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Within the rural development debate, there has been 

increasing call for a stronger territorial focus that emphasizes 

the utilization and development of local resources along with 

the demands of community members. This study evaluates 

the impact of a poverty reduction program on two well-

being dimensions: income and consumption in education 

and health. The empirical analysis uses a primary dataset of 

how poverty reduction programs can improve the well-being 

level in the targeted communities through capability-building 

interventions linked to investments in two forms of territorial 

capital, namely human capital and productive assets.

Como resultado del debate sobre desarrollo rural ha 

habido un creciente interés por los enfoques territoriales que 

enfatizan la utilización y el desarrollo de recursos locales, así 

como la consideración de las demandas de distintos miembros 

de la comunidad. Este estudio evalúa el impacto de un 

programa de reducción de la pobreza sobre dos dimensiones de 

bienestar: ingresos y consumo en educación y salud. El análisis 

empírico utiliza una base de datos primaria de 2,234 hogares 

México. Los resultados ofrecen información valiosa sobre cómo 

los programas de reducción de pobreza pueden mejorar el nivel 

de bienestar en comunidades rurales a través de intervenciones 

de desarrollo de capacidades vinculadas a inversiones en dos 

formas de capital territorial, a saber, capital humano y activos 

productivos.
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ithin the development debate it is now widely 
recognized that poverty is mostly a rural 
phenomenon (Alkire et al., 2014; Anríquez 
& Stamoulis, 2007; IFAD, 2011). Therefore, 
rural poverty reduction programs have drawn 

increased attention among scholars and policy makers 

(Bebbington et al., 2008; Dehejia, 2005; Meyer & Sullivan, 

2008; Molyneux et al., 2016). Increasingly national-level 

governing bodies and international organizations—i.e., 

projects to combat rural poverty (Molyneux et al., 2016; 

Schmitt, 2010; Winters & Chiodi, 2011). In many poverty 

territorial capital—i.e., the set of localized assets that 

constitute the competitive potential of the focal territory, 

including public goods and resources, infrastructures, 

private capital, social capital, relational capital, human 

capital, cooperation networks, and agglomeration 

economies and connectivity (Camagni & Capello, 2013, 

p. 1387)—are the preferred implementation model (van 

der Ploeg et al., 2009). For example, both the Food and 

Agriculture Organization (FAO) and the Organization for 

Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) have 

adopted a framework based on territorial capital to achieve 

sustainable rural development (OECD, 2006; Vargas, 

2010).

Notwithstanding the increased emphasis on territorial 

capital, little research has addressed the outcomes of 

regional level (e.g., Camagni, 2009; Camagni & Capello, 

2013; Horlings & Marsden, 2014). Furthermore, many 

projects are implemented in developing or marginal 

territories on the basis of expectations and results 

generated in developed regions (Molyneux et al., 2016; 

Schmitt, 2010). Hence, there is a need to understand 

under which a poverty reduction program that promotes 
investments in two forms of territorial capital (i.e., human 
capital and private capital) impacts various dimensions 

Strategic Project for Food Security (SPFS)—a poverty 
reduction program supported by United Nations and 
implemented via FAO and the Mexican administration—
on well-being dimensions by considering both income 
and non-income related well-being outcomes among 

Mexico. 

Building on the capability approach (Alkire, 2002; Sen, 

capital to enhance well-being depends on the properties 
of support programs in terms of its participatory as well 
as its capability-enhancing focus, along with the level of 

based on a unique primary dataset of 2,234 households 
residing in deprived rural areas of Mexico. The sample 

provides the opportunity to analyze how support programs 
that promote the active participation of individuals (versus 
non-participating) contribute to well-being.

This study looks into the role of capability building 
on various welfare metrics, answering the call made 
by Clark (2005), Robeyns (2006) and Pelenc & Ballet 
(2015), among others, for more research on territorial 
development from a capability approach that accounts 
for the multidimensionality of well-being. By connecting 
territorial capital and capability-enhancing actions we 

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: 
Section 2 presents the theoretical arguments that 



75 

underpin this study while Section 3 provides an overview 

of the analyzed poverty-reduction program. Data and the 
methodological issues are described in Section 4. The 
results are found in Section 5, while the conclusions and 

implications are presented in Section 6.

The capability approach is a normative framework 
for understanding relevant problems related to, among 
others, inequalities, development, poverty and justice. 
Rather than the accumulation of goods, this approach 
emphasizes various aspects of the quality of life in 

increasing individual well-being (Sen, 1999). The core 
assumption of the capability approach is that individuals’ 
functionings, that is, the person’s ‘beings’ and ‘doings’—
which can be elementary (e.g., nutrition, health, life 
expectancy) or more complex (e.g., civil activism in 
the community or self-respect)—and the people’s 
capabilities—i.e., the genuine opportunities or freedoms 
to realize their functionings—are critical to achieve 

well-being (Robeyns, 2005; Sen, 2008). The capability 
approach suggests that poverty is an outcome of capability 
deprivation and that inequality is not just the absence of 
income or income imbalance, but the inability of the poor 
to exercise their freedoms (Sen, 1991, 2008). Therefore, to 
achieve their functionings, individuals need the capability 
to exercise their freedom. Development occurs when 
people have greater freedoms that enhance their ability 

for self-reliance (Alkire, 2002; Clark, 2005).

In the capability approach the set of people’s 
capabilities encompasses both the access to resources—
for example, goods, services, and intangibles such as 
human and social capital—and a series of conversion 
factors which can be personal factors (physical and 
psychological characteristics), social factors (gender-
related, institutional, public goods) and environmental 

fertility). Conversion factors allow individuals to 
transform their capabilities into functionings (Robeyns, 

in terms not only of the access to resources, but also of 
the conditions that facilitate the conversion of resources 
(capabilities) into well-being achievements (functionings). 
Once people have the capabilities and the conversion 
factors, decisions on what capabilities should be exploited 
and what functionings should be pursued operate through 
free agency (Sen, 1999). The proposition of free agency 
centralizes on the argument that goals and decisions that 
improve well-being are contingent on individual’s freedom 
to choose and act on whatever they think is in their well-
being. Freedom of choice therefore takes a pivotal role 

2002). 

Underlying the concept of free agency is the notion 
that the active participation and involvement of people in 
decision-making processes increases their well-being by 
allowing people to select and prioritize the development 
of those capabilities and pursuit the functionings that 
they consider most valuable (Aguilera-Fierro, 2017). 
Hence, in the capabilities approach the decision to enroll 

freedom to pursue the functionings they seek. As such 
support programs should enhance the ‘capabilities’ 

own functionings or well-being. Therefore, we expect 
a positive relationship between enrolment in poverty 
reduction programs that promote the active participation 

 

Recently, several studies have pointed to the important 
role that territorial capital plays in rural development 
(Camagni, 2009; Camagni & Capello, 2013; Horlings & 
Marsden, 2014; van der Ploeg et al., 2009). Territorial 

available in the territory which can be mobilized and 
actively exploited by community members in the region’s 
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economic activities (van der Ploeg et al., 2009, p. 19). 

The economic relevance of territorial capital resides in 

and resources, infrastructures, private capital, social 

capital, relational capital, human capital, networks, and 

agglomeration economies and connectivity—positively 

2013; Horlings & Marsden, 2014). 

In the context of this study, poverty reduction 

programs, such as the SPFS, contribute to local 

development by injecting into territories resources 

SPFS channels these resources with the objective to 

help develop marginalized rural areas in Mexico. These 

resources are allocated to the targeted communities via 

investments in two forms of territorial capital: human 

capital investments in the form of technical support and 

training (e.g., water use techniques, agriculture), and 

investments in physical capital factors such as production 

equipment and basic infrastructures (e.g., storage 

facilities).

Individual level human capital along with physical 

capital represents two important factors of territorial 

capital, and in this study, we evaluate how investments 

in these two factors contribute to subsequent well-being 

Human capital represents the sum of all knowledge, 

skills, experience and social capital embedded in a 

person (Becker, 1975). Human capital is a unique form 

of capital with long-term impact because— unlike other 

types of tangible assets—knowledge, skills, experience 

and networks cannot be alienated from the person 

(Becker, 1993; Simon, 1998). Additionally, human capital 

components—knowledge, skills and experience—are 

valuable inputs which can appreciate in value over time. 

By analyzing economic and entrepreneurial outcomes, 

community’s human capital as a key stimulus for rural 

development (see, e.g., Swagemakers et al., 2012; Vargas, 

2010). This happens through the development of intrinsic 

abilities and skills with economic potential (Barro, 1991; 

Becker, 1993; Dehejia, 2005; Gao et al., 2014; Meyer & 

Sullivan, 2008; Sen, 1999; Simon, 1998).

However, unlike human capital, physical capital 

represents the tangible infrastructure in a territory 

and include production properties (land), built-up 

structures (housing, transportation and communication 

infrastructures), and technical facilities for food or 

grain storage (FAO, 2009). Investments in physical 

infrastructure promote regional development in various 

ways. Enhanced use of land contributes to improve 

agricultural and water conservation practices, while 

enhanced infrastructures promote job creation through 

the channeling of public funds to infrastructure projects 

which, in turn, may increase the productivity levels 

of the rural economy (Vargas, 2010). Additionally, 

investments in physical capital reduce transportation 

amenities and services that improve quality of life of rural 

areas. From a capability perspective (Robeyns, 2005; Sen, 

1991, 1999), investments in human capital and physical 

capabilities that can be used by individuals to pursue their 

functionings (well-being outcomes).  

Therefore, we hypothesize,

 

The Mexican administration has a long tradition of 

implementing a variety of poverty reduction programs, 

including conditional cash transfer programs (Aguilera-

Fierro, 2017; Winters & Chiodi, 2011), microcredit 

programs (e.g., ‘Fondo Paraguas’ program and FIDEY 

program) (Espinosa-Atoche et al., 2018), and large-

scale social programs (e.g., the CONTIGO framework, 

OPORTUNIDADES, PROCAMPO or MICROREGIONES) 

that aim to relieve poverty by improving the coverage and 
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quality of public education, health as well as the provision 

of basic services (Winters & Chiodi, 2011; World Bank, 
2004).

In addition to these initiatives, in 2004 the Food 
and Agriculture Organization (FAO) and the Mexican 
Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock, Fisheries and Rural 
Development—introduced the Strategic Project for Food 
Security (SPFS) seeking to develop marginalized rural 
areas. This project is based on the territorial capital 

framework adopted by FAO which operationalizes 
sustainable rural development as a multidimensional 
concept including aspects related to household income 
and the achievement of greater levels of literacy, education 

a two-year pilot scheme was launched in 2004 involving 
13 municipalities from six Mexican States, and by 2006 
communities involved in the SPFS grew to 248 in 16 

States. After the pilot scheme period, the allocation 

project in 2007. To achieve its objectives, the SPFS 
established decentralized rural development agencies 
which—in collaboration with FAO and the Mexican 
administration—were responsible for providing support 
to the communities. Rural development agencies are 
periodically monitored and evaluated by FAO.

rural areas across Mexico and channeled resources 

investments in three areas: human capital (training), 
physical capital (equipment and infrastructures), and 
land and water use techniques (OECD, 2012, p. 183). The 
program also supported small farms and knowledge 
transfer by organizing meeting and seminars, and 
providing training to community members . 

A distinctive feature of the SPFS is that it is not a 
cash-transfer project. Participating households are called 
to actively work in the development of their projects. 

Within the targeted communities, rural development 
agencies convene all households to a community 
meeting to inform them about the SPFS. These meetings 

of the causes and potential long-term solutions to reduce 

poverty. As a result of community meetings, households 

who voluntarily manifest their interest in participating 

in the SPFS present their application form so the rural 

households is determined by the rural development 

agency on the basis of economic (income), demographic 

(family structure and size) and food deprivation criteria 

established by FAO.

The promotion of community engagement through 

participatory planning and active involvement is a key 

aspect of the SPFS. The investments channeled via 

the SPFS program are designed to create/develop the 

assets, equipment, and education and training (e.g., 

machines and equipment for productive purposes, 

storage facilities) that can improve the productivity of 

To increase community involvement, the SFPS also 

contributions, in terms of labor (workdays). The rural 

development agency determines the investment necessary 

cannot represent more than 10% of the total budgeted 

investment.

The data used in study comes from a unique primary 

dataset designed to evaluate households’ standard of 
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dimensions linked to income and consumption patterns. 

The dataset was collected by conducting face-to-face 

interviews with individuals spread in two municipalities 

of the State of Mexico, namely Amanalco de Becerra 

and Donato Guerra (approximately 125 Km southwest of 

Mexico City). The list of rural communities is presented 

in the Appendix (Table A1). The study population 

comprises nearly 3,500 families who reside in the 26 

rural communities analyzed in this study, of which 25 

are considered highly marginalized and one extremely 

marginalized, based on the poverty standards of the 

Mexican Government (INEGI).

In this study the unit of analysis is the household. 

Similar to other poverty reduction programs in Mexico 

(e.g., OPORTUNIDADES and CONTIGO) (e.g., Winters 

program are households residing in rural economically 

deprived areas, and these arguments further justify the 

use of household as unit of analysis. Also, and in line 

with the results showed by Robeyns (2006, p. 363), this 

approach based on the analysis of households is consistent 

with the vast majority of poverty studies in developing 

economies (e.g., Gao et al., 2014; Winters & Chiodi, 2011).

and year of enrolment in the SPFS—was obtained through 

a collaboration with one of the rural development agencies 

accredited by FAO that operate in the State of Mexico 

(Proveza Consultores Agencia de Desarrollo Rural). Here, 

households who took part in the SPFS in 2009 and 2010 

population patterns—that is, gender and age—and 

mostly geographical accessibility criteria (access to the 

community and to education and healthcare centers).

Data collection was achieved through self-

administrated, structured questionnaires where 

individuals were asked to answer essentially close-ended 

questions. The questionnaire was also subject to a pre-

test in order to correct potentially misleading questions, 

and the data was collected in 2012—between June 15 

and November 30—by a team of trained technicians. 

The interviewers conducted the survey under the direct 

supervision of one member of the research team, and 

interviews took between 20 to 30 minutes, depending on 

As a result of this procedure, we accessed detailed 

information for the years 2008-2011 for a representative 

sample of the two groups analyzed in this study—

(gender, age and education distribution of family 

members), economic (income and consumption patterns), 

and productive (land property) issues, as well as about 

access to key services (education and health care centers). 

The initial sample included 2,234 households (1,116 

robustness of the results, observations with missing 

comprises data for 2,138 households, of which 1,020 

program.

for four periods, and that SPFS enrolment took place in 

2009 and 2010. Therefore, to analyze the post-enrolment 

a cross-sectional data allows to collect information for 

multiple periods, has been used in previous work on 

program evaluation (Dehejia, 2005; Gao et al., 2014; 

Meyer & Sullivan 2008). Here it should be note that recall 

bias might be present among participant of the study. 

Recall bias is a common problem in self-reported surveys 

using retrospective historical data. In our case, recall 

bias in the form of recall decay may be present. However, 

data depends on the salience of the event (Beegle et al., 

2012). Usually, events that have greater salience to the 

The respondent of our survey are households residing 

in rural economically deprived areas who are primarily 

engaged in marginal livelihood activities. We believe the 

being marginal and residing in economically deprived 

areas participation in programs such as SPFS has greater 

recall decay. 
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 From the capability approach 

perspective, the analysis of well-being outcomes should be 

based on variables that measure functionings rather than 

capabilities (Robeyns, 2005). Accordingly, the analyzed 

dimensions of well-being represent proxy variables of 

being is calculated, for each individual (i), as the total 

after-tax income generated by the family in a year. Income 

expressed in constant 2011 Mexican Pesos.

The second well-being variables relate to consumption 

patterns. Education and health are at the core of individual 

development (Stiglitz, 1998, p. 27); therefore, we consider 

in the analysis two variables that account for consumption 

in these issues, namely spending on education and 

spending on health. Given our interest in measuring 

changes in consumption patterns resulting from the 

participation in the SPFS, these variables are expressed 

in percentage points relative to total spending. Note that 

these variables are expressed in percentage points because 

may produce competing results when it comes to identify 

functionings-poor and expenditure-poor (Laderchi et 

al., 2003, p. 268). Monetary poverty does not reveal 

all dimensions of deprivation (Robeyns, 2006, p. 363), 

and the proposed rates of expenditure in education and 

healthcare may capture more accurately functioning-poor 

households. Table 1 presents summary statistics for the 

study variables.

 The decision to participate 

are performed by both members of the corresponding 

the participation in the SPFS we use a dummy variable 

that takes the value of one for participating individuals, 

and zero otherwise.

 To measure the household’s human 

capital, we use a set of variables linked to the educational 

attainment of both the head of the family and other 

family members, and to labor experience. In the case of 

education, we introduce the number of years of schooling 

.  

Additionally, respondents indicated the current 

educational attainment of the rest of family members. 

Thus, we introduce a second set of variables indicating 

the number of family members (other than the head of 

the family) with primary, secondary or post-secondary 

studies (family members in post-secondary studies is 

the reference category). Labor experience is measured 

by the number of full years of formal work experience of 

the head of the family and his/her partner. This way, we 

consider the entire household’s human capital in all model 

 We measure physical capital in terms 

of the number of hectares that the family owns. It should 

be kept in mind that, in order to enhance estimation 

accuracy, in all model estimations we introduce two 

variables related to the land owned by households: land 

used for housing purposes (expressed in hectares), and 

land exclusively used for economic activities (mostly 

agriculture, and grain storage).

 The participation 

physical capital that seek to capitalize on existing recourses 

investments are measured by the number of training 
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SPFS, households can receive one or two types of training: 

technical training, which emphasizes the core concepts 

and operational aspects of the assets and/or equipment 
acquired through the SPFS; and methodological training, 

on their economic activity. To correctly capture the 

investments in physical capital, we created two variables 
that account for the total investment made by the SPFS—

channeled through rural development agencies—and the 

workdays—which cannot exceed 10% of the total budgeted 

The variables linked to investments in physical capital were 
logged to reduce skewness.

 We control for the sex and age of 

the household head, household size, access to educational 

and health-care centers, location and calendar time. We 

introduce a dummy variable taking the value of one if the 
head of the family is a man (zero for woman), while the age 

of the household head is expressed in years. Household 

size is measured by the total number of family members. 
The access to educational and health centers may play a 

critical role in conditioning SPFS enrolment. For instance, 

the topography of the analyzed rural communities, jointly 

with the fact that households do not have their own 

live far from a school or a hospital to access these facilities. 

This is detrimental to the households’ functionings—in 

this case, education- and health-related—as a result of the 
lack of a genuine opportunity (capabilities) to realize them. 

Thus, accessibility is critical, and we measure the access 

to educational and health care centers by the time (hours) 
needed to reach the nearest educational and health care 

premises. Also, we introduced a set of dummy variables 

accounting for the rural communities. Finally, calendar 

time was measured as the number of full years that have 
passed since January 1, 2008, the starting point of this 

time trends and other environmental changes on the well-

In line with the characteristics of the SPFS (section 
3) and the arguments that underpin this study (section 
2), SPFS households are selected on the basis of expected 

well-being improvements. Thus, without modeling the 

this program on well-being metrics would yield biased 
results—regardless of whether the model controls for 

covariates linked to the program—because there is 
self-selection into program enrolment (Wooldridge, 
2002, p. 606). One would be tempted to consider this 
econometric problem a perfect candidate for a sample 

selection model (Heckman, 1979). Yet, the properties of 
the SPFS entail important considerations that condition 

our modeling strategy.

well-being. SPFS enrolment is mostly driven by economic-
led and capabilities-led factors (see section 3). Thus, 
this problem is one of self-selection (Angrist & Pischke, 

2009; Heckman & Robb, 1985). Also, future well-being 

than those strictly related to the decision to participate in 

being. This method, originally proposed by Rubin (1974) 

and further developed by Imbens & Angrist (1994) and 
Angrist et al. (1996), controls for self-selection problems 

by modeling well-being as a function of an endogenous 
dummy variable that accounts for the participation choice 
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(SPFS). In treatment models, the well-being outcomes 

the SPFS—and the endogenous dummy variable indicating 
the treatment condition directly enters into the outcome 

equation (Wooldridge, 2002, p. 603-604). In this study, 

Participation in

SPFSi,t =  +  Human capitali,t +  Physical 
capitali,t +  Control variablesi,t + i,t

Well-being (t+1)i,t =  +  Participation in 
SPFSi,t +  Human capitali,t +  Physical capitali,t 

+  Control variablesi,t  + ui,t

Equation (1) is the treatment probit model where i 
indexes households, and j is the vector of parameters. 

This equation seeks to explain the determinants of SPFS 

participation. In equation (2)—the post-SPFS outcome 

equation—well-being is measured via household income, 

expenditure in education, and expenditure in health. 

j) are estimated through OLS. The terms i 

and ui are the normally distributed errors for the probit 

and OLS regressions, respectively. We expect that >  

to corroborate that there is a positive relationship between 

the voluntary participation in poverty reduction programs 
(SPFS) and subsequent well-being, in terms of income, 

expenditure in education and expenditure in healthcare 

( ).

The second stage analysis evaluates the relationship 

between territorial capital investments and subsequent 
well-being. A potential selectivity problem arises in the 

estimation of a model with post-enrolment well-being as 

dependent variable: territorial capital investments linked 

by participating households. Thus, the sample is censored 

and this gives rise to a sample selection bias, which 

renders OLS regressions inconsistent. Heckman (1979) 

omitted variable in the outcome model. We thus use the 

two-step Heckman method (Heckman, 1979) to estimate 

investments on well-being. The probit SPFS selection 

ratio. The second step estimates the outcome equation 
with the inverse Mills ratio as an explanatory variable as 
follows:

Well-being (t+1)i,t =  +  Human capitali,t + 
 Investments in human capitali,t +  Physical 

capitali,t +  Investments in physical capitali,t +

 i,t  + Control variablesi,t  + i,t

In equation (3) well-being includes the study outcomes 
(income, expenditure in education, and expenditure in 
health), human capital refers to training hours (technical 
and methodological), and human capital investments 
include the economic funds provided by the SPFS and 

j)
are estimated by OLS and the model is performed solely 

i is the 
normally distributed error. We expect that >  and 

>  to corroborate the positive relationship between 

subsequent well-being ( ).

The treatment regression models relating the 
participation in the SPFS and subsequent well-being levels 
are depicted in Table 2. Concerning the probit model 
estimating the SPFS participation, results show that SPFS 
enrolment increases for larger households where the 
educational attainment of the family head is low, for single 
parent households, and for households with lower levels 

premises. Similar to Winters & Chiodi (2011), this result 

increases for severely deprived households.
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program enrolment (SPFS) and well-being outcomes. This 

being variables.

on the treated (ATET) following the matching method by 

Rosenbaum and Rubin (1983). Underlying the estimation 

of the ATET is the assumption of selection on observables 

(Wooldridge, 2002, p. 607). In line with our theory, this 

x) conditions SPFS 

adopting household as

(Angrist, 1998). The Rosenbaum-Rubin method also 

participating households (ATENT) conditional on x as .

For the logged income variable, we obtained the 

SPFS on income. The estimated ATET (7.21) indicates 

that, on average, SPFS enrolment increases household’s 

yearly income by MXN 1,352.89 . For an average 

household reporting a yearly income of MXN 29,193.50 

(roughly equivalent to USD 1,700) (Table 1), this result 

translates in an increase of 4.63% in income as a result of 

t-test: 18.40 and 

p

The results for expenditures in education and health 

reveal a shift in consumption patterns as a result of 

participating in the SPFS. More concretely, in the case of 

percentage points the education expenditures. For an 

average household whose education expenses are 13.60% 

(0.1360) of total consumption the result implies that, on 

average, spending on education would rise to 16.94% of total 

t  p  than the 

points (ATET: 

nearly 20% in health spending. The estimated ATET is 

(t-test: 21.34 and p ). 

SPFS, a supplementary analysis explores the well-being 

t-1) and after (t+1) 

the enrolment in the SPFS. For enhanced readability of 

the results, the well-being values were centered on the 

well-being changes are more pronounced among the 

increased 4.22% after the participation in the SPFS, while 

looking at the distribution of income we note that the 

that average income increased noticeably (8.70%) for SPFS 

income.

average education expenses increased to 14.91% of total 

households with no education expenses decreased after 

the implementation of their projects. Similarly, we report 

the number of households with no health expenditures. 

level of health spending and the number of households 

with no health expenditures slightly worsen between 

2008 and 2011.
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this section examines if the reported improvements in 

well-being originate in the territorial capital investments 

linked to the SPFS (i.e., investments in human capital and 

investments in territorial capital linked to the SPFS—that 

is, human capital and physical capital—are positively 

related to subsequent well-being. Results support this 

hypothesis in the case of the methodological training 

for this hypothesis when the investments in territorial 

capital are measured by technical training and the 

government’s investment in physical capital (Table 4).

constant at their means, the estimated average income 

increase resulting from each extra hour of methodological 

training is 0.46%  (Model 1 in Table 4). In the case of 

spending on education and health, results indicate that 

a one-hour increase in methodological training shifts 

consumption patterns by raising the relative weight 

percentage points, respectively (Models 2 and 3 in Table 4).

knowledge on how to exploit their productive resources. 

practices and water collection systems, this type of 

knowledge has the potential to increase agricultural 

productivity. On contrary, technical training negatively 

impacts future income and future education spending. 

This type of training emphasizes operational aspects of 

the assets acquired through the SPFS (e.g., stoves, and 

handle new equipments. By studying technical aspects of 
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improve individuals’ capacity to run new equipments. 

of technical training is surpassed by the impact of 

methodological training which is more directly related to 

the household’s economic activity.

The results for the physical capital variables highlight 

Model 1 of Table 4 show that a 10% increase in physical 

capital raises income 0.43% . Although the estimated 

on education and health. For instance, a 10% increase 

in physical capital translates into a change in education 

capital investment would raise 0.10 percentage points the 

relative weight of health expenditures.

This study evaluates how capability-enhancing 

programs help to enhancing various well-being 
dimensions. Building on the capability approach, we 

hypothesized that territorial capital investments increase 

households’ capabilities, thus creating the conditions to 

functionings related to human capital and health. 

that emphasize the critical role of poverty reduction 

programs in improving the well-being of underprivileged 

households (Gao et al., 2014; Rawlings & Rubio 2005; 

Robeyns, 2005). However, households do not realize 

investments linked to the SPFS at the same intensity. We 

the value created by investments in territorial capital, and 

households which may impact the coupling of capability-

enhancing actions (that is, territorial capital investments) to 

the achievement of functionings (that is, needs).

The results reveal that the SPFS program helps narrow 

spend more resources on education, even before the 
implementation of their projects. In line with Robeyns 

(2006), these results suggest that not all functionings-poor 
households are necessarily income-poor, and vice versa.

This paper has relevant implications for policy 
makers. First, public administrations of all ideologies 
and international organizations channel funds to rural 
communities based on the number of poor households 
according to income criteria. Based on our results, we 
suggest that well-being policies should not be restricted 

types of functionings (that is, education and health) when 
analyzing well-being in marginal rural areas.

Second, the prioritization of capability-building 
interventions—in our case, investments in two forms of 
territorial capital that facilitate the access to knowledge 
and productive assets—with a long-term perspective also 
increase psychological-oriented capabilities by promoting 
social processes that increase security and economic 
stability (Robeyns, 2005; Stiglitz, 1998). 

Nevertheless, poverty reduction programs are 
often driven by policy objectives that promote change 
in the short-term, which may mitigate their real 
impacts in the long run (Stiglitz, 2002). Under these 

prioritizing the interaction between policy-makers and 
the community—are critical to create communication 
channels that help align the interests of policy makers 
(e.g., resource or aid allocation policies) with those of 
the targeted communities (e.g., sustained development). 
This way, investments linked to support programs would 

support programs built on community participation and 

the dependencies that support programs can create. 
Third, education and health are at the core of individual 
development (Stiglitz, 1998, p. 27). Based on the results 

follows SPFS enrolment, we suggest that agendas that call 
for inclusive development should consider the capabilities 
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might be the fundamental level change that addresses the 

needs of the poorest communities in a region.

Finally, the results presented in this study are open 

disentangles key consumption components, data do not 

permit the analysis of consumption decision-making 

processes. Further research on this issue would be 

valuable. For example, future work should evaluate 

investments to determine the actions that have a greater 

impact on consumption patterns. 

Second, like other studies on well-being, the income 

and consumption variables are analyzed individually. This 

measurement issue suggests the need for more data on 

designed future research can address this point by testing 

the informative power of well-being measures or the 

cost to access a minimal set of basic functionings. Third, 

the results of this study are based on the analysis of 

households residing in 26 Mexican rural communities. 

generalizable to all households living in economically 

deprived areas. The sampled households could have 

idiosyncratic characteristics that impacted their well-

being patterns. Yet, the results presented in this study 

have a strong intuitive and conceptual appeal, and are 

our arguments on the relevance of participatory poverty 

reduction programs using data for a longer time period 

geographic contexts. Finally, in a closely related manner, 

obvious caution when interpreting and generalizing its 
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