational level and leads to greater profitability (Lin& Peng,2010)
To find out the group-to-group difference in profit, groups have been categorized into four, based on each component of social capital and also the aggregate social capital. To test the significance of mean difference in the profit of different categories based on social capital, ANOVA and post hoc tests are run, the results of which are given in Table 7
	Table 7

	Mean difference in profit along different types of social capital groups

	(Figures within brackets show the p-value)

	Sl. No.
	Category
	                     Mean difference in   profit

	
	
	bonding
	bridging
	Linking
	Aggregate 

	1
	Poor
	Medium
	-28522.51
(0.00)
	28208.16690
(0.06)
	-47989.90
(.00)
	-38926.63
(.00)

	
	
	Good
	-78532.52
(0.00)
	-70356.46
(0.00)
	-46236.32
(.00)
	82054.41
(.00)

	
	
	Excellent
	-187666.24
(0.00)
	-180756.52
(0.00)
	67586.88
(.00)
	-193804.08
(.00)

	2
	Medium
	Poor
	28522.51
(0.00)
	28208.17
(0.06)
	1753.58
(.92)
	38926.63
(.00)

	
	
	Good
	-50010.00
(0.00)
	-42148.29
(0.00)
	1753.58
(.92)
	43127.78
(.00)

	
	
	Excellent
	-159143.73
(0.00)
	152548.35
(0.00)
	-19596.97
(.40)
	-154877.45
(.00)

	3
	Good
	Poor
	78532.52
(0.00)
	70356.46
(0.00)
	46236.32
(.00)
	82054.41
(.00)

	
	
	Medium
	50010.00
(0.00)
	42148.29
(0.00)
	-1753.58
(.92)
	43127.78
(.00)

	
	
	Excellent
	-109133.72
(0.00)
	-110400.06
(0.00)
	-21350.55
(.28)
	-111749.67
(.00)

	4
	Excellent
	Poor
	187666.24
(0.00)
	180756.52
(0.00)
	67586.88
(.00)
	193804.08
(.00)

	
	
	Medium
	159143.73
(0.00)
	152548.35
(0.00)
	19596.97
(.40)
	154877.45
(.00)

	
	
	Good
	109133.72
(0.00)
	110400.06
(0.00)
	21350.56
(.28)
	111749.67
(.00)

	Data Source: Primary Data




[bookmark: _Hlk94252867]
The results reveal that there is significant difference in the average profit between different categories based on bonding social capital and aggregate social capital. But with respect to the bridging social capital, the mean difference in profit between poor and medium categories is not highly significant. All other categories show significant results in this case. Also, all linking social capital categories with medium category show insignificant mean difference in average profit.
Discussions
The findings of the study indicate that social capital plays a crucial role in shaping the performance of Joint Liability Group (JLG) farming. A significant proportion of the sampled JLGs fall under the “good” and “excellent” categories of aggregate social capital, suggesting that group farming practices contribute to the development of strong cooperative relationships among farmers. This observation supports the theoretical arguments of James S. Coleman and Robert D. Putnam, who emphasized that networks, trust, and shared norms facilitate collective action and improve the efficiency of social and economic activities. In the context of agriculture, social capital has been widely recognized as a key factor that enables communities to coordinate resources and undertake collective initiatives effectively (Pretty, 2003; Woolcock & Narayan, 2000).
The results further reveal that bonding social capital exhibits a relatively higher value compared to other components of social capital. This indicates that relationships among members within the same group are strong and characterized by trust, cooperation, and mutual support. Such internal cohesion strengthens teamwork and facilitates collective decision-making, which in turn improves the functioning of the group. Earlier studies have similarly highlighted that strong interpersonal ties within groups promote knowledge sharing and enhance collaborative performance (Hansen et al., 2002). In addition, group cohesion and teamwork have been shown to positively influence organizational performance and productivity (Lin & Peng, 2010). Within the context of group farming, these strong internal relationships enable members to coordinate farming activities more efficiently, including input procurement, labour sharing, and resource utilization, thereby contributing to improved economic outcomes.
The study also shows that bridging social capital—representing the relationships among different farmer groups—plays an important role in improving profitability. Bridging networks create opportunities for the exchange of information, resources, and experiences among groups, which may lead to the adoption of improved farming practices and better market access. The relatively strong correlation observed between bridging social capital and profit indicates that networks extending beyond the immediate group can significantly enhance economic performance. This finding is consistent with earlier studies which suggest that inter-group linkages allow farmers to access new knowledge, technologies, and markets, ultimately improving productivity and farm income (Burton & Riley, 2024; López-García et al., 2025).
Linking social capital, which reflects the relationship between farmer groups and external institutions such as local governments, extension agencies, and development programmes, also shows a positive relationship with profitability, although the magnitude of correlation is comparatively lower. Institutional linkages provide farmers with access to training programmes, credit facilities, technical guidance, and agricultural inputs. Previous research has emphasized that institutional support plays a significant role in strengthening farmer organizations and enhancing the effectiveness of collective farming initiatives (Srivastava & Samanta, 2015; Agarwal, 2020). The relatively lower correlation observed in this study may indicate that while institutional support mechanisms are present, there remains considerable scope for strengthening the interaction between JLGs and supporting agencies to maximize the benefits of group farming.
Another notable finding of the study is the positive association between aggregate social capital and profitability. The correlation analysis suggests that groups with higher levels of social capital tend to achieve greater economic returns. This reinforces the view that social capital functions as an important intangible asset that contributes to improved economic performance. According to Elinor Ostrom, communities possessing strong networks of trust and cooperation are better able to manage shared resources and coordinate collective activities effectively. In the context of group farming, social capital enhances coordination among members, reduces transaction costs, and facilitates the efficient utilization of available resources. Consequently, groups characterized by stronger networks and cooperative relationships are more likely to achieve higher productivity and profitability.
The analysis of profit across different crops also reveals considerable variations. Vegetable cultivation generates the highest profit per acre as well as per JLG, followed by banana and paddy cultivation. This finding suggests that crop choice and diversification play an important role in determining farm income. The relatively higher profitability of vegetable cultivation may also be attributed to the greater involvement of group members and family labour, which reduces reliance on hired labour and lowers production costs. This observation is consistent with earlier studies indicating that collective labour arrangements and efficient resource utilization can enhance the economic viability of group farming systems.
Overall, the results highlight that social capital acts as a key enabling factor for the success of group farming initiatives. Strong internal relationships among members, effective linkages among different groups, and supportive institutional networks together contribute to improving the economic outcomes of JLG farming.
Policy Recommendations
Based on the findings of the study, several measures may be considered to strengthen the effectiveness and long-term sustainability of group farming initiatives.
· Efforts should be made to strengthen group cohesion and trust among members: Since bonding social capital has a strong influence on profitability, fostering trust, cooperation, and effective communication within the group is essential. Regular group meetings, participatory decision-making processes, and transparent management practices can help maintain cohesion and improve the collective functioning of Joint Liability Groups.
· Inter-group networking should be encouraged to enhance bridging social capital: Interaction among different JLGs can facilitate the exchange of knowledge, farming practices, and market information. Organizing farmer meetings, exposure visits, cooperative networks, and knowledge-sharing workshops can create opportunities for groups to learn from each other and adopt more efficient farming practices.
· Institutional support and agricultural extension services need to be strengthened: Linking social capital can be improved through stronger engagement between JLGs and supporting institutions such as Krishi Vigyan Kendra, Kudumbashree Mission, local self-government institutions, and agricultural extension offices. Regular training programmes, technical guidance, and timely provision of inputs can enhance the productivity and efficiency of group farming.
· Promoting crop diversification and the cultivation of high-value crops: The study indicates that vegetable cultivation generates relatively higher profits compared to other crops. Therefore, encouraging JLGs to diversify their cropping patterns and adopt high-value crops may significantly improve farm income while also reducing production risks associated with monocropping.
· Improving access to institutional credit and strengthening marketing support: This will enhance the economic performance of JLGs. Providing easier access to credit, storage facilities, and organized marketing channels will enable farmers to manage production more efficiently and secure better prices for their produce. Strengthening farmer producer organizations and cooperative marketing platforms can also play a vital role in improving market access.
· Capacity building and leadership development among group members: Capacity building and leadership development among group members are essential for sustaining group farming initiatives. Training programmes focusing on group management, financial literacy, leadership skills, and conflict resolution can significantly improve the functioning of JLGs. Strong leadership within the group helps maintain cooperation, resolve internal conflicts, and ensure the long-term sustainability of collective farming practices.

Conclusion
Group farming has proven to be instrumental in generating social capital among JLGs. However, the level of social capital formation varies across different groups. Approximately 51% of the JLGs belong to the higher level of social capital formation. Notably there is a positive correlation between social capital and profitability among JLGs. Groups with higher levels of social capital tend to exhibit higher levels of profit. Additionally, there is a significant difference in profitability among JLGs based on their social capital levels, highlighting the impactful role of social capital in driving economic success. Overall, group farming initiatives not only contribute to the generation of social capital but also positively influence the profitability of JLGs. Groups that invest in fostering strong social networks and trust within their members reap greater economic benefits, emphasizing the importance of social capital in cooperative farming ventures.
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