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 ABSTRACT 

Farmers’ trust in extension staff may improve the performance of agricultural 
extension services and productivity through transferred knowledge and new farming 
practices. Using the trust game and trust questionnaire, this study measured farmers’ 
trust in extension staff. Measures obtained from the two methods were statistically 
different. We examined the relationship between the measured trust and agricultural 
productivity to control socio-economic factors. The findings revealed an insignificant 
relationship between trust and productivity that might be due to inappropriate attributes 
of extension programs. This emphasizes the need for more participation of farmers in 
researching and structuring training programs. While age had a negative impact on trust, 
traditional farmers with high experience showed a high level of trust. This indicates that 
young farmers who mostly inherited their lands from their parents and have occupations 
other than farming or practice modern farming, do not trust the extension staff. Farm 
size positively influences productivity by reducing the number of laborers per hectare. 
This emphasizes that the traditional way of farming is the cause of low productivity in 
Iranian agriculture.  

Keywords: Agricultural productivity, Experimental Economics, Extension Programs, Trust 
Game; Trust questionnaire. 

INTRODUCTION 

In developing countries where agriculture 
is a key sector in the economy, improving its 
productivity is an important policy goal 
(Avazdahandeh et al., 2020). This is because 
agricultural productivity growth not only 
increases households’ incomes and 
government revenues but also causes 
improvements in economic growth and 
reductions in trade deficit (Gero and 
Egbendewe, 2020). In this regard, in most 
countries, extension services are commonly 

used in order to improve farms’ 
productivity. Extension agents, by spreading 
modern science and technology in farming 
communities, attempt to accelerate the 
production process and, as a result, food 
security (Emmanuel et al., 2016). Numerous 
studies (Emmanuel et al., 2016; Zobeidi et 
al., 2020; Wossen et al., 2017) show that the 
agricultural extension service, through 
transferring knowledge and innovative 
technologies, has the potential to increase 
agricultural productivity.  

In the transfer process of innovations, the 
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most accelerating step is farmers’ 
acceptance of information provided by 
extension staff. To date, numerous studies 
have been conducted to find out what factors 
influence farmers’ adoption. Social factors 
(Diedrich et al., 2019), economic factors 
(Blythe et al., 2017; Diedrich et al., 2019), 
and farm characteristics (Bodnar and De 
Graaff, 2003) affecting farmers’ adoption 
have been well studied.  

The research literature on farmers’ trust 
has been mainly focused on the interactive 
relationship between farmers’ cooperation, 
trust, and adoption of collectively-applied 
techniques. One group of studies (Azadi et 
al., 2019) addresses trust as a determining 
factor in adopting agricultural programs 
requiring cooperation and collective action. 
Joffre et al. (2020) illustrated that high trust 
among farmers increases farmers’ adoption 
of sustainable technologies management 
practices in the Ethiopian aquaculture sector. 
Breetz et al. (2005) clarified how trusted 
social relations affect the adoption of 
programs that involve cooperation. The 
second group addresses farmers’ 
cooperation as a means to build up trust. The 
study of Joffre et al. (2020) addressed that 
trust is higher in farmer clusters in which 
farmers have high interactions. Social 
mechanisms such as formal and informal 
networks, friendships, and voluntarism 
(Kiptot and Franzel, 2014) are defined to 
create trust among farmers.  

Gaps in the current literature can be 
summarized as follows. First, while studies 
had more focus on farmer-farmer trust, 
farmer-extension trust has been neglected. In 
the training process, learners are likely to 
accept readily teachings when they have 
trust in the training services or trainers, 
because they feel more connected to trainers 
and have more satisfaction with their advice 
(Boubaker and Pekarskaia Dauxert, 2020). 
Second, while few researchers have 
addressed the role of trust in adopting 
individually-applied programs (Breetz et al., 
2005; Joffre et al., 2020), the studies mostly 
considered sustainable or environmental 
protection programs (Ansink et al., 2017) 

and were less focused on productivity. 
Third, although farmers’ trust in extension 
staff and their community may considerably 
affect their adoption of new knowledge and 
technologies, and as a result, agricultural 
productivity, few studies have investigated 
the relationship between farmers’ trust and 
productivity in practice. 

In the present study, we attempted to 
measure the level of trust between farmers 
and extension staff by the trust game and 
questionnaire. While most studies on 
farmers’ trust used self-stated techniques 
such as questionnaires and rating scales to 
measure trust, this study applied both to 
compare the results obtained from them. We 
examined the relationship between the 
measured trust and agricultural productivity 
in a small village of Noqondar in Mashhad, 
Iran. Along with the main finding, the 
influence of socio-economic factors on 
productivity and trust is controlled. Our 
main research questions were: 
 Is there any relation between measures 

from the trust game and the trust 
questionnaire?  

 Is there any relation between farmers’ 
trust in their community and 
productivity?  

In the following sections, we first explain 
the concept of trust and its measurement 
tools. Then, we discuss the trust game as the 
tool we used to measure farmers’ trust in 
technician staff, measuring agricultural 
productivity and the hypothetical 
relationship between trust and productivity. 
Finally, the results and discussion part are 
presented in the last section.  

METHODOLOGY 

Concept of Trust and Its Measurement 
Tools 

Trust is a term with various definitions. 
The most common definition, also the one 
used in this study, is “the willingness of a 
party to be vulnerable to the actions of 
another party based on the expectation that 
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the party will perform a particular action 
important to the trustor, irrespective of the 
ability to monitor or control the other party” 
(Mayer et al., 1995).  

A review of the literature shows that there 
are different methods to measure the level of 
trust in society. Generally, these techniques 
are based on the two approaches of 
“expressed statements” such as trust 
questionnaire or “revealed behaviours” such 
as trust game, dictator game, and envelope 
game, which often originate from the game 
theory. Since in this study the trust game is 
used to measure the trust level, this method 
is described in the next section. 

The Trust Game 

The trust game that is used to measure 
trust and trustworthiness is an experimental 
setup based on the “revealed behaviour” of 
subjects. In the trust game, subjects receive 
payoffs per decision. The received payoffs 
depend on the subject's accurate expectation 
of the actual behaviour of the opposite side.  

In the overall design (Berg et al., 1995), 
first, a certain amount of money is given to 
the first person, and he/she is asked to divide 
it at the desired proportion between 
herself/himself and the opposite side. 
According to the game's rule, an amount as 
much as three times the amount that the first 
subject has given to the second would be 
multiplied by three by the experimenter and 
then would be given to him/her. The second 
subject is then asked, if desired, to send back 
some of the money as a trust reward to the 
first subject. If we display all the money 
belonging to the first person by Z, the 
amount of money sent by the first person to 
the second person by X, and the amount of 
money returned from the second to the first 
person by Y, then, payoff functions of the 
first subjects (A) and the second subject (B) 
are represented as follows: 

πA=Z-X+Y ; 0 ≤ X ≤ Z   (1) 
πB=3X-Y ; 0 ≤ Y ≤ 3X   (2)  
In the case of trust, depending on the 

amount of money sent by the first subject 

and the amount of money sent back by the 
second, there will be different outcome rates 
for each player. Since the subject, only in 
the case of having a real trust in the other 
person, sends any money to the second 
subject, the money can be considered as an 
indicator of the first subject's level of trust in 
the second subject. In the second stage, the 
second subject is asked to decide on the 
amount of money that he/she intends to send 
back to the first person.  

On the other aspect, the trust game can be 
played in the two forms of static (only one 
occasion) and dynamic (on several 
occasions). The trust game with limited 
iterations is a game in which players know 
frequencies of iterations, while players are 
unaware of frequencies of iterations in the 
game with unlimited iterations. Since the 
conditions of these two games are 
completely different, it is expected that these 
two games produce two different results. In 
a repetitive game with a limited number of 
iterations, according to Nash equilibrium, 
the amount of money sent from the first 
person to the second person is gradually 
decreased and reaches zero (Johnson and 
Mislin, 2011). 

Trust Questionnaire 

G in the list of reOpen and structured 
questionnaires were commonly used for 
measuring trust (Lyon et al., 2015). 
Questions may ask about the real behaviours 
of respondents. For instance, they may ask 
for the frequency of face-to-face meetings 
between two people. The question is 
constructed based on the assumption that 
frequent meetings indicate a high level of 
trust in social relationships (Burns and 
Conchie, 2015). Self-report statement, in 
which respondents are asked about their 
feelings, attitudes, perceptions, or beliefs 
regarding a certain statement, is the other 
commonly used tool in trust investigations. 
Respondents may be asked to rate the 
statement from “never agree” to “strongly 
agree”. Structured questionnaires have an 
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advantage over open questions in that they 
can be used for all elements of trust (Lyon et 
al., 2015). However, they may face social 
biases such as social desirability and self-
presentation.  

Iranian Farmers’ Trust 

Farmers’ trust in regulation enforcement 
institutions is low (Nooripoor and Noori, 
2012); however, it plays a significant role in 
farmers’ social behaviours and their farming 
practices. Among elements of social capital, 
trust in enforcement organizations was 
found the most significant regarding 
farmers’ participation in production 
cooperatives and farmers’ risk aversion 
(Alibigi et al., 2013). It was also considered 
an important motivation factor for farmers to 
adapt to and mitigate environmental issues 
such as environmental ethics, water scarcity 
(Yaghobi and Molan- Nejad, 2017), rural 
development programs, and climate change 
by strengthening their belief in climate 
change (Azadi et al., 2019; Yaghobi and 
Molan- Nejad, 2017; Zobeidi, 2017). 

Compared to enforcement institutes, 
farmers trust more in technical extension 
staff who provide them with technical and 
engineering service information (Abbasi et 
al., 2015). Nevertheless, a high level of 
farmers’ trust in extension staff and experts 
did not necessarily appear to develop the 
adoption of extension advice or more 
cooperation between farmers and extension 
staff (Abbasi et al., 2015). Accordingly, the 
relation between farmers’ trust in extension 
staff, acceptance of their technical advice, 
and the resulting productivity has not been 
clearly specified.  

Other studies addressed factors 
influencing farmers’ trust, including access 
to communication technologies, size of 
cultivated area, and the number of products 
contributed to farmers’ trust (Abdollahi-
Ezatabadi, 2012; Saadi, 2006). Old farmers, 
however, represented a low level of trust in 
technical extension services. Among all 
factors influencing farmers’ trust, 

communication means such as cooperatives 
(Koorkinejad et al., 2018) were realized as 
the most important factor.  

Measuring Agricultural Productivity 

Agricultural productivity is generally 
considered as an indicator to evaluate the 
economic performance of agricultural 
activities. This indicator can be measured in 
different ways, for instance, as the output 
per one unit of worker or land. Productivity 
should be defined in a way that different 
crops can be compared with each other. Cai 
and Pandey (2015) measured productivity by 
the value added per unit of labour.  

Hypothetical Relationship between 
Farmers’ Trust in Technicians and 

Productivity 

Extension staff are intermediaries who 
connect farmers with research institutions in 
order to identify farmers’ problems and find 
solutions for them. Indeed, extension staff 
are the most important link in the 
communication chain between researchers 
and farmers. In this regard, the key function 
of them is to enable farmers to increase their 
farm productivity, taking into account 
environmental concerns and applying 
modern technologies and research 
suggestions. Accordingly, in developing 
regions where extension agents are in charge 
of promoting agricultural technologies, farm 
productivity can be considered as an 
appropriate tool to assess the performance of 
extension services and programs.  

Trust is a necessary condition for effective 
communications (Cheng and Macaulay, 
2014). In general, trust refers to the 
perceived expectation of the actor and the 
belief in the creditworthiness and 
benevolence of the trustee and their 
behavior. (Liu et al., 2009). Distrust 
between farmers and agricultural technicians 
causes farmers not to focus on farming 
activities, but to feel threatened by the 
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introduced technology (Małyska et al., 
2014). In the learning environments, the 
influence of trust is comprised of several 
factors including dependency, sharing, 
acceptance, and support.  

When trust between farmers and 
technicians is developed, learners have the 
confidence to do what the technician 
advises. If a learner trusts the technician, 
he/she believes that the technician acts with 
integrity, and as a result, he/she can depend, 
at some points, on the technician as his/her 
advisor (Gerdes, 2010). On the other hand, 
under a weak trust relationship, farmers 
spend a lot of time and energy checking and 
monitoring technicians, their knowledge, 
and their behaviour (Fransen et al., 2011). 
Furthermore, farmers do not intend to share 
the knowledge obtained from extension 
programs with other farmers, which is 
required for the progressive diffusion of 
knowledge and programs’ performance.  

Data Collection and Analysis  

Study Area 

Noqondar Village, which was selected for 
this study, is one of the suburbs of Mashhad 
County located in Khorasan Razavi Province 
of Iran. The village is on the northern front 
of the Binalood Mountains. This village 
consists of 178 households, among which 
129 people do gardening activities and 101 
cultivate crops in their fields.  

To find people interested in participating 
in the project, an announcement about a 
study in which participants could earn up to 
150,000 Rial [4.25 USD (It is more than 
three times of minimum wage per hour.)] 
was posted in different places of the village. 
Thirty-three farmers positively replied to the 
announcement. 

All participants were men and most of 
them (88%) were gardeners. Their mainly 
produced fruits were plum, cherry, sour 
cherry, and berry. A few participants were 
farmers producing crops such as wheat and 
barley. The participants were, on average, 53 

years old and most of them (60%) had 
elementary education.  

The Experimental Design (Details of the 
experimental protocol are available upon 
request.) 

The experiment was conducted on two 
separate days of summer in 2015. During 
two days, we collected data using a 
structured questionnaire on the 
demographical characteristics of participants 
and economic experiments.  

 Thus, subjects were asked to respond to 
three questions about trust in the extension 
staff’s profession and knowledge. The 
following multi-choice questions were set: 

Question 1. How would you trust the 
extension advice? 

1.1. I would accept whatever they say 
without any verification. 

1.2. I would accept if the benefits are 
observable. 

1.3. I would rarely accept it even if I see 
the benefits. 

1.4. I would never accept their advice. 
Question 2. How much land would you 

dedicate to cultivation in cooperation with 
the extension staff? 

2.1. 1/4 of the land 
2.2. 2/4 of the land 
2.3. ¾ of the land 
2.4. None  
Question 3. How would you evaluate the 

advice from the extension service that you 
have applied so far? 

3.1. All the advice I applied was beneficial 
to me. 

3.2. Most of their advice was beneficial to 
me. 

3.3. Only some advice was beneficial to 
me. 

3.4. None was beneficial to me. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

In this study, investors, on average, sent 
1.63, 1.78, 2.07, 1.82, and 1.85 dollars of 
their initial endowment to their extension 
staff’s counterpart in five sessions, 
respectively. Over the five sessions, farmers 
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Figure 1. Map of Noqondar (Source: Jahani-Sani and Homaee-Far, 2015). 
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In order to statistically compare the two 
measures of trust, values from the trust game 
(money sent to extension staff) were scaled 
based on the Likert scale with four rates 
including very low (0-250), low (250-500), 
high (500-750), and very high (750-1,000). 
The average of responses to the three 
questions was considered as the level of 

farmers’ trust in technical advice from the 
extension service. Both the t-test statistics 
with a value of -18.56 and Kendall’s non-
parametric test with a correlation value of -
0.007 rejected the hypothesis of equality for 
the measures, indicating statistically 
significant differences between measures of 
trust game and trust questionnaire. The 

 

 

Figure 2. Trust measures estimated by proportion of money sent back. 

 

Figure 3. The relationship between trust measures and rate of return.  

 

Figure 4. Frequencies of each item based on three questions selected by the respondents. 
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Table 1. Different measures of farm productivity. 

Farm productivity 
(Net benefit from all products) 

Farm productivity 
(Yield of the main product) 

 

1426.7 (10000 Rial person-1) 0.03 (t person-1) Labor 
449717.7 (10000 Rial ha-1) 17.2 (t ha-1) Land 
21.6 (kg 10000 Rial-1) 5.62 (kg 10000 Rial-1) Cost 
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trust agents who offer poor advice, and the 
extension agents themselves get readily 
discouraged if they are not accepted. Thus, 
farmers' high levels of trust promote 
extension service acceptance, which leads to 
increased output. On the importance of the 
relevance attribute, Hemsley‐Brown (2004) 
stated that the degree of relevance should be 
clarified at the stage of research design. 
Additionally, if the transferred knowledge is 
clear and easy to understand, applicable for 
farmers (Sligo and Massey, 2007), and 
supported by individual or collective 
experiences (Anis et al., 2004), it is more 
likely to be effectively transferred and 
adopted. On the other hand, farmers’ trust in 
extension staff can also affect the 
relationship between attributes of the 
transferred knowledge and its 
implementation. If valuable information is 
provided by agents or persons in whom the 
potential adopters have low trust, it is highly 
likely that efforts to diffuse the information 
are ineffective and misleading (Gundersen, 
2011). Some studies (Akbari et al., 2015; 
Maghsoudloo et al., 2017) pointed out that 
extension services did not respond to 
requests from farmers and agribusiness 
managers properly. The challenges have led 

to poor participation of farmers in extension 
training programs, and as a result, a low 
adoption rate of transferred knowledge 
among farmers (Abdollahi-Ezatabadi, 
2012). Identifying attributes of transferred 
knowledge and extension and advisor 
programs in the study region is 
recommended for further studies and 
research.  

To investigate the potential impact of 
socio-economic variables such as age and 
education as well as that of certain farm 
characteristics such as farm size on both 
dependent variables of agricultural 
productivity and trust, the SURE (Seemingly 
Uncorrelated Regression Equations) model 
was applied. Empirically, the SURE model 
is used under conditions where individual 
equations seem to be un-correlated, while 
they are, in reality, related to one another. 
(Theoretically, the existence of invisible 
factors influencing both equations causes 
non-zero simultaneous covariance among 
error terms of the two separate equations. 
The rationale behind the model is that, when 
two equations are correlated, the jointness of 
the two equations provides additional 
information that is more accurate than the 
information obtained from individual 

Table 2. Results obtained from the SUR model. 

 Coef Std err Z P> |Z| 
Trust tec     
Age -0.02 0.009 -2.16 0.03** 
Experience 0.019 0.008 2.34 0.02** 
Rate of money 0.0002 0.0002 1.13 0.26 
Constant 0.785 0.373 2.11 0.03** 
Productivity     
Age 0.199 0.244 0.83 0.43 
Education 2.255 2.103 1.07 0.28 
Experience -0.361 0.281 -1.52 0.13 
Agricultural land 0.001 0.0004 2.57 0.006*** 
Labor -0.063 0.025 -2.48 0.01** 
Constant 4.818 10.711 0.45 0.65 
Equations R2 Chi2 P  
Trust tec 0.22 11.43 0.04  
Productivity 0.18 10.96 0.05  
Breusch-pagan 

test of 
independence 

Chi2 (3)= 7.32 P= 0.006**   

(***: Significant at 99% level, **: Significant at 95% level, *: Significant at 90% level). 
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equations, separately.) 

Results of the Model Specification 

The results of the Brush-Pegan test 
indicate that correlations between the error 
terms of the two equations are statistically 
significant in any of the estimated equations 
(P-value< 0.01), addressing that the two 
models share some unobserved variables as 
predictors. Considering that the SUR model 
takes these shared variables into account, the 
parametric estimates obtained from the SUR 
model are expected to be more efficient than 
those from the OLS models.  

Table 2 presents the results obtained from 
the SURE model. The results of statistical 
tests show that the model is well fitted in 
terms of the usual diagnostic statistics. The 
F-stochastic with values higher than their 
critical points suggests a good overall 
significance of the estimated equations and 
validates conclusions drawn from the two 
equations about how changes in the 
predictor values are associated with changes 
in the response values.  

The results of the trust equation show that 
age has a negative impact on farmers’ trust 
in extension staff, while there is a positive 
impact of experience on the trust level. The 
model's results and descriptive analysis 
show that old farmers can be grouped into 
two categories based on their experiences. 
The first group consists of inexperienced 
and young farmers who inherited their 
property from their parents. The main 
occupation of this group is not farming, or 
they practice modern farming. The second 
category consists of old farmers with high 
experience whose farm is the main source of 
their income, and they often do farming in 
traditional ways. One of the information 
sources for farmers that are as important as 
modern information is the traditional 
sources. As mentioned by Adamides and 
Stylianou (2018), farmers rely heavily on 
traditional knowledge and informal meetings 
among themselves for farming. Questions as 
to what to plant, when is the best time for 

sowing seeds and transplanting seedlings, 
and how often to rotate crops are answered 
by colleagues. This suggests that one of the 
sources of information for farmers is the 
traditional source, which is transmitted 
through oral channels by colleagues. 
Therefore, crop producers among farmers 
use traditional information sources more 
than modern sources. Although farmers’ 
preferences of information sources may 
differ from region to region, socioeconomic 
characteristics and information-seeking 
behaviour of farmers show variation. The 
results from the model show that the second 
group has a high level of trust in the 
extension staff, while the first does not. As 
the two variables of age and education were 
measured on the same unit (year), higher 
estimates of coefficient for experience than 
age illustrate that experience compared to 
age has a higher impact on the trust.  

The result of the productivity equation 
indicates that a one-hectare increase in the 
size of agricultural land improves 
agricultural productivity by 0.001 or 0.1%. 
This result supports the evidence that the 
small size of agricultural lands is a general 
barrier to agricultural productivity in most 
developing countries such as Iran (Nekooi, 
2015). The results further imply that a 
reduction in the number of labourers per 
hectare raises agricultural productivity. The 
coefficient estimate shows that employment 
of one labour decreases the productivity by 
0.063 or 6.3%. 

Study Limitations 

Some methodological limitations should 
be considered when interpreting the present 
findings. Similar to behavioural 
experiments, farmers’ participation in the 
trust game was based on self-selection, 
which limits the external validity of our 
findings. Our study sample included farmers 
from a small village, thereby preventing us 
from generalizing strong conclusions at the 
country level. Since our focus was on the 
relationship between farmers’ trust and 
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productivity, we cannot explain the sources 
of the approved disconnection.  

CONCLUSIONS 

This study empirically examines the 
relationship between farmers’ trust in 
extension staff and agricultural 
productivity. First, the levels of farmers’ 
trust in extension staff and technical 
knowledge from the extension services are 
significantly different. Second, using 
different indicators of farm productivity, it 
is found that trust in extension staff does 
not necessarily lead to an increase in 
productivity. However, to effectively 
facilitate communications between farmers 
and extension staff, trust-building should 
be considered at the centre, and pre-
conditions associated with the attributes of 
introduced technology should be met. 

Our findings have two policy 
implications to make the public 
agricultural extension programs more 
effective. First, initial efforts can be made 
to identify levels of trust (in extension 
staff) in various groups of farmers. 
Second, designers of extension programs 
should get farmers involved in research 
and technology development. Farmers’ 
involvement in knowledge building, 
transferring, and sharing helps not only to 
develop technologies and innovations but 
also to foster trust.  

Extensive farming that employs a few 
workers is more productive than intensive 
farming that employs a large number of 
workers. One of the less-explored areas in 
trust measurement is the method used to 
measure it. While most studies used 
expressed statements such as 
questionnaires, methods based on revealed 
behaviours may be more reliable. Hence, 
comparative studies on the results obtained 
from the two methods as well as the pros 
and cons of each technique are 
recommended. Communication and 
collective activities are the most effective 
tools to build up trust. Hence, further 

studies on different types of 
communication methods and their 
effectiveness are suggested.  

REFERENCES 

1. Abbasi, E., Sarami-Froushani, M., 
Farhadian, H. and Norozi, A. 2015. Farmer’s 
Satisfaction Regarding Agricultural 
Consulting, Technical and Engineering 
Services Corporations in Markazi Province. 
Iran. J. Agri. Econ. Dev., 46(2): 285-297. 

2. Abbasi, F., Todashki, A.S., Kiani, A., 
Zarehi, G., Rokhsar, P.S., and Khorramian, 
M. 2013. An Identification of Farmer’s 
Technical Knowledge of Soil and Water 
Issues (Case Study in Tehran, Khuzestan, 
Golestan and Mazandaran Provinces). Iran. 
J. Agri. Econ. Dev., 43(3): 387-397. 

3. Abdollahi-Ezatabadi, M. 2012. Investigation 
of the Possibility of Increasing Trust in the 
Domestic Pistachio Marketing in Iran: A 
Case Study of Kerman Province. Iran. J. 
Agric. Econ., 6(1): 41-69.  

4. Adamides, G. and Stylianou, A. 2018. 
Evaluation of the Radio as an Agricultural 
Information Source in Rural Areas. J. Agri. 
Food Inform., 19(4): 362-376. 

5. Akbari, M., Asadi, A., Rezaei, A. and 
Abdolahipour, Z. 2015. The Analysis of 
Factors Affecting Horticulturist Intention 
and Participation in Agricultural Training-
Extension Programs in Western Azerbaijan 
Province. J. Res. Rur. Plann., 3(7): 63-75. 

6. Alibigi, A., Aliabadi, V. and Gravandi, S. 
2013. A Structural Mode for Effect of Social 
Capital on Risk-Taking of Rural People: The 
Case of Rape Seed Farmers of Kangavar 
Township. Quar. J. Space Econ. Rur. Dev., 
1(1): 101. 

7. Anis, M., Armstrong, S.J. and Zhu, Z. 2004. 
The Influence of Learning Styles on 
Knowledge Acquisition in Public Sector 
Management. Educ. Psycol., 24(4): 549-571.  

8. Ansink, E., Tesfaye, A., Bouma, J. and 
Brouwer R. 2017. Cooperation in Watershed 
Management: A Field Experiment on 
Location, Trust, and Enforcement. Res. 
Energy Econ., 50: 91-104. 

9. Avazdahandeh, S., Khalilian, S., Vakilpour, 
M.H. and Najafi, Alamdarlo, H. 2020. 
Estimation of Irrigation Water Demand 
Function, Analyzing Its Cross and 

 [
 D

O
I:

 1
0.

22
03

4/
ja

st
.2

5.
3.

55
1 

] 
 [

 D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 ja
st

.m
od

ar
es

.a
c.

ir
 o

n 
20

24
-1

2-
01

 ]
 

                            11 / 14

http://dx.doi.org/10.22034/jast.25.3.551
https://jast.modares.ac.ir/article-23-56902-en.html


  ________________________________________________________________________ Kavakebi et al. 

562 

Symmetrical Relations with Other Inputs 
(Qazvin Plain). J. Agr. Sci. Tech., 22(1): 1-
12.  

10. Azadi, Y., Yazdanpanah, M. and Mahmoudi, 
H. 2019. Understanding Smallholder 
Farmers’ Adaptation Behaviours through 
Climate Change Beliefs, Risk Perception, 
Trust, and Psychological Distance: Evidence 
from Wheat Growers in Iran. J. Environ. 
Manage., 250: 1-9.  

11. Berg, J., Dickhaut, J. and McCabe, K. 1995. 
Trust, Reciprocity, and Social History. 
Games Econ. Behav., 10(1): 122-142.  

12. Blythe, J., Sulu, R., Harohau, D., Weeks, R., 
Schwarz, A. M., Mills, D. and Phillips, M. 
2017. Social Dynamics Shaping the 
Diffusion of Sustainable Aquaculture 
Innovations in the Solomon Islands. Sustain., 
9(1): 126. 

13. Bodnar, F. and De Graaff, J. 2003. Factors 
Influencing Adoption of Soil and Water 
Conservation Measures in Southern Mali. 
Land Deg. Dev., 14(6): 515-525. 

14. Boubaker, B. and Pekarskaia Dauxert, T. 
2020. ICT for an Inclusive World. In: "ICT 
for an Inclusive World", (Eds.): Baghdadi, 
Y., Harfouche, A. and Musso, M. Springer. 
PP. 177-190. 

15. Breetz, H. L., Fisher-Vanden, K., Jacobs, H. 
and Schary, C. 2005. Trust and 
Communication: Mechanisms for Increasing 
Farmers’ Participation in Water Quality 
Trading. Land Econ., 81(2): 170-190. 

16. Buck, S. and Alwang, J. 2011. Agricultural 
Extension, Trust, and Learning: Results from 
Economic Experiments in Ecuador. Agri. 
Econ., 42(6): 685-699. 

17. Burns, C. and Conchie, S. M. 2015. 
Measuring Implicit Trust and Automatic 
Attitude Activation. In: "Handbook of 
Research Methods on Trust", (Eds.): Lyon, 
F., Mšllering, G. and Saunders, M. N. K. 
Edward Elgar Publishing, PP. 279-292. 

18. Burns, C., Mearns, K. and McGeorge, P. 
2006. Explicit and Implicit Trust within 
Safety Culture. Risk Anal., 26(5): 1139-
1150.  

19. Cai, W. and Pandey, M. 2015. The 
Agricultural Productivity Gap in Europe. 
Econ. Inq., 53(4): 1807-1817. 

20. Charness, G., Du, N. and Yang, C. L. 2011. 
Trust and Trustworthiness Reputations in an 
Investment Game. Games Econ. Behav., 
72(2): 361-375. 

21. Cheng, X. and Macaulay, L. 2014. Exploring 
Individual Trust Factors in Computer 
Mediated Group Collaboration: A Case 
Study Approach. Group Dec. Neg., 23(3): 
533-560. 

22. Diedrich, A., Blythe, J., Petersen, E., Euriga, 
E., Fatchiya, A., Shimada, T. and Jones, C. 
2019. Socio-Economic Drivers of Adoption 
of Small-Scale Aquaculture in Indonesia. 
Sustain., 11(6): 15-43. 

23. Emmanuel, D., Owusu-Sekyere, E., Owusu, 
V. and Jordaan, H. 2016. Impact of 
Agricultural Extension Service on Adoption 
of Chemical Fertilizer: Implications for Rice 
Productivity and Development in Ghana." 
NJAS. Wag. J. Life Sci., 79: 41-49. 

24. Fransen, J., Kirschner, P. A. and Erkens, G. 
2011. Mediating Team Effectiveness in the 
Context of Collaborative Learning: The 
Importance of Team and Task Awareness. 
Com. Hum. Behav., 27(3): 1103-1113. 

25. Gerdes A. 2010. Revealing Preconditions for 
Trustful Collaboration in CSCL. Int. J. Com. 
Supp. Collabor. Learn., 5(3): 345-353. 

26. Gero, A. A. and Egbendewe, A. Y. G. 2020. 
Macroeconomic Effects of Semi-Subsistence 
Agricultural Productivity Growth: Evidence 
from Benin and Extension to the WAEMU 
Countries. Sci. Afric., 7: 1-10. 

27. Glaeser, E. L., Laibson, D. I., Scheinkman, J. 
A. and Soutter, C. L. 2000. Measuring Trust. 
Quart. J. Econ., 115(3): 811-846. 

28. Gundersen, E. B. 2011. The Chameleon’s 
Revenge. Philo. Stud., 153(3): 435-441. 

29. Hemsley‐Brown, J. 2004. Facilitating 
Research Utilisation. Int. J. Pub. Sec. 
Manage., 17(6): 534-552. 

30. Jahani-Sani, M. and Homaee-Far, A. 2015. 
Analyzing Small Town Centralization 
Effects on Spatial Organization of Rural 
Settlement (Case Study: Zoshk , Noqondar , 
Virani Village). Int. J. Engin. Sci. Inv., 4(2): 
34-43. 

31.  Joffre, O. M., De Vries, J. R., Klerkx, L. and 
Poortvliet, P. M. 2020. Why Are Cluster 
Farmers Adopting More Aquaculture 
Technologies and Practices? The Role of 
Trust and Interaction within Shrimp 
Farmers’ Networks in the Mekong Delta, 
Vietnam. Aqua., 523: 1-11. 

32. Johnson, J. L., Cullen, J. B., Sakano, T. and 
Takenouchi, H. 1996. Setting the Stage for 
Trust and Strategic Integration in Japanese-
US Cooperative Alliances. J. Int. Bus. Stud., 
27(5): 981-1004. 

 [
 D

O
I:

 1
0.

22
03

4/
ja

st
.2

5.
3.

55
1 

] 
 [

 D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 ja
st

.m
od

ar
es

.a
c.

ir
 o

n 
20

24
-1

2-
01

 ]
 

                            12 / 14

http://dx.doi.org/10.22034/jast.25.3.551
https://jast.modares.ac.ir/article-23-56902-en.html


Farmers’ Trust in Extension Staff and Productivity ________________________________  

563 

33. Johnson, N. D. and Mislin, A. A. 2011. Trust 
Games: A Meta-Analysis. J. Econ. Psychol., 
32(5): 865-889. 

34. Kiptot, E. and Franzel, S. 2014. Voluntarism 
as an Investment in Human, Social and 
Financial Capital: Evidence from a Farmer-
to-Farmer Extension Program in Kenya. 
Agri. Hum. Valu., 31(2): 231-243.  

35. Koorkinejad, J., Mahmoodi, A. and Yavari, 
G. 2018. The Effect of Membership in 
Agricultural Production Cooperatives on 
Efficiency of Pistachio Producers in Sirjan 
Emphasizing the Role of Social Capital. Co-
Operat. Agri., 7(26): 59-80.  

36. Koledoye, G. F., Deji, O. F., Owombo, P. T. 
and Olofinniyi, E. O. 2013. Evaluation in 
Agricultural Extension: A Philosophical 
Approach. J. Agric. Ext. Rur. Dev., 5(1): 1-7. 

37. Kostov, P. and Lingard, J. 2003. Risk 
Management: A General Framework for 
Rural Development. J. Rur. Stud., 19(4): 
463-476.  

38. Liu, J. D., Wang, K. and Han, J. Q. 2009. 
Consumers Cognition and Purchasing 
Behaviour of Organic Pork. Mod. Eco. Res., 
4: 50-53. 

39. Lyon, F., Mšllering, G. and Saunders, M. N. 
K. 2015. Introduction: The Variety of 
Methods for the Multi-Faceted Phenomenon 
of Trust. In: "Handbook of Research 
Methods on Trust", (Eds.): Lyon, F., 
Mšllering, G. and Saunders, M. N. K. 
Edward Elgar Publishing, PP. 1-19. 

40. Maghsoudloo, S., Mahboobi, M. R. and 
Sarvestani, A. A. 2017. Investigation of the 
Factors Affecting the Knowledge Needs of 
Eucalyptus Growers in Golestan Province. 
Iran. J. For., 9(3): 345-360. 

41. Małyska, A., Maciag, K. and Twardowski, 
T. 2014. Perception of GMOs by Scientists 
and Practitioners: The Critical Role of 
Information Flow about Transgenic 
Organisms. New Biotech., 31(2): 196-202. 

42. Mayer, R. C., Davis, J. H. and Schoorman, 
F. D. 1995. An Integrative Model of 
Organizational Trust. Acad. Manage. Rev., 
20(3), 709-734. 

43. Nekooi, S. A. 2015. Assessing the 
Sustainability of Agricultural Farming 

Systems in the Resilience Economy. Quart. 
J. Mac. Strat. Polic., 3(9): 123. 

44. Nooripoor, M., and Noori, M., 2012. The 
Role of Social Capital on Water Users' 
Participation in Irrigation and Drainage 
Network: the Case of Lishter Plain. Iran. 
Agric. Exten. Educat. J., 8(1): 53-71 

45. Saadi, H. 2006. Investigating Levels of ICT 
Access and Confidence by Wheat Planters in 
Hamedan Province for Sunn Pest 
Management and Control. Iran. J. Inform. 
Proc. Manage., 22(1): 77-95.  

46. Schechter, L. 2007. Traditional Trust 
Measurement and the Risk Confound: An 
Experiment in Rural Paraguay. J. Econ. 
Behav. Organ., 62(2): 272-292. 

47. Sligo, F. X., and Massey, C. 2007. Risk, 
Trust and Knowledge Networks in Farmers’ 
Learning. J. Rur. Stud., 23(2): 170-182.  

48. Turyahikayo, W. and Kamagara, E. 2016. 
Trust, Perception and Effectiveness of 
Extension Services in Uganda: A Case of 
National Agricultural Advisory Services 
(NAADS). J. Agric. Ext. Rur. Dev., 8(11): 
224-231. 

49. Wossen, T., Abdoulaye, T., Alene, A., Haile, 
M. G., Feleke, S., Olanrewaju, A. and 
Manyong, V. 2017. Impacts of Extension 
Access and Cooperative Membership on 
Technology Adoption and Household 
Welfare. J. Rur. Stud., 54: 223-233.  

50. Yaghobi, J. and Molan-Nejad, L. 2017. 
Assessing Attitudes of Farmers to Participate 
in the Process of Preserving and Restoring 
Urmia Lake and Its Related Factors in 
Miandoab Township. Iran. Agri. Exten. 
Educ. J., 13(1): 47-58. 

51. Zobeidi T. 2017. Determinate of the Factors 
Influencing on Farmer’s Adaptation 
Behaviors in Dealing with Climate Change 
and Global Warming: A Case Study in Bavi 
Township, Khouzestan. Iran. J. Agri. Econ. 
Dev., 48(1): 137-147. 

52. Zobeidi, T., Yazdanpanah, M. and Bakhshi, 
A. 2020. Climate Change Risk Perception 
among Agriculture Students: The Role of 
Knowledge, Environmental Attitude, and 
Belief in Happening. J. Agr. Sci. Tech., 
22(1): 43-55. 

 
 

 [
 D

O
I:

 1
0.

22
03

4/
ja

st
.2

5.
3.

55
1 

] 
 [

 D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 ja
st

.m
od

ar
es

.a
c.

ir
 o

n 
20

24
-1

2-
01

 ]
 

                            13 / 14

http://dx.doi.org/10.22034/jast.25.3.551
https://jast.modares.ac.ir/article-23-56902-en.html


  ________________________________________________________________________ Kavakebi et al. 

564 

سطح اعتماد کشاورزان به مروجان کشاورزی و بهره وری محصولات کشاورزی:  
  آزمایش تجربی در حوزه ی اقتصاد در مناطق روستایی ایران

ویرا، ت. دوگات،  م. فیضی، ن. شاهنوشی، م. پور، آ. ه.ل. ابوالحسنی، و. کواکبی، 
  و ح. آزادی

  چکیده

سطح اعتماد کشاورزان به مروجان کشاورزی از طریق انتقال دانش و فعالیت های نوین کشاورزی به 
کشاورزان می تواند عملکرد خدمات ترویجی و بهره وری محصولات کشاورزی را ارتقا دهد. در این 

 ه سطح اعتماد کشاورزان به مروجان کشاورزیمطالعه با استفاده از آزمایش تجربی و تکمیل پرسشنام
اندازه گیری شد. نتایج بدست آمده (در ارتباط با اندازه گیری سطح اعتماد) از این دو روش اختلاف 

اجتماعی (بر بهره وری محصولات  –برای بررسی تاثیر عوامل اقتصادی  معنی داری با یکدیگر داشتند.
ورزان به مروجان کشاورزی و عملکرد محصولات کشاورزی را کشاورزی) ارتباط میان سطح اعتماد کشا

مورد بررسی قرار دادیم. نتایج نشان داد که ارتباط معنی داری میان سطح اعتماد و بهره وری محصولات 
کشاورزی وجود ندارد که دلیل اصلی آن می تواند ویژگی های نامناسب برنامه های ترویجی باشد. نتیجه 

شارکت دادن کشاورزان در امر تحقیق و برنامه ریزی برنامه های ترویجی می ی فوق تاکیدی برای م
باشد.نتایج بدست آمده نشان می دهد که سن تاثیر منفی بر سطح اعتماد دارد، اما کشاورزانی که تجربه 
ی بالایی در زمینه ی فعالیت های کشاورزی دارند، سطح بالایی از اعتماد را نشان دادند. نتیجه ی فوق 

شان می دهد که کشاورزان قدیمی که اراضی خود را از اجدادشان به ارث بردند و هم اکنون به شغل ن
مشغول هستند، اعتماد پایینی به مروجان کشاورزی دارند. نتایج نشان می  های دیگری به جز کشاورزی

صولات دهد که افزایش سطح اراضی کشاورزی از طریق کاهش نیروی کار در واحد سطح بهره وری مح
نتیجه ی فوق تاکیدی بر آن است که کشاورزی سنتی یکی از دلایل بهره  کشاورزی را افزایش می دهد.

  وری پایین محصولات کشاورزی می باشد. 
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