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 Today, the privatization of agricultural promotion approach as a complementary symbol 

to governmental promotion has found an acceptable position, so that in the last two 

decades, many countries have experienced it successfully. The aim of this study was to 

investigate the farmer's attitudes of Beyza section towards privatization of agricultural 
promotion and determine the effect of personal and professional characteristics of the 

respondents to their attitudes. The study was as applied one and its statistical population 

consists of three villages in the names of Banesh, Beyza (center) and the Kushk-e-
Hezar. Stratified random sampling with proportional allocation was performed and the 

sample size of 300 people was determined based on the Cochran formula. To achieve 

this aim, the Logit model is used. In this research, the increase in promotional staff's 
sense of responsibility and improving the quality of promotional services were raised as 

the first priorities of farmers' attitude towards the agricultural privatization and 

establishing a monitoring system for the inspection and control of the private promotion 
centers and development of the legal framework of obligations between farmers and the 

private sector were selected as the first priorities for assignments of this activity to the 

private sector. The results of evaluation of the relationships between farmers' personal 
characteristics with attitudes to agricultural privatization shows that there is a 

significant relationship between some variables such as farmers' age, education, area 

under cultivation, use of agricultural mechanization, income average and need to 
promotional services with attitude to privatization of promotion.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 Attention to the agricultural sector is one of the main aspects of economic development of the country. The 

share of agriculture sector in employment creation, assistance to national income, food production and mutual 

cooperation with industry are the subjects which clearly show the importance and necessity of attention to this 

section. In developed countries, the agricultural sector is fully supported by industry, by in developing 

countries;this is agricultural sector which partially compensates the shortcomings of the industry. Currently, 

over 23% of employment, 13.8% of GDP, 85% of food needs, 90% of raw materials of agricultural processing 

industries and 20% of non-oil exports of the country are supplied thorough this sector. This section with a 25% 

share of non-oil exports and a high percentage of employment has a key role in the economy. 

 In terms of the mainly private exploitation system structure of agricultural sector in Iran, it seems that there 

is a little need for basic works in the context of privatization, but the liberalization of the agricultural sector are 

also included some items such as production adjusting subsides, getting producer prices to import prices [5], 

removal of the routine governmental intervention and cancellation of the production inhibitory levers [24].  

 Experts know privatization as the transfer of ownership of governmental assets to the private sector and 

doing the economic activities by them. In this context, transfer and assignment of tasks, eliminating of any 

direct and indirect governmental subsidies with the aim of increasing the efficacy and earning are emphasized. 

Encourage the widespread ownership of shares by the public in the stock exchange companies, growth of capital 

markets and minimization of the governmental bureaucracy interference are the main goals of privatization [4]. 

 Today, the policymakers have found that rural development programs should follow the approach that in 

addition to achieving the desired goals in national level, causing mobility in rural communities to be prepared 
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for transition to the new stage of development in the future. As a result, thorough the available critical reflection 

in order to overcome the inefficiency of the governmental sector, significant developments as the policy 

processes to guide the private sector in all areas of agricultural extension can be seen. And in this way, due to a 

variety reasons such as structural adjustment, privatization and consistent use of collaborative strategies for 

planned decentralization have been tested [12]. 

 Agricultural development policy in most developing countries is that the promotional activities are included 

not only the transfer of technology but also improving of poor rural lives. But the governmental promotions for 

covering of all farmers are faced with shortages of funds and manpower (Husseini, 1999). Commercialization 

and increasing market orientation lead to the new promotional needs that the governmental promotions are 

failed to fulfillment of them [2]. 

 As the government cannot provide financial resources due to the budget deficit, to solve this problem in 

long term, farmers can be participated in the supply of credit and part of the additional revenues which are 

awarded to the farmers by the agricultural promotions thorough recommendations and application of the 

promotional services, will be dedicated to the development of promotional services to decrease the financial 

pressure on governments from one side and make farmers more responsible and unite for those programs 

because of providing the funds of promotions, on the other side. In this situation, the institution of agricultural 

promotion will go to be independent and improve their services and science and practice level [28]. As a result 

and according to the importance of participation of rural farmers and the need for their involvement in the 

affairs and to fix problems and shortcomings of governmental sector in providing of suitable and optimal 

promotional services, we can search for new ways including privatization of the promotions [24].  

 In discussing of agricultural promotion, the lack of cost effectiveness and efficacy of governmental 

promotions has been widely criticized. That is why at this point of time, fundamental changes such as structural 

reforms, decentralization and privatization in agricultural promotion has become necessary [20]. Another 

different reasons can be proposed for planning and following up privatization of agricultural promotion that the 

most important reason is that government do not desire to pay its relatively limited resources and budgets in the 

field of agricultural promotions [21]. Of course, it should be noted that there is difference between "privatization 

of agricultural promotions" and "promotion of private agriculture". Promotion of private agriculture is referred 

to the provided services in the area of agriculture and various topics are linked together by the staff who are 

employed in agencies or private organizations for the farmers who pay and it can be complementary or a 

substitution for the services of governmental promotions [22]. While privatization of promotion is the process of 

reducing the role of government and the increasing role of private sector in the field of agricultural promotion 

[7]. As mentioned, the privatization of agricultural promotion with the aim of organization of an effective 

agricultural promotion system in developing countries, has been widely emphasized. However, although new 

initiatives of private promotions, provide many opportunities for commercial farmers, but its consequences for 

poor farmers who have weak linkages, is doubtful. The argument of proponents of the theory of using private 

sector to supply agricultural promotion is that activity in the frame of private markets can enhance performance. 

This promoted performance, in turn, leads to GDP growth. So we have to consider the privatization of 

promotion as a structural approach and new performance to improve the efficacy and effectiveness of 

agricultural promotion. The purpose of this study is to investigate the attitudes of farmers towards privatization 

of agricultural promotion. 

 In this study we have tried to analyze the attitude of Beyzaoperators, city of Sepidan (Fars Province) 

regarding the privatization of promotional services. Beyza section is located in longitude of 30 degrees, 16 

minutes north latitude  and 51 degrees east, with an area of about 1200 kilometers and in the north-west of 

Shiraz. Beyzahave three villages based on geographic divisions with the names of Banesh, Beyza (center) and 

Kushk-e-Hezar and is limited to Kamfirouz section of Marvdasht city from the north, to city of Shiraz from the 

south, to Dorudzan section of Marvdasht city from the east and to Homayjan section of Sepidan city from the 

west. Much of this area is a fertile plain. Due to the climatic conditions of this area, it is an important area of 

Fars province from the view point of agriculture and animal husbandry. Beneficiaries' population of agriculture 

in this area is about 9500 people. In respect to provision of promotional services in this field, almost 8 promoters 

are working in the governmental sector of agriculture that the ratio of promoters to exploiters is near to one in 

1188 people. Therefore, any promoter of agriculture serves to 1188 people while its global standard is about one 

in 400 farmers. Thus, providing promotional services only through the governmental system is not possible and 

according to the above researches, the private promotion has been proposed as an approach.  So, consideration 

about farmers' point of view regarding this approach is important and considerable.  

 Review of the past archive indicates that studies regarding the importance and how different promotional 

systems work;also evaluation of effective factors on performance of these systems from various aspects in Iran 

and the other countries had been done. In the following, some studies which are related to the objectives of this 

study directly and indirectly are discussed.  

 RazaghiBurjani and Asadi [9], evaluated the farmers' attitude regarding privatization of promotional 

agricultural services (a case study in Shirgah section of Mazandaran province) and the results showed that 84% 
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of farmers think positive and relatively positive about the efficacy of privatization. Also, the older farmers who 

have more experiences in agriculture and more knowing about the promotional services, have had more negative 

attitudes toward privatization of agricultural promotion. Correlation analysis showed that there is a positive and 

significant correlation between attitudes of farmers towards privatization of agricultural promotion and each 

variable of farmer education level, the average monthly income, the amount of irrigated lands, times of refer to 

the center of agricultural services, efficacy of promoting privatization and the rate of mechanization using and 

also there is a significant and negative correlation between the variables of age, agricultural work experiences 

and the history of knowledge about promotional services. Also, the most important effective variables on 

farmers' attitudes towards privatization of agricultural promotion system have been the average monthly income, 

the history of familiarity with promotional services and the education level of farmers. 

 Rezvanfar and Arabi [10], evaluated farmers' perceptions towards the privatization of promotional services 

of livestock in Iran which results showed that in all studied provinces, there is a positive and significant 

relationship in 99% between the variable of perception towards privatization and other variables of education 

level, ranching history, performance of agricultural products and the income comes from agriculture and 

ranching. Also, there is a positive and significant relationship at the level of 95% between the variable of 

perception towards privatization and the other variables of age and performance of livestock products. 

 The results of Bahrami research [1], showed that there is not a significant relationship between age and the 

history of educational and promotional activities of involved people in governmental promotions and their 

points of view regarding the performance of promotional private companies while there are respectively positive 

and negative and significant relationship at the level of 5% between the level of education and history of 

educational and promotional activities of involved people in governmental promotion with their points of view 

towards the performance of promotional private companies. 

 MahmoudiKaramJavan[12], has also evaluated the approaches of privatization of agricultural promotion 

from the view points of farmers and experts and its results showed that the most important approaches from the 

experts' points of view are giving subsidies to farmers and promotion agreement. The obstacles and limitations 

of promotion privatization are financial weakness of the farmers, problems related to the payment of 

promotional costs from the farmers and the lack of a comprehensive approach for rural promotions. The most 

important and effective factors in effectiveness of privatization of agricultural promotion are the experience and 

science of promoters of private sector, scientific knowledge of farmers and the cultural background in the 

region. 

 The study of Pamela et al [18] in Zimbabwe showed that men farmers are tend to use the privatization of 

agricultural promotional services than women. The results showed that the gender and educational level of 

agriculturehave had a positive significant relationship with the dependent variable which means farmers use 

from the promotional private services, but farmers' age has had a negative relation with the dependent variable. 

 The study of Solemn and Sadmathe [26] regarding the willingness of farmers to pay the costs of 

promotional services in India showed that there is a significant relationship between satisfaction with services, 

commercialized culture, education level, some factors like land, water and farmers' incomeand willingness of 

farmers to pay the costs of promotional services.  

 The results of Kinan and Diner [17] in Nicaragua showed that Nicaraguan farmers pay for services because 

they find the quality of promotional services, useful and they can establish a personal relationship with the 

promoters and can better access to credit and other resources thorough this relationship. Their research shows 

that actually farmers pay for sensible profit not for services. 

 

History of privatization:  

 After the basic changes in the attitudes of economic thinkers who recognized the government intervention 

in economic activities necessary, the governmental companies were recognized essential as a tool in 

governments' hand to apply the mentioned economic policies and rapid development of public sector in years 

1960 and early 1970s to achieve the growth and political and social stability. Nonetheless, in the middle of 70s, 

the sudden and rapid changes of the global economy revealed disability and vulnerability of these economies to 

adjust and control the shocks resulted from the rapid volatility of variables out of the economic system. So the 

lack of flexibility in order to achieve the necessary adjustments in the public sector leads to the disintegration of 

economy performance of these countries and made the efficacy of activity of this sector, questionable and 

doubtful. In certain countries with coming of politicians who were in favor of reducing the activity size of 

government in the public sector of economy, operation of the privatization method was carried out persistently. 

Although many countries have put in this way, but England can be known as the main founder of privatization 

in the world that after 1979 made this policy as the main of economic policies and thus, the privatization became 

a symbol or a global reality in economy. 
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The concept of private promotion: 

 Bloom showed that private promotion consist of the personnel from private sector in agricultural area who 

are provided consulting services and it seems as a selection of governmental promotion. Similarly, Van den Ben 

and Hawkins mentioned that farmers should have a share in responsibility of their own services and pay all or 

part of the costs. Sarvanan and Guda [21] define the privatization of promotions as follow: privatization of 

promotional services point at services which are provided in the agricultural area and various topics are linked 

for the farmers who pay the costs by the staff who are working in the private agencies or organizations and that 

can be a complementary or substitution for the governmental promotional services.  

 

Method of research: 

Evaluation of effective factors in acceptance of promotion privatization: 

 Tools of study for the evaluation of effective factors in acceptance or attitude towards privatization of 

promotion of the research are cross-correlation which was conducted by a survey. By using of stratified random 

sampling method, a sample of farmers among the farmers of each village were selected randomly and 

interviewed. The data collection tool is a questionnaire which its face and content were determined by 

comments of educational and promotional teachers of agriculture. The dependent variable of this research is 

acceptance or attitude towards privatization of promotion. Independent variables are included age, education 

level, income, area under cultivation, distance, the history of knowing about promotional services and need to 

promotional services. The variables such as knowing about promotional services and need to promotional 

services are qualitative that Likert spectrum was used to make it quantitative.  In general, to consider about the 

regressions with a binary dependent variable, linear probability, Logit, Probit and Tobit models were used. In 

this research and in order to evaluate the effect of different explanatory variables in acceptance of privatization 

of promotion, the logit regression model is used.  

 

Logit regression model: 

 In general, to consider about the regressions with a binary dependent variable, linear probability, Logit, 

Probit and Tobit models are used. In this study and in order to evaluate the effect of different explanatory 

variables in acceptance of privatization of promotion, the logit regression model is used. 

 To investigate that which factors have the chance to affect on the selection of an option (acceptance), it is 

assumed that the average obtained desirability from a selection and by the operator is dependent to the attributes 

of that selection which are different for various beneficiaries. If the obtained desirability from each selection 

(acceptance or rejection) is defined as the average desirability in addition to a random disturbance component, 

we will have the relations of (1-2) and (2-2): 

   11111 iiiiiii ewzeUU                      (1-2) 

  0iii0i0i0i0i ewzeUU                        (2-2)   

 Which in them, 0iU
and 1iU

 are the obtained desirability from the selections, 0iU
 and 1iU

 are the average 

of desirability,  ioz
 and 1iz

 are the vector of options characteristics which are obtained by the person I, iw
 is a 

vector of economic-social characteristics of person I, and 0ie
 and 1ie  are the random disturbance components. 

According to the mentioned, 0iU
and 1iU

 were random and the person i will select the first option if 0i1i UU 
, 

or if for the unobservable variable 
*

iy
have

0UUy 0i1i

*

i 
, so the random observable amounts of iy is 

determined as below: 












00

01

*

*

i

i

i
yif

yif
y                     (3-2)     

 We can re-write 
*

iy
 as below: 

)ee()(w)zz(y 0i1i01i0i1i

*

i                  (4-2)     

   ***

01

*

01
)( iiiiiii eXewzzy   

                 (5-2)   

 Which 
*iX

 and 
*
ie

 on it, are explanatory variables, unknown parameters and random errors. It is likely 

that 
1yi   if: 

  )Pr()0Pr(1Pr *** iiiii XeyyP                   (6-2) 



297                                                                    Sedigheh Moayedi et al, 2015 

Advances in Environmental Biology, 9(4) March 2015, Pages: 293-302 

 It is clear that for complementation of the above model, we need to select a special probability distribution. 

Two of the most commonly used distributions for this purpose, are the fuction of standard normal distribution 

and the logostic one. The Cumulative Density Function (c.d.f)1 standard normal is as below: 
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                       (7-2)   

 The Cumulative Density Function of the random logistic variable is as follows: 
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 Both of Cumulative Distribution Functions, are symmetric and with the mean zero. The standard normal 

variance is equal to one )1( 2  , and the variance of random logistic variable is equal to 3

2 2
2 


 . The logistic 

distribution is near to normal distribution and working with it is easier. If we select the logistic distribution, its 

obtained statistical model is called logistic model. As both the standard normal and logistic distributions are 

symmetric, the probability of deselect of an option may be obtained with the following equation: 

      )(1)( tFtF                        (9-2)   

 So we can re-write the relation (probability) as follows: 
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 Therefore, the probability that the i-th operator accepts in the logit model, is calculated according to the 

relation  

                                (11-2)        

 According to the relation (11-2), the probability that the i-th operator rejects the privatization of promotion, 

is calculated as the relation (12-2): 

                    (12-2) 

 

Model: 

 The used regression model in this study is generally as below: 

                     (16-2) 

 That Y is the dependent variable and shows the acceptance of privatization of promotion. If the operator 

accepts the process, the dependent variable would be one and if rejects it, the dependent variable would be zero. 

And also β is the estimated coefficient of effective factors on acceptance of privatization of promotion and X is 

the effective factors on the acceptance of promotion privatization which is as below: 

                  (17-2)   

X1= age 

X2= education 

X3= area under cultivation 

X4= use of agricultural mechanization 

X5= average income 

X6= distance to the center of services 

X7= history of knowing the promotional services 

X8= need to promotional services 

 After ensuring of the questionnaire and normality of the data, the SPSS software and economical software 

of Microsoft are used to analyze the data and extracted information.  

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

 In this part, economical-social characteristics are considered at first and the importance of buying of any 

scientific services by farmers are mentioned. Then the attitude or acceptance of farmers toward privatization in 

agricultural promotion, the essential conditions to create and develop the private promotion system are discussed 

and finally the attitude or acceptance of farmers toward privatization in agricultural promotion are considered by 

Logit model. 

 

Model variables: 

 At first, the descriptive statistics of the variables, then the estimation results of logit model and finally the 

calculation results, the expected amounts of acceptance of the private promotional services are offered. 

 The used variables in the model are shown in table 1. 
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Table 1: the variables of the accepted model by farmers toward the privatization. 

Variable Unit of measurement 

Respond The depended variable, if the responder likes to accept 1, and if rejects 0 

Age Year 

Education The years of official education 

Income The average monthly income after removing the tax in Rial 

Area under cultivation Hectare 

Distance Kilometer 

History of familiarity with the 

promotional services 
Year 

Need to promotional services Imaginary, 1 need, 0 no need 

 

 The data which were collected by the questionnaire in estimation of the private promotional services, are 

included the continuous and discrete variables. There variables are included age, education, income, area under 

cultivation, distance, the history of familiarity with the promotional services and need to promotional services to 

promote the acceptance of the private promotional services. 

 
Table 2: the statistic results of the economic-social characteristics of responders. 

variables Mean Standard Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Age of responders 39 9.8 20 70 

Years of responders' education 10.1 3.98 0 18 

The monthly income of responders 

(thousands rials) 
11306.7 4000 2000 25000 

Area under cultivation 6.05 4.5 3 15 

Home distance from the center of 

agriculture 
18.4 12.15 1 150 

The history of familiarity with the 
promotional services 

    

*reference: research results 

 

 As it is seen in table (2-3), mean of the age is 39 that the youngest interviewee was 20 and the oldest one 

was 70 years old. The educational mean of responders is 10.1 that the lowest were lliterate and the highest one 

had PhD. Mean of monthly income is more than 11306 rials that the lowest income is 2000 rials and the highest 

is 25000 rials. Mean of area under cultivation was 6 hectare which is distributed in the range of 3 hectares and to 

15 hectare. And the average distance to the center of services is more than 18 km. 

 

2-3- the priority purchase of scientific services by farmers: 

 In table (3) the statistics related to the question of purchase priority of any kind of scientific services by the 

farmers is mentioned. 

 
Table 3: purchase priority of certain scientific services by farmers. 

Kind of 
service 

pesticides 
Technical & 

Mechanization 
Agriculture 

Animal 
disease 

Water & 
soil 

Animal 
feed 

gardening aviculture etc 

frequency 58 55 40 33 31 27 26 25 5 

percentage 19.3 18.3 13.3 11 10.3 9 8.6 8.3 1.6 

*Reference: Research results 

 

 According to the obtained data of table 3, the obtained results of evaluation of answers distributions 

regarding purchase of certain scientific services by farmers, the first priority of scientific services among 

farmers with high income is pesticides (19.3%) and the other services are technical and mechanization (18.3%), 

agriculture (13.3), animal diseases (11%), water and soil (10.3%), animal feed (9%), gardening (8.6%), 

aviculture (8.3%) and etc (1.6%), respectively. 

 

3-3- prioritization of farmers' attitude toward privatization of agricultural promotion: 

 To determine the priorities of farmers’ attitude toward the privatization of agricultural promotion, the 

prioritization method based on mean was used and the results are mentioned at the table 4. 

 

Scoring scale of 1 to 5: 

 According to the table 4, increasing of responsibility of promotional staff and the quality of promotional 

services with the mean 4.48, was the highest priority from farmers’ view of point and also, increasing of the 

quality of the promotional services 4.13, avoid of wasting time, energy and costs of promotion 3.95, 

development and facility of creation of agricultural association 3.90, allowing greater use of new technologies in 

agriculture 3.77, employment for gradates in agriculture 3.73, offering of useful and practical training 3.60, 

Increasing agricultural production 3.43, Rapid transfer of research findings 3.28, Reducing the cost of 
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governmental promotion 3.07, Increased coverage of promotional training 2.76 and Increase farmers’ income 

2.27 were the later priorities, respectively. 

 
Table 4: the prioritization of farmers’ attitude toward privatization of agricultural promotion. 

Variables Mean SD Priority 

Increasing of responsibility in promotional staff 4.48 0.800 1 

Increasing of the quality of promotional services 4.13 0.766 2 

Avoid wasting time, energy, costs of promotion 3.95 0.830 3 

Development and facility of creation of agricultural association 3.90 0.813 4 

Allowing greater use of new technologies in agriculture 3.77 0.883 5 

Employment for gradates in agriculture 3.73 0.883 6 

Offering of useful and practical training 3.60 0.851 7 

Increasing agricultural production 3.43 0.789 8 

Rapid transfer of research findings 3.28 0.869 9 

Reducing the cost of governmental promotion 3.07 0.806 10 

Increased coverage of promotional training 2.76 1.513 11 

Increase farmers’ income 2.27 0.823 12 

*Reference: Research results 

 

 

Prioritization of farmers' attitude toward the essential conditions for creation and development of the private 

promotional system: 

 To determine the priorities of farmers' attitude toward the essential conditions for creation and development 

of the private promotional system, the priority method based on the mean was used and the results are 

mentioned in table 5. 
 

Table 5: prioritization of farmers' attitude toward the essential conditions for creation of the private promotional system. 

variables mean SD priority 

Establishing a monitoring system for the inspection and control of 
private promotional services 

4.87 0.513 1 

Legal framework codification of obligations between farmers and the 

private sector 
4.34 0.765 2 

The use of native educators and specialists in serving 4.10 0.827 3 

Continued support of government from the private promotion 3.95 0.820 4 

Training of farmers in the process of drafting contracts between farmers 

and the private sectors 
3.73 0.712 5 

Promoter qualification recognition by the state licensing authority 3.54 0.859 6 

Distributing share leaflets of private promotional company among 
people 

3.23 0.745 7 

Encourage farmers to produce agricultural organization (cooperative 

enterprises) 
2.90 0.856 8 

Agricultural infrastructure services by government 2.43 0.654 9 

Promoting culture of privatization via governmental media 2.07 0.815 10 

*Reference: research results 

 

 According to the table 5, items of a establishing a monitoring system for inspection with the mean of 4.87 

and control of private centers and legal framework codification of obligations between farmers and the private 

sector with the mean of 4.34 are considered as the highest priorities of farmers' attitude toward the essential 

conditions for private promotional system. Against, the lowest priorities in relation to the culture promotion of 

privatization through national media and press with the average 2.07.  

 The table 6 shows the farmer participation in promotional activities and application of agricultural 

mechanization. 

 
Table 6: application of agricultural mechanization and farmers' participation in promotional programs. 

 Application agricultural mechanization  Participation in promotional training 

 frequency percentage % of total  frequency percentage % of total 

Poor 130 43.3 43.3 Poor 27 9 9 

Average 83 27.6 70.9 Average 139 46.3 55.3 

Good 65 21.6 92.5 Good 85 28.3 83.6 

Excellent 22 7.3 100 Excellent 49 16.3 100 

Total 300 100 - Total 300 100 - 

*Reference: Research results 

 
 As it is observed in table 6, the farmers of the studied area in application of agricultural mechanization are 
poor and also in participation in promotional training are average. 
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Farmers' attitude toward the promotional privatization: 
 Table 7 shows the related results to evaluation of effective factors on farmers' attitude of promotional 
privatization in the frame of lagit model. Percentage of the correct predictions for the estimated model is equal 
to 86% which seems good, since this measure how is closer to the number one, represents the better goodness of 
fit to the model. The values of determination coefficients of Akaike, Schwarz and Hanan-Quick are -34.33, -
51.005 and -41.008. According to the information of table 7, the most variables are statistically significant with 
95% confidence and is effective on farmers' attitude toward the privatization of promotional services. 

 
Table 7: estimation of the effective factors on the farmers' attitude in promotional privatization. 

variables Estimated coefficient Standard deviation Statistic t Final effect 

Age -0.714*** 0.144 -4.954 -0.004 

Education 1.529* 0.629 2.429 0.01 

Area under cultivation 0.362** 0.122 2.970 0.002 

Application of agricultural 
mechanization 

2.113*** 0.627 3.969 0.01 

Average income 1.324* 0.558 2.372 0.009 

Distance to the agricultural center 0.010 0.009 1.119 0.00007 

History of familiarity with the 

promotional services 
-0.197 0.394 -0.501 -0.001 

Need to the promotional services 4.057*** 1.181 3.434 0.02 

Constant coefficient 21.028*** 5.302 3.965 - 

Factor for the calculation of marginal effects = 0/0069770 
Maximized value of the log-likelihood function = -25/3385 

Akaike Information Criterion = -34/3385 
Schwarz Bayesian Criterion =- 51/0055 

Hannan-Quinn Criterion =- 41/0087 
Pesaran-Timmermann test statistic =  15/7292 (0/000) 

Pseudo-R-Squared =  0/86298 

*Reference: Research Results 

  

 The variables of age, application of agricultural mechanization and attitude toward the privatization in 1%, 

the variable of area under cultivation in 5% and the variables education and the average income in 10% have a 

significant effect on the farmers' attitude toward the promotional privatization. 

 The age variable has a significant and inverse relation in 1% with the dependent variable. By increasing of 

this variable, the acceptance for private promotional services is decreased. By increasing of farmer's age, the 

farmer's motivation for receiving services is decreased. The final effect for this variable is equal to -0.004 that 

shows an increase in the age of farmer in constant conditions, other factors will lead to the chance of acceptance 

of privatization in 0.004. 

 The variable of education has a significant and positive effect in 10% on the farmers' attitude and 

acceptance toward the promotional privatization. The final effect of this variable is equal to 0.01 that shows in 

terms of increase of education for 1 year, the probability of promotional privatization is increased in 0.01%. Due 

to the increase of science and scientific awareness of the farmer from the role of promotional programs in skill 

improvement and creation of production fields, the probability of acceptance will increase. 

 According to the obtained results, the area under cultivation is another factor which has a significant and 

positive effect in 5% on the acceptance of promotional privatization. By increase of area under cultivation, the 

farmer's motivation to improve efficacy and productivity and gain further skills in order to earn more income, 

increases. So the probability of his acceptance for promotional privatization will increase. The final effect 

coefficient indicates that an increase in area under cultivation, will increase the acceptance probability in 0.002. 

 The variable of application of agricultural mechanization has the positive effect of 1% and the final effect 

of 0.01% which means increase in application of agricultural mechanization will increase the acceptance 

probability of promotional privatization in 0.001 due to the information and more awareness in application of 

mechanization. 

 The positive and significant relationship in 10% between income and acceptance of promotional 

privatization shows that the farmers who have better economic conditions, feel greater ability to face with 

economic risks and acceptance of private sector. Also, the final effect for this variable is equal to 0.009 that 

shows an increase in variable of income in constant conditions of other factors, is resulted in 0.009% increase in 

acceptance probability of promotional privatization. 

 The estimated coefficient of the variable of need to the promotional services at 1% level with the expected 

positive sign, has a significant and positive relation with the acceptance of promotional privatization. The 

positive sign shows that due to the use of promotional services causes a better use of agricultural products and 

finally increase of the income, lead to increase of acceptance probability. On the other hand and according to the 

final effect column in table (8-3), an increase in need of promotional services of responders, it is likely to be 

accepted with more than 0.02%. 
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Summary and conclusion: 

 Today, one of most challengeable changes in agricultural field is privatization. Governmental agriculture, in 

terms of financial limitations and failure to cover a large number of rural audiences has been criticized, for this 

reason, certain agricultural activities have been privatized.  

 The purpose of privatization is to reduce the burden of government in activities and faster transfer of 

production factors and economical and social activities to the private sector. In fact, privatization is one of the 

basic options for structural adjustment which is accepted as a public method in the world especially in the face 

of economic crisis and although some fluctuations granted, but the most countries have implemented it to reform 

the economic system. According to the results of this study, almost 19.3% of farmers for pesticides, 18.3% for 

technical and mechanization, 13.3% for agriculture, 10.3% for water and soil and 8.6% in the area of gardening 

have priority for purchase of scientific services by farmers. 

 The farmers' attitude toward private promotion was studied here and farmers were evaluated about the 

privatization of agricultural promotion and their attitude toward the essential conditions for creation and 

development of private promotion system. The data of farmers from Beyza section in the agricultural year of 

2013-2014 and thorough 300 questionnaire were collected. In this research, increase of responsibility of 

promotional staff and increase of quality of promotional services were considered as the first priority, since the 

above viewpoints, increases the audience trend toward the privatization of agricultural promotion in the region. 

Regarding the farmers' attitude toward the essential conditions for creation and development of private 

promotion system with proposing of different questions and options to select and prioritization, the obtained 

results showed that accountable farmers, selected the establishing a monitoring system for inspection and 

control of private promotional centers and legal framework codification of obligations between farmers and the 

private sector as the first priority for the assignment of this activity to the private sector that is the greatest 

concern of farmers is a monitoring system and legal framework for the essential conditions to create  private 

promotional system. By using of analytic statistics to test the theories of the present research, the obtained 

results of evaluation the relations between the research variables express the important points regarding 

achieving the objects of the study. Evaluation of the relations between the individual characteristics of farmers 

who desire to privatize, shows that there is a significant relation between variables like farmers' age, education, 

and area under cultivation, application of agricultural mechanization, the average income and need to the 

promotional services with tendency to privatize of promotion. 

 

Suggestions: 

 According to the results of this study, establishing of a monitoring system for inspection and control of the 

private sector of promotion and also the legal framework in their obligations to the operators, have the highest 

priority in farmers' attitude regarding the essential conditions to establish a private promotion system. In other 

words, the greatest concern of farmers for the essential conditions of creation a private promotion system, is a 

monitoring system and legal framework that in this context, a lack of confidence in the farmers are feeling. On 

the other hand, it seems that farmers do not have the essential trust and understanding in related to the legal and 

monitoring systems of the private sector and feel a lot of ambiguity to sign the contracts with the private sector. 

In this way, clarifying and developing of training courses in relation to the signing contracts farmers-

promoter/expert to villagers and other contracts of privatization and transfer of contents associated with 

regulatory and administrative guarantee of the private sector, would be necessary to correct the vision of farmers 

in this area. 

 Older farmers who have more experiences in agriculture and use of promotional services, had a more 

negative attitude regarding privatization. Since this group of farmers have only experienced the free use of 

agricultural promotional services and also have the feature of late acceptance and more traditional view toward 

the acceptance of privatization of promotion sector, so change of their view need to provide more obvious 

advantages of private promotion. In this regard, the agricultural promoters need to conduct the field visits and 

related promotional methods that at the beginning, display the advantages of creation the private promotion 

clearly. Obviously, drag the attention of trusted people and local leaders will be facilitated as an effective 

strategy in this regard.  

 Regarding the correlation between the lands and mechanization of agricultural activities with farmers' 

attitude toward the promotional privatization, it is recommended that essential efforts are required for land 

consolidation, increasing the area under cultivation thorough the restoration of dead land and educational 

activities to increase the mechanization. 
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