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> A Sunday like any other in José Miguel Petro’s house. On this occasion, his daughters and granddaughters were visiting. From left to right: 
Karen Naranjo (granddaughter), Cristian David Naranjo (grandson), Consuelo Petro (daughter), don José, Lucero Petro (daughter), and Cristian 
José Petro (grandson).

>

Chapter 8
the dynamics oF prosocial behavior (2010 – 2016): participation, 
trust, and voluntary aid1

paula juliana sarmiento 
juan camilo cárdenas

8.1. introduCtion

Thanks to the three ELCA waves (2010, 2013, and 
2016) it is possible to explore the dynamics associ-
ated with prosocial behavior, which can be under-
stood as the ability that individuals have to involve 
themselves in activities that are outside the market 
and their relations with the State. They provide oth-
ers in their community with well-being or construct 
what is known as ‘social capital’. 

Prosocial behavior can be expressed in multiple 
ways. In this chapter, we will explore three of the 
most important dimensions: i) participating in so-
cial organizations, ii) placing trust in others, and iii) 
helping others or receiving help from them. 

Belonging to and participating in social organiza-
tions, particularly when the person has leadership 
skills allows -from voluntary individual’s contri-
bution- to provide members of the organization  
and the community in general with benefits. Simi-
larly, the ability to trust and to be trusted by others 
is one of the ways in which individuals can generate 
social interactions with opportunities for mutual 
benefit, and, as such, be benefitted in a way that 
sometimes cannot be provided through market 

------------------>

1.  We would like to thank the Bolivar-Davivienda Foundation for their generous financing that helped undertake this study.
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transactions or by State programs. Likewise, help 
given or received by family members or friends 
outside the household also constitute prosocial be-
havior. This could be for either altruistic reasons 
or for reasons to do with reciprocity; volunteering 
time to help others is a good example of one of the 
reasons that we will analyze based on ELCA’s data. 

When either participating, trusting, or helping, in-
dividuals voluntarily incur in a personal cost in or-
der to contribute to providing the community with 
goods and services. Examples of these voluntary 
contributions are the time dedicated to participating 
in a social organization’s activities, contributing 
to an activity that is potentially mutually benefi-
cial while at the same time running the risk that 
others take advantage of trust given, or giving up 
either material resources or time to improve oth-
ers’ wellbeing that could have been used for the 
individual themselves or their household. There 
are, however, significant incentives to not contrib-
ute but still benefit from the engagement, the help, 
and the trust of others. Therefore, there is a high 
risk of this prosocial behavior being destroyed, 
which will prevent important benefits coming from 
organized civil society. As such, using ELCA to 
monitor households’ prosocial behavior is of the 
utmost importance to be able to understand the 
possibilities and potential barriers that prevent 
maximizing this social energy that complements 
the functioning of the markets and the State. 

In the first part of this chapter, we will describe 
the evolution of these behaviors over the six years 

of ELCA, and we will later analyze some phenom-
ena that have become clear about these dynamics 
over time.

Specifically, we will explore the role that State pro-
grams could be playing in generating changes in 
some of these prosocial behaviors due to the im-
portance of a series of State strategies to provide 

citizens with goods and services. When exploring 
the data, we found that State programs may be 
motivating or inducing individuals to increase their 
engagement in social organizations.

One of the reasons for this could be that, often, 
State entities promote and even require that who-
ever wants to receive State aid needs to partner 

> One of the workers who decorates and landscapes the Nuevo Gramalote construction.
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themselves in some way, and, as such, belonging 
to or forming a community organization becomes 
a simple requirement to access this State help. 
Government entities can promote this associativity 
because they are looking to reduce the transaction 
costs when implementing programs. They can do 
so if they have a way to coordinate the activities with 
the leaders of an organization and not with each 
member. Another reason for promoting associativ-
ity is because they consider it to be an important 
factor in encouraging the so known ‘social capital’. 

ELCA’s data suggest there is greater participa-
tion in these social organizations due to the State 
programs or help, which is opening important dis-
cussions about the role State programs may be 
playing. However, the data also suggest that when 
households leave social programs, participation in 
organizations is reduced. This supports the argu-
ment regarding the purely instrumental nature of 
membership to gain access to State benefits. 

8.2. partiCipation in soCial orga-
nizations (2010-2013-2016) 

In the survey’s social capital module, the head of 
the household and/ or spouse is asked if they par-
ticipate in any of the following groups or organiza-
tions: Community Action Board (CAB), a religious 
organization, a neighborhood or rural district 
community organization, an educational organiza-
tion, a charity organization (a member rather than 

elCa’s data suggest there is greater participa tion in these social 
organizations due to the State programs or help, which is opening 
important dis cussions about the role State programs may be playing. 
However, the data also suggest that when households leave social 
programs, participation in organizations is reduced. This supports the 
argu ment regarding the purely instrumental nature of membership to 
gain access to State benefits.

> Workers eat lunch while working on the Nuevo Gramalote construction.
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beneficiary), an ethnic organization, an environ-
mental organization, a political movement or party, 
a cultural or sports organization, a work coopera-
tive or farmers’ association, a union, a community 
security association, and/ or a residential building 
council. For the following calculations, household 
participation is defined as what the head of the 
household or their spouse reports to have par-
ticipated in (in terms of the previously listed social 
organizations).

For the category ‘unions’, it is important to high-
light that in 2010 there was only one classification 
for being a member of a union or work cooperative 
or farmers’ association; however, in 2013 and 2016 
these were separated into two categories (the first 
being unions and the second being work coopera-
tive or farmers’ association). As such, the calcula-
tions have been made by joining together both cat-
egories to maintain the round’s comparability. 

The report on participation in social organizations, 
which has shown an increase between 2010 and 
2013, shows a fall in 2016; however, the levels 
are somewhat higher than those observed in 2010 
(Graph 8.1). The fraction of households2 that re-
port to be a member of social organizations con-
tinues to be higher for the rural population than 
for the urban population in all three ELCA rounds. 

The structure of this distribution, by type of organi-
zation, shows some interesting trends. The Commu-
nity Action Board continues to be, both in rural and 

urban zones, ELCA households’ most common form 
of participation, which can be seen in Graph 8.2.

In both the rural and urban sample it can be seen 
that from 2013 to 2016 there were important reduc-
tions in participating with religious organizations, 

which reduced from 12.2% to 5.35% in rural zones 
and from 13.86% to 8.72% in urban zones: this was 
a reduction to 2010 levels. This fall is particularly 
noteworthy when we observe that participation in 
this type of organization was the same that large-
ly produced the increase in the general levels of 

gra p h 8.1.
households’ partiCipation in soCial organizations by zone  
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Source: elca 2010, 2013 and 2016. Authors’ own calculations.

Note: Household participation is defined as the head of the household or their spouse reporting to participate in a social organization: Community 
Action Board, religious, community, educational, charity, ethnic, environmental, political, cultural, sport, association, union, occurrences of par-
ticipation that are promoted by the State, residential building council, and/ or security organization. The rural sample is only representative for the 
micro-regions: Atlántica media, Cundiboyacense, Eje cafetero, and Centro-oriente.

------------------>

2.  It can be said that ‘the household participates’ when at least one individual from the household is a member or a social organization. 
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affiliation from 2010 to 2013. Similarly, in the third 
round (2016) there were substantial reductions in 
participation in Community Action Boards, and also 
in educational organizations in rural zones, which 
reduced from 10.5% in 2013 to 4.5% in 2016.

It is worth mentioning that although there was a 
low percentage of participation in the majority of 
organizations between 2013 and 2016, associations 
and unions remained constant, or even increased 
slightly, in both rural and urban zones. We can also 

see that in urban zones participation in community 
and charity organizations remained stable.

One of the biggest advantages of ELCA is that as 
well as allowing us to see three photos in time, it 

gra p h 8.2.
partiCipation in soCial organization by zone and type of organization
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Source: elca 2010, 2013 and 2016. Authors’ own calculations.

Note: Household participation is defined as the head of the household or their spouse reporting to participate in a social organization. The category ‘multiple’ includes ethnic, environmental, cultural or sport, security organization, 
political movements or parties, or occurrences of participation that are promoted by the State. The rural sample is only representative for the micro-regions: Atlántica media, Cundiboyacense, Eje cafetero, and Centro-oriente.
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progress in households’ participation in leader-
ship3 over these six years: in urban zones, between 
2010 and 2016, there was an increase from 9.86% 
to 11.52%, respectively, and in rural zones the in-
crease was from 18.53% to 20.03%, respectively. 

gra p h 8.3.
the dynamiC of partiCipation in soCial organizations (perCentage of households)
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Note: Household participation is defined as the head of the household or their spouse reporting to have participated in some social organization. 
The category ‘always’ indicates that the household participated in social organizations in the three rounds of the survey, ‘twice’ indicates that it 
participated in two of the three rounds, ‘once’ indicates that the household participated in one of the three rounds, and ‘never’ indicates that it did 
not participate in any round. The rural sample is only representative for the micro-regions: Atlántica media, Cundiboyacense, Eje cafetero, and 
Centro-oriente.

allows us to construct a video of the same families 
and explore the community within social organiza-
tions. The data available shows unstable household 
investment in social organizations, which evidenc-
es the fragility of the attempt to construct social 
capital. In urban zones, more than half of house-
holds (51.99%) have never participated in social or-
ganizations, 26.86% have participated during only 
one of the years (2010, 2013, or 2016), 14.02% have 
participated on two occasions, and only 7.12% have 
reported to have participated in the three waves. In 
rural zones, the percentages are 32.71%, 28.47%, 
22.7%, and 16.12%, respectively (See Graph 8.3.). 

8.2.1. leadership

There are different ways of participating: one im-
portant activity to construct social capital and up-
hold it in the mid and long-term is households’ 
participation in organizations’ management struc-
tures. As such, as well as gathering information 
on membership, the ELCA asked each one of the 
previously mentioned organizations if the individual 
regularly attended meetings and if they are one 
of the organizations’ leaders. For the purpose of 
making the calculations in this chapter, leadership 
in the household is when the head of the household 
or their spouse report that they are leaders of an 
organization in which they participate. 

Graph 8.4 shows the change in the percentage of 
households that are leaders in social organiza-
tions in both rural and urban zones. Generally, 

participation on a leadership level is higher in rural 
zones than urban zones, which can be seen based 
on percentages relating to membership, attend-
ing meetings, and leadership throughout the three 
rounds of the survey. The data suggest a slow 

------------------>

3.  A household is defined to participate in leadership when at least one individual from the household reports to be a leader of an organization.
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gra p h 8.4. 
household leadership in soCial organizations by zone (perCentage of households).
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Source: elca 2010, 2013 and 2016. Authors’ own calculations.

Note: Leadership is defined as the head of the household or their spouse reporting to be leaders of a social organization. In the three first bars of each graph, we can see the ration between the percentage of households that 
are leaders of the social organization to which they belong and the total number of households (this includes the households that are not leaders as they do not even participate in an organization). The second and third bars 
of each graph show the percentage of households that are leaders out of the total number of households that participate in each social organization. The rural sample is only representative for the micro-regions: Atlántica 
media, Cundiboyacense, Eje cafetero, and Centro-oriente. 
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In the same way, between 2010 and 2013, the per-
centage of households that are leaders in terms of 
the total number of households that participate in 
organizations decreases by close to 5%. However, 
it then increases in 2016 to similar levels as those 
seen in 2010 (see Graph 8.4). Regarding the demo-
graphic characteristics of the people who partici-
pate, there are no differences between the fraction 
of participants and leaders for men and women in 
these organizations.

We can see from the data presented that the frac-
tion of those who report to belong to social organi-
zations, and, in turn, participate in leadership activ-
ities is very similar, between 40% and 50%, for rural 
and urban zones-respectively-. However, from the 
total number of households, the percentage of ru-
ral participation is substantially higher than urban 
participation: the level of participation in leader-
ship roles is almost one out of every two members. 
However, from the total number of households in 
the sample, there is low participation; half of these 
members take on a leadership role in both rural 
and urban social organizations. 

Individuals’ participation in organizational manage-
ment warrants an additional analysis as it implies 
an extra contribution of effort in time to support the 
organizational process. However, this leadership 
function also increases the visibility of the leaders, 
and questions could be asked about the risks that 
they face in the context of the current situation in 
Colombia where social leaders are the victims of 
threats and targeted murders. As can be seen in 

Graph 8.4, there is, in general, a higher participa-
tion of households in the rural sample as a total 
percentage of the households; however, the frac-
tion of households in management positions, as a 
fraction of those who are members, is similar in 
both the rural and urban samples.

Rural participation in social organizations and vio-
lence towards leaders deserves special attention. 
According to figures from the Ideas para la Paz 

Foundation, in 2017 alone (until June) 36 leaders 
were murdered.4 Additionally, a report from the 
Observatory of Restitution and Regulation of Agri-
cultural Property Rights5 found that the murder of 
rural leaders particularly affected the Community 
Action Boards, and that in 77% of cases the af-
fected organizations are local: exactly those about 
which ELCA enquired. Also, according to the data 
in this report, between 2005 and 2015, rural leaders 
have been victimized at least 500 times.

------------------>

4. http://www.ideaspaz.org/publications/posts/1530 
5. http://www.observatoriodetierras.org/donde-y-como-estan-matando-a-los-lideres-rurales-variables-municipales-en-el-asesinato-de-lideres-sociales-rurales/ 

> Cristian Moreno remembers his time playing for the lower league side Envigado FC. He has now finished his university degree and plays for the 
Rionegro Águilas in the Argos Futsal League. He has left professional football.
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Victimizing leaders can have serious impacts on 
the construction and stability of social capital as 
it can disincentivize both households’ active par-
ticipation in the organizations that they attend 
and even membership. This is even more the case 
when the social capital network is just starting out 
and is not very stable, which has been shown by 
ELCA’s data. 

Another valuable source of information in ELCA 
is the questionnaire about “Communities” that is 
given to the community leaders in both rural and 
urban zones. It gathers information about institu-
tional supply, infrastructure and public services, 
shocks and conflicts, and social capital.6

One of the questions that we explore in this chapter 
is the following: 

During the last three years, what is the main thing 
that the people living in this rural district have done 
to improve security? 7 The results from this question 
in the three rounds of the survey are presented in 
Graph 8.5.

According to the perceptions of community lead-
ers in rural zones, solidarity as a way of improv-
ing security substantially decreased in 2013 and 
2016 compared to levels in 20108 while helping 
public authorities has become more important. 
However, as the figures on violence in the previous 

section have shown, leaders are being continu-
ously threatened, despite the public authorities 
having become more relevant in a context in which 
the community’s solidarity seems to have weak-
ened. Furthermore, when asking rural leaders 
how much the people living in their rural area help 
each other, it can be seen that the percentage of 
people who said they helped a lot has decreased 

and the percentage of people who claim to help a 
little has risen.9 

Conversely, in urban zones, there have not been 
significant changes in the leaders’ insights into se-
curity; however, the percentage of communities in 
which leaders have reported that the general pub-
lic are helping less have increased. 

------------------>

6. The questionnaire for leaders is a consensus survey: a survey was given in each neighborhood or rural district with the joint participation of at least three community members. This questionnaire seeks to collect 
context information for ELCA households and thus it is only valid for this communities.

7. The answer options for this question are the following: helping the public authorities, helping armed groups outside the law, showing more solidarity, not having done anything, setting up security groups, contracting 
private security groups, or something else. 

8. This means that in a lower percentage of communities, leaders have reported that showing more solidarity has been a way of improving security.
9. The question is structured in the following way: In general, the people living in this rural area (1) Help a lot, (2) Help a little, (3) Do not help. 

> Pueblito Paisa is one of the main tourist attractions in Medellín. It is a replica of the traditional towns in Antioquia.
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Additionally, the surveys for leaders contained the 
following two questions:

1. To resolve problems or conflicts, do people living 
in this rural area mainly go to: the legal system, 
community leaders, religious leaders, armed 
groups operating outside the law, or others?

2. To resolve non-criminal conflicts, do people 
living in this rural area mainly: Resolve them 

themselves, ask for help from other neighbors, 
ask for help from armed groups, ask for help 
from family members or friends who live in other 
places, ask for help from community leaders, ask 
for help from religious leaders, ask for help from 
the authorities, or other ways?

The data for 2016 show that people living in rural 
zones mainly go to the justice system (80.34%) to 

resolve criminal problems; however, 18.38% went 
to community leaders.10 64.53% of communities re-
solve non-criminal conflicts between themselves, 
17.95% ask for help from community leaders, and 
12.39% ask for help from the authorities. Further-
more, according to leaders, the percentage of 
communities in which the people go to the authori-
ties has decreased from 17.16% in 2010 to 15.58% 
in 2013 and then to 12.39% in 2016; conversely, the 

gra p h 8.5.
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public authorities, help armed groups operating outside the law, show more solidarity, have not done anything, join security groups, contract private security, and other. The sample is only representative for the micro-regions: 
Atlántica media, Cundiboyacense, Eje cafetero, and Centro-oriente.

------------------>

10. These data remained relatively constant during the three rounds.
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percentage who ask for help from community lead-
ers has increased from 14.22% in 2010 to 16.05% in 
2013 and then to 17.95% in 2016.

Moreover, in the urban zones there seem to be dif-
ferent dynamics in terms of the options to which 

the communities turn to resolve criminal and non-
criminal conflicts. By 2016, 76% accessed the jus-
tice system, which increased from 65.11% in 2010; 
however, the importance of community leaders 
has been decreasing from 27.88% (2010) to 22.05% 
(2016). In urban zones, the percentage of leaders 

who report that criminal conflicts are resolved by 
the neighbors themselves is much less than in ru-
ral zones and has ranged between the following 
figures: 36.22% (2010), 44.61% (2013), and 40.68% 
(2016). Similarly, they report an increase in ac-
cessing community leaders from 26.12% (2010), 

gra p h 8.6.
to what extent do the residents of a Community help? (perCentage of Communities)
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to 28.88% (2013), and to 30.80% (2016), while the percentage of leaders who 
perceive that people go to the authorities to resolve conflicts has reduced from 
26.32% in 2010 to 20.15% in 2016. 

It is noteworthy that the percentage of neighbors turning to religious leaders in 
order to resolving non-criminal conflicts is minimal both in rural (zero in 2016) 
and urban zones (0.95% of leaders for 2016); this is despite the relevance of 
participating in religious organizations that we have seen previously (Graph 8.2).

8.2.2. helping others

As well as belonging to social organizations, some households make efforts 
to contribute to their community through their work as well as other forms 
of transferences to projects involving the community, neighborhoods, or their 
closest friends and family. The ELCA allows us to see that, in Colombia, citizens 
occasionally resort to informal mutual support mechanisms through relation-
ships involving exchanges, loans, and gifts among acquaintances, which are 
outside the private formal or State system. 

These calculations are based on the survey’s module on use of time11 from which 
we obtained information regarding if a member of the household dedicates time 
to free-help activities for others or to help with social or community projects 
outside their household. In this section, the interviewee is asked to reconstruct 
the activities undertaken in a typical weekday during the previous week from 
when they woke up until when they went to bed. Based on the different activi-
ties that were recorded in this chapter, we concentrate on two: providing other 
households with free help, and undertaking social or community service activi-
ties that are part of the prosocial behavior that we will explore below. 

Broadly speaking, this dimension of social capital is the most disappointing be-
cause, as can be seen in Graph 8.7, despite there being an increase in the per-
centage of rural households that dedicated time to social or community service 

------------------>

11. This module is only answer by monitored people in rural areas.
12. A household is defined as dedicating time to social or community services or providing free help to other households if a member of the household affirms to dedicating time to one of these activities.
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Source: elca 2010, 2013 and 2016. Authors’ own calculations.

Note: The graph shows the percentage of households that affirmed to dedicate time to social service or the 
community and those who affirm to dedicate time to helping other households for free during the survey’s three 
waves. Dedicating time to helping others can be defined as the head of the household or their spouse affirming 
that they dedicate time to this activity. These data are only available for the rural sample, so they are only rep-
resentative for the following micro-regions: Atlántica media, Cundiboyacense, Eje cafetero, and Centro-oriente. 

or that provided other households with free help12 from 2010 to 2013, in 2016 
there was no progress as the percentages decreased slightly.

When observing the change in these types of behaviors by region, it is possible 
to see that the increase that took place between 2010 and 2013 was mainly due 
to the Atlántica Media region; however, in 2016, the levels in this region reduced 
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gra p h 8.8.
households that dediCate time to prosoCial aCtivities in 
rural zones by region (perCentage of households).
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Source: elca 2010, 2013 and 2016. Authors’ own calculations.

Note: The graph shows the percentage of households that affirm to have dedicated time to social or com-
munity service or having provided free help to households in the survey’s three rounds. Dedicating time is 
defined as the head of the household or their spouse affirming that they dedicate time to this activity These 
data are only available for the rural sample, so they are only representative for the following micro-regions: 
Atlántica media, Cundiboyacense, Eje cafetero, and Centro-oriente.

by 7.41% in 2013 to 5.11% in 2016. Although the Centro-Oriente showed slight 
increases, it is the only region that has shown increasing progress as the fig-
ures moved from 0.49% in 2010 to 1.91% in 2013 and then 2.24% in 2016. In the 
Cundiboyacense and Eje Cafetero micro-regions, the percentage of households 
that dedicated time to this type of activity has remained relatively stable from 
2010 to 2016 despite the Eje cafetero’s intermediate variations (see Graph 8.8). 

8.2.3. attitudes on reCiproCal altruism

ELCA also included a section of questions on individuals’ opinions; some related 
to their community’s social capital. One of these questions is about how much 
the person agrees with the following statement: “we must always help those 
who help us”, which reflects the respondent’s view on reciprocal altruism. This 
question was asked in both the 2013 and 2016 rounds, and it allowed us to eval-
uate the stability of individuals’ preferences and then cross this information 
with other variables. 

Although these data show a favorable example in the way that almost all indi-
viduals, both in the rural and urban sample, show their agreement or complete 
agreement (97.32% in 2013 and 96.32% in 2016), by contrasting them with the 
previous figures on use of time, we can see that there is more prosocial behav-
ior in theory than there is in practice. Additionally, how individuals’ preferences 
change from 2013 to 2016 can be seen13 for those individuals who completely 
disagreed or disagreed (175 individuals), 83.43% (146 individuals) changed their 
answer to being in agreement or completely in agreement. Moreover, in the 
opposite case, of the 6,406 individuals who completely agreed or agreed, this 
figure was much less (3.37% or 216 people), which shows a positive situation, 
at least based on opinion. It is worthwhile mentioning that approximately half 
(51.28%)14 of all individuals are of the same opinion from one round to the next. 

Also, as mentioned at the beginning of the chapter, trust is one of the ways in 
which an individual or a community can express its prosocial behavior as well 

as being one of the most important mechanisms to create mutual benefits from 
social interactions. We included the following question in 2013 and 2016 in order 
to evaluate each household’s perception of an atmosphere of trust in the com-
munity: If your neighbors had $50,000 pesos in their pocket, how many of them 
would immediately lend you the money to pay for a medical emergency based on 

------------------>

13. 7,174 people answered this question in 2013 and 7,467 people answered it in 2016; Information about preference changes can only be analyze for 6,518 people.
14. To calculate this, the answers were not grouped into the two categories stated at the beginning of the paragraph. The calculation was made by using the four possible answers separately: completely agree, agree, disagree, 

completely disagree. 
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the promise that you would pay the money back when 
you were able?

Graph 8.9 shows how both in rural and urban areas 
almost half the population (47% and 48%, respec-
tively) believe that very few neighbors would lend 
them the money, and 20% and 30%, respectively 
believe that none of their neighbors would lend 
them the money. These figures cannot be com-
pared with other countries as we do not know of 
any surveys that have similar questions. These data 
suggest that in the areas where the survey is rep-
resentative, there is a low perceived confidence in 
others, which represents an important barrier to 
the creation of community support networks. The 
panorama has not improved over time if we take 
into consideration that from 2013 to 2016, 77.63% 
of the people surveyed decreased the number of 
neighbors that they considered would lend them 
the money (for example, they went from answer-
ing “all” to “the majority” or from “the majority” to 
“more or less half”, etc.). 27.8% responded with the 
same answer, and a lower percentage (22.37%) in-
creased their answer (for example, they changed 
from “none” to “very few”). 

8.3 the state as a promoter of 
partiCipation in organizations 

Until now, we have focused attention on the ways 
in which individuals and households allocate their 

Ta b le  8.1.
opinion “we always have to help those who help us”

2016 \ 2013 Agree Disagree

Agree 96.63% 83.43%

Disagree 3.37% 16.57%

Total 100% (N=6,406) 100% (N=175)
Source: elca 2010, 2013 and 2016. Authors’ own calculations.

Note: This table is based on percentage of people who answer: Completely agree, agree, disagree, and totally disagree to: We should always help 
those who help us. To make easier the analysis the categories had been group as follows: Totally agree and agree in one group and: disagree 
and totally disagree and other. These data are only available for the rural sample, so they are only representative for the following micro-regions: 
Atlántica media, Cundiboyacense, Eje cafetero, and Centro-oriente.

> Carlos García’s livelihood comes from his fruit stall in Corabastos in Bogotá. He had to deal with his customer’s change of consumer behavior 
and now makes deliveries. 
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gra p h 8.9.
trust network between neighbors: loans for mediCal emergenCies by zone (per-
Centage of people).

The majority
Every neighbor

More or less half
Less than half
Very few
None

Rural Micro-regions (2016) Urban (2016)

20%

5% 11%
8%

9%

47%

30%

3% 5%
6%

48%

8%

The majority
Every neighbor

More or less half
Less than half
Very few
None

Source: elca 2010, 2013 and 2016. Authors’ own calculations.

Note: The graph shows the percentage of people who answered: “All”, “The majority”, “Half”, “More or less half”, “Very few”, or “None” to the 
following question: If each one of your neighbors had $50,000 in their pocket, how many people would immediately lend you the money to pay for a 
medical emergency based on the promise that you would pay the money back when you were able? The rural sample is only representative for the 
micro-regions: Atlántica media, Cundiboyacense, Eje cafetero, and Centro-oriente.

efforts to participate, help, and trust others as 
mechanisms to voluntarily provide goods and ser-
vices. However, households also receive State help 
through different programs; this information is also 
collected by ELCA in the household questionnaire.15

In this section, we look to analyze the interac-
tions between the dynamics of households’ prosocial 

behavior and the dynamic of the State help in order 
to find out, until what point, the State programs af-
fect households’ affiliation and prosocial behavior. 

We can observe that, in general, there is a causal 
relationship between households’ participation in 
social organizations and their participation in State 
programs; this suggests that membership in these 

------------------>

15. The question is the following: In the past twelve months, has this household received or has it been a beneficiary of one of the following programs?: In rural areas the State programs are: Familias en Acción, programs for the 
elderly, SENA, Juntos-Unidos network, Colombian Institute of Family Wellbeing, aid for natural disasters, help for displaced persons, providing land titles for land that has no owner, land allocation programs, Ley de Víctimas 
y Tierras, insurance for Agro-income or Desarrollo Rural con Equidad, Oportunidades Rurales, Alianzas Productivas, Familias Guardabosques, or others. The three latter programs were not part of the questionnaire in 2010. 
The rural sample is only representative for the micro-regions: Atlántica Media, Cundiboyacense, Eje Cafetero, and Centro-Oriente. The following are the programs in the urban zones: Familias en Acción, programs for the 
elderly, SENA, Juntos-Unidos network, Colombian Institute of Family Wellbeing, Jóvenes en Acción, aid for natural disasters, help for displaced persons, and others.

16  A multivariate regression analysis corroborates this argument as it estimates the factors that increase the probability that a household begins to become part of a social organization. It was confirmed that this probability 
increased for those who received state aid and had statistically significant effects. 

organizations can be instrumental in accessing 
government programs, or because it is a way to 
improve the capacity to act in terms of acquiring 
these benefits through an organization, or be-
cause these State agencies require these organi-
zations to be created. The available data do not 
allow us to be able to clarify the mechanism that 
creates this effect; however, the causal relation-
ship does seem to be supported by the data. 

Table 8.2 shows a transition matrix for membership 
or participation in social organizations between 
2013 and 2016. The boxes highlighted in yellow 
show the probability that a member of a household 
will change from not participating to participating 
in a social organization. The urban sample is in the 
left-hand column and the rural sample is in the 
right-hand column. The highest part of the table 
shows the transition matrix for households that 
stopped receiving benefits from State aid programs 
between 2013 and 2016 while the lower bar shows 
these probabilities for the households that were 
part of State programs. When the cells highlighted 
in yellow are compared, we can see that the prob-
abilities of this transition of not belonging to a so-
cial organization are greater for those that became 
part of a State aid program.16

Similarly, the cells highlighted in green show the 
probabilities that a household would have stopped 
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belonging to a social organization between 2013 
and 2016. We can see here that this probability of 
leaving a social organization is greater for house-
holds that just left State programs, which supports 
the assumption that these households were using 
their memberships as part of State agencies’ re-
quirements to provide the aid. 

When performing a similar analysis for data relat-
ing to leadership in social organizations, we can 
find similar results to those shown in the previous 
tables. Those households that were not beneficia-
ries of State programs in 2013 but were in 2016 had 
a higher probability of declaring themselves lead-
ers of social organizations in 2016 when they were 
not in 2013.

Ta b le  8.2.
benefiCiaries of state programs and partiCipation in soCial organizations 

Households that left State programs from 2013 to 2016*

Urban Participated in 2016  Rural Participated in 2016  

Participated in 2013 NO YES Total Participated in 2013 NO YES Total

NO 84.79% 15.21% 100% NO 82.30% 17.70% 100%

YES 61.13% 38.87% 100% YES 51.05% 48.95% 100%

Total 76.60% 23.40% 100% Total 66.92% 33.08% 100%

Households that joined State programs from 2013 to 2016**

Urban Participated in 2016  Rural Participated in 2016  

Participated in 2013 NO YES Total Participated in 2013 NO YES Total

NO 78.29% 21.71% 100% NO 77.68% 22.32% 100%

YES 49.53% 50.47% 100% YES 42.86% 57.14% 100%

Total 71.50% 28.50% 100% Total 63.48% 36.52% 100%

Source: elca 2010, 2013 and 2016. Authors’ own calculations.

Note: The households that leaved state programs between 2013 and 2016 are those that in 2013 reported being beneficiaries of any state program, 
but in 2016 reported not being beneficiary. 

* The households that enter state programs between 2013 and 2016 are those that in 2013 reported not being beneficiaries of any state program, 
but in 2016 reported being beneficiary.

** Household participation is define by the household head or spouse reporting to participated in at least one social organization. The rural sample 
is only representative for the micro-regions: Atlántica media, Cundiboyacense, Eje cafetero, and Centro-oriente 

> The shelters in Gramalote.

16. Un análisis de regresión multivariada corrobora este argumento al estimar los factores que aumentan la probabilidad de que un hogar entre a hacer parte de una organización social, entre los cuales, y con efectos 
estadísticamente significativos, se confirma que dicha probabilidad aumenta para quienes entraron a recibir una ayuda estatal.
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> Marta Rodríguez raised her children Carlos and Angie by herself after the death of their father. In 2010, they lived in the country, and now in 2017 they live in the urban area of Simijaca (Cundinamarca). Marta works in Ubaté. 
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Ta b le  8.3.
benefiCiaries of state programs and leadership in soCial organizations 

Households that left State programs from 2013 to 2016*

Urban Leader in 2016  Rural Leader in 2016  

Leader in 2013 NO YES Total Leader in 2013 NO YES Total

NO 94.75% 5.25% 100% NO 90.68% 9.32% 100%

YES 70.54% 29.46% 100% YES 54.52% 45.48% 100%

Total 91.07% 8.93% 100% Total 81.99% 18.01% 100%

Households that joined State programs from 2013 to 2016**

Urban Leader in 2016 Rural Leader in 2016  

Leader in 2013 NO YES Total Leader in 2013 NO YES Total

NO 93.87% 6.13% 100% NO 86.40% 13.60% 100%

YES 46.53% 53.47% 100% YES 48.73% 51.27% 100%

Total 89.60% 10.40% 100% Total 78.85% 21.15% 100%

Source: elca 2010, 2013 and 2016. Authors’ own calculations.

Note: The households that leaved state programs between 2013 and 2016 are those that in 2013 reported being beneficiaries of any state program, but in 2016 reported not being beneficiary. 

* The households that enter state programs between 2013 and 2016 are those that in 2013 reported not being beneficiaries of any state program, but in 2016 reported being beneficiary.

** Household participation is define by the household head or spouse reporting to participated in at least one social organization. The rural sample is only representative for the micro-regions: Atlántica media, Cundiboya-
cense, Eje cafetero, and Centro-oriente 
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> Segundo Saba and Nubia Calderón have three children. Segundo works sawing wood and Nubia takes care of the housework. Their children study in a school in Simijaca (Cundinamarca).
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> Nicole Vanegas and Paulina Ríos dream of being Youtubers loved by their friends. To achieve this, they plan to make tutorials and challenges such as those they have seen others do on the Internet. They live in Copacabana 
(Antioquia) and have been neighbors and friends since they were small.
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For example, in urban areas, of the 702 house-
holds that became beneficiaries in 2013, 15.1% (106 
households) were reported as leaders that year. 
However, a high percentage of these 106 house-
holds (66.98%) were not reported as leaders in 
2010. There was a similar situation in rural zones: 
of the 792 households that began State programs, 
21.72% (172 households) were leaders in 2013, but 
61.05% were not in 2010. By observing the changes 
between 2010 and 2016, we can see that this trend 
remained unchanged. This supports the hypothesis 
that beginning State programs is positively related 
with participation in social organizations, as well 
as with leadership in them.

These data support the proposition that the State 
aid programs generate incentives so that house-
holds join social organizations, either as members 
or leaders. 

The next question is, therefore, if these State aid pro-
grams, as well as promoting this higher affiliation, 

can also generate increases in other dimensions 
of prosocial behavior that we have been examining 
in this chapter, including showing higher levels of 
trust or providing help to others outside the house-
hold. However, we have not found substantial dif-
ferences in the data relating to these dimensions 
that allow us to believe that beginning or ending a 
State aid program has an effect on other dimen-
sions in terms of help or trust. It is worthwhile 
mentioning that regarding helping others there is 
very little variation in the data due to the very low 
percentage of households that reported to dedi-
cate time helping or caring for others in the use of 
time module. 

8.4. disCussion

In this chapter, we have presented an analysis of 
the following activities: participating, trusting, and 
helping as expressions of prosocial behavior and as 
fundamental elements to construct and sustain 

A significant number of households are part of and leave social 
organizations with net ef fects that show anincrease between 2010 
and 2013 and a subsequent net fall in what was reported in the 2016 
wave; however, there are differences for each one of the different 
types of organizations. The prevalence of this affiliation in rural 
zones in com parison to urban zones is worthwhile highlighting for 
the aforementioned dynamics. 

“social capital”. First, when observing changes 
throughout the three ELCA rounds, we see that 
several of these dimensions show an important 
dynamism. A significant number of households are 
part of and leave social organizations with net ef-
fects that show anincrease between 2010 and 2013 
and a subsequent net fall in what was reported in 
the 2016 wave; however, there are differences for 
each one of the different types of organizations. The 
prevalence of this affiliation in rural zones in com-
parison to urban zones is worthwhile highlighting 
for the aforementioned dynamics. The Community 
Action Boards continue to be the most common 
way of participating in rural areas; however, they 
are still important in the urban areas. Participation 
in religious organizations also shows an important 
dynamism in both the countryside and the cities, 
and for unions and associations, there has been 
a growing trend over time although with very low 
levels when compared to other places. We should 
also highlight that the low participation, as well as 
the fact that one out of every two of the few mem-
bers is a leader, are warning signs in the country’s 
current context in which social leaders are being 
threatened and killed in the midst of a polarized 
national debate. 

However, the instability in this participation -and 
the fact that a considerable fraction seems to be 
motivated by instrumental reasons to access State 
help- poses questions about the construction of 
social capital as a foundation to resolve problems 
regarding the provision of goods and services when 
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neither the market nor the State can provide com-
munities with these. In other words, State pro-
grams seem to increase participation in social 
organizations, but they do not strengthen citizens’ 
capabilities for prosocial behavior. The net result 
of these dynamics allows us to partially unravel 
the weakness of the consolidation dynamics of an 
active civil society in the country. This phenom-
enon of a larger fraction of households that have 
stopped participating compared to the fraction 
that are beginning is the same for both the rural 
and urban areas. 

The positive externalities that these State pro-
grams can generate by prompting a greater degree 
of participation and affiliation can open potentially 
interesting doors to strengthen the bonds of com-
munication, help, and collective action in these  
communities. This will be the case if this participation 
in social organizations turns into a stronger social 
platform for discussion about, coordination with, and 
the resolution of conflicts as well as creating agency 
at a community level in its dialogue with the State ap-
paratus. We will only be able to resolve these doubts 
if ELCA continues to monitor these households. 
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> Santiago is a municipality in Norte de Santander, and it is located between Cúcuta and Gramalote. It has a population of close to 3,000 and is bordered by the Sulia River. 
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>Inés María Álvarez has had to carry the pain of the death of her son for more than seven years. Her son was murdered in circumstances that have never been clarified in a neighboring farm in the small rural area of Sabanalarga 
in Chinú (Córdoba).




