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Introduction 
 

In recent decades, increasing demand for agricul-
tural products for food and industrial use has made 
agriculture very important and thus has been 
named the largest industry on Earth (1). Consider-
ing that any agricultural activity harms the environ-
ment (2, 3). Therefore, in recent years, the problems 

and environmental crises resulting from these activ-
ities, which are becoming more acute day by day (4), 
have occupied the human mind today (5). In this 
regard, some experts have come to believe that the 
root of most environmental problems arises from 
ourselves (humans) (6). Many experts believe that 
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environmental problems caused by human activi-
ties cannot be completely solved by the use of tech-
nology alone, and changes in human behavior are 
needed, and the importance of this issue is such that 
the direction of environmental sciences from envi-
ronmental and physical sciences to Behavioral sci-
ences are changing. Some researchers also explicitly 
state that environmental crises in the world today 
are in fact a value and moral crisis and require a 
moral solution (7). Although considering the root 
of all environmental problems as moral crises may 
seem pessimistic to human beings, but in general it 
can be said that the decline of human values, includ-
ing moral values, is one of the causes of increasing 
environmental crises (8). Therefore, one of the pro-
posed solutions to solve these problems is to pro-
mote ethics among individuals, especially those 
who are closely related to the environment. This is 
why the concept of environmental ethics is related 
to the moral relationship between man and nature 
(9) has been discussed in scientific forums. 
Although, like many concepts, there is no consen-
sus on environmental ethics (10) but it can be said 
that environmental ethics with human relationship 
with the environment, human knowledge of nature 
and sense of responsibility for it and the human ob-
ligation to set aside some natural resources for fu-
ture generations, pollution, population control, it 
refers to resource use, energy production and con-
sumption, wildlife protection and species diversity. 
In this regard, it should be noted that the relation-
ship of individuals in any society with nature and 
the environment may be a completely responsible 
and moral approach or completely irresponsible or 
immoral or behavioral between the two; That this 
type of approach to the environment can be con-
sidered as a result of numerous variables that are 
mainly related to the social environment. One of 
these variables, which is related to the social envi-
ronment and has been considered by many re-
searchers and experts in recent decades, is social 
capital. In its importance, it is enough that many 
scientists consider society as capital and emphasize 
it (11). Some experts also believe that in the absence 
of social capital, other capitals lose their effective-
ness (12). In the importance of social capital, it also 
states that social capital enables individuals to be 

able to use the resources and facilities of their com-
munity in the best possible way (13). Social capital 
is in fact the ability to expand social action and en-
rich it and in a sense is the source of social action. 
Social capital is a tangible form and example of an 
informal norm that promotes cooperation between 
two or more people. Accordingly, if this coopera-
tion is used in a positive direction, it can have pos-
itive effects in solving environmental problems that 
generally require collective cooperation. 
In this regard, the question that comes to mind is 
that, assuming the high importance of social capital, 
do social capital and morality are compatible with 
each other so that it can be related to environmental 
ethics and examine their relationship. In answer to 
this question, some researchers believe that the 
concept of social capital is a moral concept and 
have presented their reasons in such a way that so-
cial capital is based on the desire for another; And 
social capital, instead of emphasizing the individual, 
emphasizes the pattern of relationships between in-
dividuals and originates from within these relation-
ships, so it can easily be considered a moral concept 
(14) also considers social capital as a kind of ethics 
and considers it ethical to have an advantage and 
states that it is known by the hidden angles of social 
capital.  
Given the answer to this question, it seems logical 
to study the relationship between social capital and 
environmental ethics, which is a branch of ethics. 
Therefore, the main purpose of this study is to in-
vestigate the relationship between these variables. 
The study of this issue is also very important be-
cause the review of research literature shows that 
despite the existence of many studies on the rela-
tionship between social capital and environmental 
issues, its relationship with environmental ethics is 
itself a value It has not been confirmed on the val-
ues of the individual and naturally on their attitude 
towards the environment and ultimately on their 
behavior towards the environment. In this regard, 
researcher also points to the lack of empirical stud-
ies in this regard (15). However, a narrow view of 
the confirmed relationship between social capital 
and environmental behavior can be somewhat in-
dicative of the relationship between these variables; 

because your behavior can be moral or immoral. 
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Considering that farmers interact more directly and 
interact with the environment than other groups 
(16) Therefore, understanding their environmental 
ethics is very important because of the impact of 
their environmental ethics on their behavior and 
thus the impact of their behavior on increasing or 
decreasing environmental crises and problems. 
Therefore, the present study was conducted in this 
region of the country. In line with the main purpose 
of the research, which is to investigate the relation-
ship between social capital and environmental eth-
ics of farmers, the following sub-objectives are also 
pursued: 

 Investigating the amount of social capital of the 
studied farmers 

 Study of environmental ethics of studied farm-
ers 

 Investigating the role of social capital in explain-
ing the environmental ethics of the respondents 

 
Material & Methods 
 
In terms of purpose, the research was an applied 
survey and in terms of data collection it was de-
scriptive-correlation survey. The statistical popula-
tion of this study included all farmers who were en-
gaged in agricultural activities in the 2018-2019 crop 
year (N = 8300). The sample size was determined 
using Bartlett table of 119 people and finally the 
confidence increase of 178 agricultural operators 
was studied. In the present study, simple random 
sampling method was used for sampling. The re-
search instrument was a questionnaire consisting of 
three sections, including personal and professional 
characteristics (age, agricultural work experience, 
household size, and literacy level), Social Capital In-
ventory, and a section that assessed farmers' envi-

ronmental ethics. 
The Social Capital Questionnaire consists of 31 
items. This questionnaire is taken from the Ameri-
can Social Capital Association, World Bank and 
Australian Institute of Family Studies question-
naires that assess three structural (13 questions), 
communication (9 questions) and cognitive (9 ques-
tions) dimensions of social capital. The structural 
dimension includes structural links, activities, and 

how teamwork is organized in the community. The 
communication dimension refers to the interac-
tions and communication of members within a 
group and outside the group. In this dimension, in-
dicators such as trust and mutual communication 
are discussed. The cognitive dimension is also re-
lated to the participation, trust, attitudes and com-
mitments in the collection and its axis is cognition, 
which provides a common vision of goals and val-
ues for members by using common language. The 
questions in this section are scored on a Likert scale 
with a four-choice spectrum and in a very low to 
very high order from 1 to 4, respectively. Based on 
this, each person can get a score between 31 and 
124. A higher score indicates that the person's so-
cial capital is high. 
The Environmental Ethics Questionnaire had 29 
items that were scored on a Likert scale from 
strongly disagree to strongly agree from one to five, 
respectively. Based on this, each person gets a score 
between 145-29. A high score indicates that the per-

son has a more favorable environmental ethic. 
The face and content validity of the various sections 
of the measurement tool was confirmed by a num-
ber of faculty members of agricultural extension 
and education and experts in the field of ethics. 
Studies confirm that the social capital questionnaire 
has acceptable reliability (α <0.77). Accordingly, in 
order to confirm the reliability of the Social Capital 
Questionnaire and to determine the reliability of the 
Environmental Ethics Questionnaire in the present 
study, a pioneering survey was conducted using 30 
farmers outside the study sample. Social and envi-

ronmental ethics were 0.89 and 0.86, respectively. 
To measure the environmental ethics and social 
capital of the respondents and group them in terms 
of undesirable, relatively desirable and desirable lev-
els, the difference of standard deviation. 
Descriptive and inferential statistical methods such 
as frequency, percentage, mean, correlation tests 
and regression analysis were used to analyze the 
data. 
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Results 
 
Descriptive statistics showed that the average age 
of the respondents was 46 years with a standard de-
viation of 12 years, with a range of 51 years with a 
minimum of 20 and a maximum of 71 years. The 
average agricultural work experience of the re-
spondents is 21 years with a standard deviation of 
11 years and a minimum and a maximum of 4 and 
50 years. The average land area of the respondents 
is 3.32 hectares and the average number of house-
hold members of the studied farmers is 5 people. 
In terms of literacy level, 41.6% (74 people) of illit-
erate respondents, 23.6% (42 people) literate, 
24.7% (44) have a cycle, 4.5% have a diploma (8 
people) and 5.6% (10 people) are above the di-

ploma. 

The frequency distribution of the respondents ac-
cording to the level of social capital benefit is 
shown in Table (1). As can be seen in the table 
above, social capital is 29.2% of the respondents 
unfavorable and the rest is desirable and relatively 
desirable. Also, the results of Table 1 show that the 
respondents are weaker in the relational dimension 
of social capital than other dimensions and the per-
centage of weakness reaches more than 38%. A 
subtle point that can be seen in Table 1 is that de-
spite the weakness of most respondents in the di-
mension of social capital relations, more than 37% 
of them have a favorable situation in this dimen-
sion, which is more favorable than other dimen-
sions. 

 
Table 1: Frequency distribution of respondents according to the benefit of social capital 

Social capital components Percentage 

Satisfied Relatively satisfied Unsatisfied 

Constructure dimension 29.2 43.8 27.00 

Relational dimension 37.1 24.7 38.2 

Cognitive dimension 29.2 42.7 28.1 

Social capital 31.5 29.3 29.2 

 
 
According to the obtained score, farmers' environ-
mental ethics were also classified into three 
groups: favorable, relatively favorable and unfa-
vorable. According to the obtained results, the 
percentage of frequency of each class was as fol-
lows: desirable class 31.5%, relatively desirable 
class 33.7% and unfavorable class 34.8%. Thus, 
about one third of the studied farmers are in the 
unfavorable category in terms of benefiting from 
environmental ethics. The frequency distribution 
of farmers' environmental ethics by each class is 

shown in Table 2. 
Table 3 shows the ranking of items in the Envi-
ronmental Ethics Questionnaire based on the av-
erage. An average of 4.72 out of 5 in the statement 
"preservation of the environment is a divine duty." 
Indicates that in this case, the farmers studied had 

the most agreement. Similarly, an average of 2.11 
in the statement "environmental protection is the 
duty of the government and we have no duty in 
this case" indicates that in this statement the farm-
ers had the least agreement. Considering that the 
latter item is a item with a negative orientation and 
only considers the protection of the environment 
as the duty of governments, and therefore the dis-
agreement of farmers in this item can be a sign of 
their observance of environmental ethics. 
 
Table 2: Frequency distribution of respond-

ents based on environmental ethics 
 Frequency FC FC% 

Unsatisfied 62 34.8 34.5 

Relatively 
satisfied 

60 33.7 68.5 

Satisfied 56 31.5 100 

Total 178 100  
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Table 3: Status of environmental ethics of the studied farmers 
 Question Mean SD CV Rank 

1 If we humans damage the environment in our own place, we will see the result 
elsewhere. 

4.45 0.69 0.155 8 

2 The environment should only be preserved when it is economically profitable. 2.84 1.42 0.5 29 

3 The nature in which we live is created by God, so it must be respected. 4.71 0.72 0.153 2 

4 The use of chemical fertilizers on the farm is necessary for further production and 
is not harmful to the environment. 

3.43 1.47 0.429 25 

5 The environment has been entrusted to man by God. 4.64 0.56 0.121 3 

6 The industrialization and consumerism of human beings has caused damage to the 
environment. 

3.87 1.10 0.284 23 

7 Pesticides are needed to produce more produce on the farm and are not harmful 
to the environment. 

3.30 1.35 0.409 26 

8 Instead of fossil fuels polluting the environment, human beings should use ener-
gies such as wind, sun, etc. 

4.16 0.82 0.197 17 

9 Preserving the environment is a divine duty. 4.72 0.5 0.106 1 

10 To preserve the environment, humans must change their consumption patterns (in 
terms of fuel, energy and resources). 

3.98 0.77 0.193 21 

11 Man has no choice but to pollute the environment to achieve prosperity and com-
fort. 

2.92 1.44 0.493 27 

12 The government must make laws to protect the environment and require people 
to abide by them. 

3.57 1.14 0.319 24 

13 If we use the wrong environment, we have betrayed God's trust. 4.38 0.80 0.183 11 

14 Occurrence of natural disasters such as floods, storms, etc. is the result of human 
damage to the environment. 

4.05 0.93 0.230 20 

15 We must not endanger others by destroying the environment, even if it is small. 4.16 0.73 0.175 16 

16 Harm to the environment is bad, even if it has benefits. 4.13 0.75 0.182 18 

17 Humans should not treat the environment in a way that harms other humans. 4.37 0.73 0.167 12 

18 We all need to make sure that what we do does not cause the slightest harm to the 
environment. 

4.43 0.73 0.165 10 

19 It is necessary to have a moral charter in the field of environmental protection of 
the country that everyone is aware of. 

4.06 0.83 0.204 19 

20 The benefits of environmental protection may not be apparent today, but our chil-
dren will benefit from them in the future. 

4.26 0.74 0.174 14 

21 Man must preserve the environment, even if it does not benefit him. 4.31 0.61 0.142 13 

22 We must preserve the environment even if we have to use our own personal capital 
to do so. 

3.95 0.94 0.238 22 

23 Protecting the environment is the duty of the government and we have no duty in 
this regard. 

2.11 1.00 0.474 29 

24 Man is responsible for protecting the environment. 4.21 0.68 0.162 15 

25 We must pass on a healthy environment to future generations. 4.47 0.66 0.148 4 

26 We must not harm the environment, but we must use it. 4.45 0.58 0.130 7 

27 Although we have control over the environment, we need to take good care of it. 4.45 0.54 0.121 6 

28 We must protect living things, especially living things that are good for humans. 4.47 0.67 0.150 5 

29 Man must have a friendly relationship with the environment, like the relationship 
he has with his friends. 

4.44 0.63 0.142 9 

 
 
Pearson correlation coefficient was used to inves-
tigate the relationship between social capital and 
environmental ethics (Table 4). The results of the 
table in question indicate that social capital and all 
its components have a significant relationship at 
the level of 0.001% with the environmental ethics 
of farmers, which is a stronger cognitive compo-
nent than the other two components. The results 
also indicate that environmental ethics is inversely 

related to household size, land area of respondents 
and their agricultural history (Table 4). The table 
also confirms that the two variables of age and lit-
eracy level are not significantly related to farmers' 

environmental ethics. 
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Table 4: Correlation of research variables and 
environmental ethics of the studied farmers 
Component R Sig. Test 

Social capital 0.000 0.34*** Pearson 

Cognitive 0.000 0.34*** Pearson 

Structural 0.000 0.32*** Pearson 

Relational 0.000 0.29*** Pearson 

Age 0.08 0.13 Pearson 

Familial 0.02 -0.17* Pearson 

Land area 0.02 -0.17* Pearson 

Agricultural 
history 

0.000 -0.30** Pearson 

literacy 0.23 -0.08 Spearman 

*Significance at the level of 0.05% 

 **Significance at the level of 0.01% 
*** Significance at the level of 0.001% 
 

 
Stepwise multiple regression was used to investi-
gate the effect of social capital components on the 
dependent variable of environmental ethics of re-
spondents. For this purpose, social capital compo-
nents (cognitive, communication, structural) were 

used in regression analysis. According to the re-
sults of Table 6, the F-level of ANOVA test was 
significant at the level of 1%, which indicates the 
existence of a relationship between predictor vari-
ables and dependent variables. Based on beta val-
ues, only the cognitive component has an effect 
on the variable of farmers' environmental ethics, 
and for one standard deviation of change in this 
variable, we will see 0.34 standard deviation of 
change in the dependent variable; That is, the co-
efficient of effectiveness of the cognitive compo-
nent (β = 0.34) shows that this component can 
predict changes in the level of environmental eth-
ics of farmers, so that more cognitive dimension 
of social capital will increase the environmental 
ethics of respondents, vice versa. Based on the ad-
justed R2, the cognitive component is able to pre-
dict 11% of the changes in the dependent variable. 

 
Table 5: Summary of stepwise regression analysis information for dependent variable of farmers' 

environmental ethics 
Component B SEB Beta T Sig. 

Cognitive 0.79 0.16 0.34 4.77 0.000 

Multiple R=34/0, R2=12/0, R2 Adjust=11/0, Constant= 63/90, F=71/22, Sig. F=000/0 

 
 

Discussion 
 
The results of the research showed that the envi-
ronmental ethics of most of the studied farmers is 
favorable and relatively desirable. The results of 
popular studies largely confirm this result. Consid-
ering that the adherence or non-adherence of in-
dividuals to their environmental ethics is affected 
by many factors such as facilities, attitude, 
knowledge; therefore, the country's environmental 
officials and parents should try to maintain envi-
ronmental ethics in the current situation by 
providing environmental knowledge, etc., and 
considering that moral action requires education 
(17), it seems. Increasing moral education in vari-
ous ways, especially through religious education, 

can make the current situation more favorable. 
The results showed that there is a direct relation-
ship between all components of social capital 

(communication, structural and cognitive) and en-
vironmental ethics. Therefore, it can be said that 
the stronger the structural links and interactions, 
the more cooperation between people.  
In general, the research results showed that social 
capital and environmental ethics have a direct re-
lationship. This means that people with higher so-
cial capital have more favorable environmental 
ethics. The results of studies, which show that so-
cial capital is related to the management and con-
servation of biodiversity, which is a subset of en-
vironmental ethics, confirm this result (18, 19). 
The study also showed that there is a relationship 
between social capital and environmentally re-
sponsible behaviors (20). It can be said that people 
with high social capital try to get information 
about how to deal with the environment, and this 
effort ultimately leads to the improvement of their 
environmental ethics. 
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On the other hand, ethical rules influence individ-
ual and collective behaviors (21). Accordingly, 
these rules, which have been developed for exam-
ple in environmental ethics, form reference frame-
works that determine human behavior when inter-
acting with the environment (22). Accordingly, the 
environmental ethics to which one adheres com-
pels one to form networks of communication be-
tween friends, neighbors, and other members of 
society based on commitment and trust in order 
to protect the environment or better interact with 
nature. These connections, called social capital by 
experts, ultimately spread the rules and opinions 
of environmental ethics among members of soci-
ety. Therefore, in general, it can be said that envi-
ronmental ethics and social capital have a two-way 

relationship, each of which strengthens the other. 
The results of the research also indicate that envi-
ronmental ethics is independent of age and literacy 
levels. This means that; Environmental ethics of 
young, middle-aged and old farmers with any level 
of literacy is not significantly different from each 
other. The results of these studies are consistent 
with other studies (21, 23).  
The results also indicate that the household di-
mension is inversely related to the environmental 
ethics of the respondents. This means that with 
the increase of the household dimension, the level 
of environmental ethics of the respondent’s de-
creases. In this regard, it should be noted that in-
creasing the household dimension increases 
household costs and this issue causes people to 
comply with environmental ethics in order to pro-

vide lower living costs. 
At the end of the discussion, it should be noted 
that the interpretation of the results of the present 
study should be done taking into account the lim-
itation that this study was conducted in a specific 
area and therefore generalizing the results to farm-
ers in other parts of the country should be done 
with caution. 

 
 
 
 
 

Conclusion 
 
In general, the results of the present study indicate 
that the environmental ethics of most of the farm-
ers studied are favorable and relatively desirable. 
Also, social capital and all its components (cogni-
tive, communicative, and structural) are directly 
related to environmental ethics; therefore, it can 
be concluded that in order to promote the envi-
ronmental ethics of farmers, social capital and its 
components should be strengthened. Of course, it 
should be noted that social capital is only one of 
the factors related to environmental ethics 
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