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Introduction

Scope of Issue: Cyanobacteria in Lake Champlain

Pollution of surface waters affects sixty-five percent of the estuaries and coastal waters in
the contiguous United States, primarily due to excessive nutrient inputs into waterways (NOAA,
2025). Additionally, the pollution resulting from excessive sediment and nutrient loading
represents a significant and pervasive issue contributing to water quality problems globally
(Borgwardt et al., 2019; Jenny et al., 2020; Schindler, 2012; Xia et al., 2020).

Nutrients such as phosphorus and nitrogen are naturally present in lakes due to geological
erosion and the decomposition of organic matter within lacustrine ecosystems. However,
anthropogenic activities, particularly those associated with wastewater management and
agricultural practices, have resulted in elevated levels of nutrient pollution. Furthermore, climate
change intensifies the issue by contributing to rising temperatures, which in turn accelerates
algae growth. This influx of nutrients has led to the occurrence of eutrophication blooms.
Eutrophication blooms arise when there is an excessive concentration of nitrogen and
phosphorus in the water. These nutrients promote the growth of aquatic plants, notably algae and
microbial biomass. As these plants flourish, they eventually decompose, resulting in a reduction
of dissolved oxygen levels in the water. This decline occurs because decomposers, which break
down the surplus of algae and plants on the lakebed, consume the dissolved oxygen.
Consequently, the water can become hypoxic, creating challenges for the survival of many fish
and other wildlife (EPA, 2015). Along with this legacy phosphorus, which is the accumulation of
phosphorus building up over many years, these hypoxic states can cause the issue to worsen.
This happens when there is a reduced amount of oxygen, which in turn releases bound
phosphorus, and this drives a biogeochemical reaction that ultimately helps with exacerbating

eutrophication (EPA, 2025).
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Cultural eutrophication is characterized by the accelerated enrichment of aquatic
environments through the accumulation of sediments and nutrients stemming from human
activities, notably in agriculture, urban development, industrial output, and wastewater discharge
(Akinnawo, 2023; Carpenter et al., 1998; Schindler, 2012). This phenomenon accelerates the
natural eutrophication processes and contributes to significant ecological and human health
issues, such as cyanobacteria blooms, anoxic conditions, and other critical concerns within
freshwater ecosystems (Akinnawo, 2023; Kornijow, 2023; EPA, 2015).

The Lake Champlain Basin exhibits a distinctive land-to-water ratio; for each square mile
of surface area, approximately 18 square miles of surrounding land contribute water to the lake,
as reported in the 2024 State of the Lake and Ecosystem Indicators Report. The Vermont section
of the basin features a diverse landscape that includes forests, farms, developed areas, wetlands,
and waterways. Each year, approximately 38% of the lake's total phosphorus load comes from
agriculture, while 20% comes from forests, 18% from streambank erosion, 16% from developed
lands, 6% from wastewater treatment facilities, and 1% from wetlands (Lake Champlain Basin
Program, 2025). This region contains seven sub-basins: Missisquoi, Lamoille, Lake Direct,
Winooski, Otter/Lewis, South Basin, and Poultney-Mettowee. This ratio exacerbates nutrient
overloading, driving eutrophication, which is defined as the excessive growth of aquatic plants
and cyanobacteria due to elevated nutrient concentrations. Consequently, these blooms create
"dead zones" that diminish biodiversity and degrade overall water quality (Isles et al., 2021). The
presence of excessive cyanobacteria further imposes constraints on other plant and animal
populations, thereby limiting biodiversity within both the lake and its surrounding watershed
(Loewald et al., 2020). The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) identifies agricultural

runoff as the predominant source of nutrient loading, where elevated nutrient levels facilitate the
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proliferation of cyanobacteria, leading to extensive blooms particularly in shallow waters during
the summer months.

In recent years, the proliferation of excess cyanobacteria, commonly referred to as "blue-
green algae," has emerged as a pressing issue within Lake Champlain. Although cyanobacteria
are typically benign in natural ecosystems, their rapid proliferation has become a significant
concern due to the potential toxicity of high concentrations for aquatic organisms. Elevated
levels of cyanobacteria can deplete dissolved oxygen in the water, resulting in hypoxic
conditions that threaten the survival of native species (Isles. P., 2021). Agriculture remains the
principal contributor to this water pollution, introducing significant quantities of nutrients,
particularly phosphorus and nitrogen into aquatic systems via stormwater runoff and soil erosion
(Aarons & Gourley, 2013; Cole et al., 2020; Laitos & Ruckriegle, 2012; Lind et al., 2019;
Ribaudo et al., 1999; Withers et al., 2014; Manuel, 2014).

The decline in aquatic health has profound implications for the economic and social well-
being of the Lake Champlain Basin and the state of Vermont. Lake Champlain serves as a vital
resource for Vermont’s economy, generating substantial income from tourism, fishing, and real
estate activities, contributing approximately $580 million annually. Yet, nutrient pollution poses
a significant threat to these economic benefits. Estimates suggest that a mere one-meter decrease
in water clarity might lead to financial losses of up to $177 million, through declines in tourism
and property valuation. Furthermore, the lake is a critical source of drinking water for
approximately 145,000 residents of Vermont, and nutrient pollution elevates the risk of harmful
algal toxins infiltrating untreated water supplies (Decerega et al., 2016). Despite the major
economic value of Lake Champlain there has been a lack of efforts in regulations and preventing

agricultural runoff from continuing.
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Due to insufficient action regarding more adoption of Best Management Practices, this
thesis seeks to examine the underlying factors contributing to this issue. The primary objectives
of this research involve conducting surveys with the Vermont Agency of Agriculture (VAAFM),
a state-level organization, and UVM Extension, a locally based program to assess whether these
environmental bodies have made efforts to cultivate a relationship founded on trust. Along with
this understanding there is a notable difference between the methods of the VAAFM and UVM
Extension, since the VAAFM must enforce laws and regulations, whereas the UVM Extension is
helping farmers that have volunteered and are seeking out support. This difference in their
reasoning for getting farmers to adopt Best Management Practices could have an impact on how
they establish trust.

In this context, trust is operationally defined as an individual's willingness to engage and
collaborate with others. Accordingly, this study aims to address the question: Are environmental
agencies effectively fostering trust with farmers to promote improved agricultural practices? Is
there any noticeable difference between how the VAAFM and UVM Extension build trust with
farmers?

This project analyzed the strategies employed by various environmental agencies to
establish trust, as such insights could provide valuable guidance for other organizations striving
to build trust in their environmental efforts. The research aspired to elucidate the methods by
which government officials have sought to develop and sustain trusting relationships. In the case
of Vermont, fostering a trusting relationship between farmers and government officials may
serve as a mechanism to mitigate the excessive levels of cyanobacteria in Lake Champlain.
Through this investigation, I learned about the governmental perspective within the farmer-to-

government dynamic.
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My research investigated the approaches adopted by environmental agencies in
facilitating trust to create constructive relationships with farmers. By fostering trust between
environmental agency personnel and farmers, these entities may be better positioned to
implement effective agricultural practices. I surveyed environmental agency employees to
determine the extent to which they are successfully building trust. This project is significant as it
illuminates the complex relationship between environmental entities and farmers’ perceptions of
trust. Historical interactions between these groups have been less than ideal (Cantrill, 2009).
Acknowledging the imperfections in the farmer to environmental agencies relationships presents
opportunities for constructive change. This understanding is particularly crucial in the
environmental sector, as insights into farmers' reliance on environmental agencies can prompt a
reevaluation of how these agencies approach the promotion of sustainable agricultural practices.
Cultivating trust between farmers and environmental agencies is essential for significantly
reducing agricultural runoff that adversely impacts Lake Champlain.

Ultimately, this research endeavored to contribute to a more sustainable future for
subsequent generations. By empowering individuals to address pressing issues related to Lake
Champlain, my findings extend beyond my immediate influence, equipping stakeholders with

the knowledge needed to forge trust in environmental initiatives.

Adoption of Conservation Programs

Despite the health of Lake Champlain being a significant concern for both local
communities and environmental advocates, farmers have been notably reluctant to adopt BMP
which could alleviate some of the ecological pressures impacting the ecosystem (Cantrill, J.,
2009). This reluctance raises important questions about the factors influencing farmers' decision-

making processes. A component of this decision-making depends heavily on the individual
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characteristics of each farmer. Research indicates that those with higher levels of education,
increased awareness of environmental issues, and a demonstrated understanding of the
importance of adopting beneficial agricultural practices for the surrounding environment are
more likely to embrace BMP (Prokopy, L.S. et al., 2008; Ryan, Erickson, & De Young, 2003;
Saltiel, Bauder, & Palakovich, 1994; Stock, 2007).

In addition, there are various reasons why some farmers might be more willing to adopt
new practices while others remain resistant. Key factors contributing to this willingness include
access to reliable and actionable information, the quality and clarity of educational resources
offered, and the financial capacity to implement changes.

Moreover, farmers with a strong network of connections to local farming communities or
watershed groups often find additional support, which can motivate them to explore and adopt
BMP (Baumgart-Getz, A., et al., 2012). This suggests that social dynamics and community
engagement play a crucial role in influencing individual farmer behavior.

Farmers' willingness to partake in environmental programs or initiatives often
encompasses a multitude of concerns and motivations. Some may prioritize economic factors,
weighing the cost of implementing new practices against potential benefits (Baumgart-Getz et
al., 2012). Others may be driven by a personal, ethical commitment to sustainability or a desire
to maintain a positive reputation within their community. Nevertheless, despite extensive
research on the reasons behind farmers' choices to adopt new practices, there remains a
significant gap in the literature regarding the perspective of environmental agencies (Longfield,
2023; Weber, 2017; Vaske, J. J., et al, 2020; Varble, S., et al, 2016).

These environmental agencies are essential stakeholders in the dialogue surrounding
agricultural practices, yet their insights and approaches to addressing farmers' hesitations are

often underrepresented in academic discourse. Additionally, farmers themselves encounter a
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variety of challenges that may impact their decision-making, including fluctuating market
conditions, climate variability, and regulatory pressures (Olson, K., 2013). Understanding these
complexities can lead to more effective outreach strategies tailored to farmers' needs, ultimately
benefiting both the agricultural community and the health of ecosystems like Lake Champlain.
By fostering open communication and collaboration between farmers and environmental
agencies, there is potential for creating a more sustainable future for both agriculture and natural

resources.

Background on Project

The primary objective of this research was to determine if environmental agencies in
Vermont prioritize trust-building methods to cultivate effective working relationships with
farmers. Ultimately, this thesis assessed environmental agencies' efforts to establish trust with
farmers, promote sustainable agricultural practices, and identify opportunities for improvement.
This thesis consists of surveying environmental agencies on their methods of building trust to
determine if they are placing continuous effort into establishing trust.

Understanding the strategies that environmental agencies employ to gain trust can
provide valuable insights for other organizations seeking to foster confidence in their
environmental initiatives. It also underscores the significance of maintaining trusting
relationships between environmental officials and the public. The case of Vermont will be used
to illustrate how a trusting relationship between farmers and government officials can potentially
contribute to reducing the excess of cyanobacteria in Lake Champlain. By emphasizing the
governmental perspective, this research seeks to raise awareness about the working relationship
between Vermont farmers and government entities. Agricultural runoff is a primary source of

phosphorus, which has been linked to the proliferation of these bacteria (EPA, 2023).
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While there is extensive research on the motivations behind farmers' adoption of new practices,
there is a notable scarcity of literature addressing the perspectives of environmental government
agencies on this topic. To address this gap, this research explored how government and
environmental agencies can effectively facilitate trust to establish supportive relationships with
farmers. By fostering trust between environmental officials and farmers, we can implement

improved agricultural practices that may help mitigate the cyanobacteria issue.

Act 64 - Vermont Clean Water Act

The substantial ecological, economic, and social ramifications of nitrogen and
phosphorus loading in Vermont prompted the enactment of Act 64, known as the Vermont Clean
Water Act, in 2015. In 2014, CLF environmental advocacy organization focused on New
England's environment and communities, filed a petition against the Vermont Agency of
Agriculture, Food, and Markets (VAAFM) under 6 V.S.A § 4813(a), arguing that certain critical
areas in the Lake Champlain Basin should be subject to mandatory Best Management Practices
(BMPs) and Required Agricultural Practices (RAPs). Additionally, given the poor water quality
in the Lake Champlain Basin, a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) was implemented into the
plans.

This legislative response followed the intervention of the federal Environmental
Protection Agency, which emphasized the urgency of addressing nonpoint source pollution,
particularly stormwater runoff and agricultural practices. Act 64 mandates the enhancement of
regulatory frameworks concerning agriculture, forests, streambank erosion, developed lands,
wastewater treatment facilities, and wetlands pollution sources.

Key provisions of the act include the establishment of the Clean Water Fund, the

introduction of new regulatory measures, the formation of regional planning commissions, and
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the implementation of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for specific pollutants (O’Grady,
2017). Furthermore, Act 64 has served as a foundational legal framework for subsequent
regulations, including the Required Agricultural Practice Rule, thereby reinforcing efforts to
improve water quality and manage nutrient loading in Vermont’s watersheds.

A Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) represents a regulatory framework designed to
establish the maximum permissible levels of pollutants that a body of water can sustain while
fulfilling its designated uses, such as recreational and drinking water. Under Section 303(d) of
the Clean Water Act, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) provides authorization for the
TMDL plans proposed by states. Following the enactment of new water quality standards, an
accompanying implementation plan can be developed to facilitate the restoration of the impacted
water body.

On September 6, 2024, the EPA conducted a joint petition involving the Conservation
Law Foundation, the Vermont Natural Resources Council, and the Lake Champlain Committee.
The review focused on Vermont's enforcement of Act 64. Despite Vermont's efforts, it was
found that specifically the Required Agricultural Practices (RAPs) and National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits had not been adequately complied with or
implemented by the Agency of Natural Resources (ANR) and the Agency of Agriculture, Food
& Markets (AAFM). This included failures to administer permits, require and oversee Nutrient
Management Plans (NMPs), address permit and program violations, impose adequate
enforcement penalties, collect fines when necessary, and conduct inspections and monitoring of
regulated activities. The EPA has determined that, despite having sufficient time to rectify these
longstanding program deficiencies, Vermont has failed to do so (Cash, 2024). As a result,
Vermont has fallen short of expectations, which has led to insufficient management of

agricultural runoff. This situation makes it increasingly crucial to address the issue. Vermont



TRUST BETWEEN FARMERS Carass | 12
AND ENVIRONMENTAL
AGENCIES

must continue to build strong partnerships with farmers to ensure they are fulfilling their clean
water obligations more effectively.
Trust

Trust has been conceptualized through various lenses across multiple disciplines (Blind,
2009), signifying its integral role in social dynamics and relational engagements. In the social
sciences, trust is frequently regarded as a pivotal component of human interactions and decision-
making processes (Cook, 2001; de Vries et al., 2019; Emborg et al., 2020; Stern & Coleman,
2015). It can be succinctly defined as the positive perceptions that individuals harbor towards
one another, facilitating the attainment of mutually desired outcomes within relationships
(Wheeless & Grotz, 1977). Fundamental to the notion of trust is the relational bond that exists
among entities, which may include individuals, institutions, concepts, processes, or objects
(Stern & Coleman, 2015).

In the realm of public governance, the cultivation of trust is recognized as a gradual
endeavor, heavily dependent on the accountability and transparency of governmental entities, as
well as the perceptions held by the constituents they serve. Empirical evidence suggests that the
establishment of trust considerably influences stakeholders’ willingness to engage with
governmental initiatives. For instance, in rural agricultural contexts in China, heightened trust in
government institutions has positively impacted farmers’ participation in rural tourism initiatives
targeting the agricultural sector (Yu, X., 2022).

Recent academic inquiries have increasingly concentrated on strategies to enhance farmer
participation in the adoption of environmentally sustainable practices (Chang et al., 2023;
Dumbrell et al., 2016; Zawojska, 2010). A specific study conducted in Poland sought to measure
the degree of trust that farmers possess toward state agricultural agencies, assessing the relative

efficacy of these programs. Approximately 200 Polish farmers were surveyed using a ten-point
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Likert scale to gauge their sentiments. The researchers utilized "Partial Least Squares Path
Modelling" to analyze theoretical constructs such as trust, institutional image, performance, and
satisfaction (Zawojska, 2010). The findings revealed a statistically significant correlation
between the perceived image of agricultural agencies, the expectations of the respondents, their
satisfaction with the agencies’ operations, and the perceived quality of services rendered.

In Vermont, prior investigations have explored the interplay between trust and farmers'
willingness to engage with government and agricultural agencies within the Lake Champlain
Water Basin (Longfield, 2023). This research involved qualitative interviews with 18 farmers,
offering nuanced insights into the factors influencing farmer enrollment in environmental
programs, their perceptions of governmental bodies, and their levels of trust in these agencies.
Notably, this study found no significant correlation between levels of trust in government entities
and participation in conservation programs. Nevertheless, substantial evidence exists
underscoring the necessity of trust and collaborative partnerships between landowners and
government agencies for effective natural resource management (Borrie & Liljeblad, 2006;

Rasch & McCaffrey, 2019; Siegrist & Cvetkovich, 2000).

Methods
Participants
IRB approval, specifically an Exemption 2 protocol was obtained to ensure the rights of
and the welfare of participants (see Appendix B). In this study, we conducted a survey of
employees from the UVM Extension program and the Vermont Agency of Agriculture, Food,
and Markets (VAAFM) to explore trust-building methods. Participants were required to have
direct contact with farms, as we aimed to investigate the relationship between environmental

agency employees and farmers. Only those actively working for the UVM Extension program or
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VAAFM were eligible to partake in the study. Individuals without farm contact were excluded
from the analysis. Approximately, 55.5% identified as female, 36% as male, 2.77% as non-
binary, and 5.5% preferred no to state how they described their gender identity. For the
breakdown on association with origination it came out to 22 participants from the VAAFM and
the other 14 participants from the UVM Extension program. Along with this the distribution of
how many years individuals worked at said companies was approximately 17% less than 1 year,
31.3% worked 3-5 years, 25% worked 5-10 years, and 31.3% worked over 10 years. Our
sampling did not focus on factors such as age, gender, or years of employment, and we ensured
there was no discrimination based on race, gender, or job title. A total of approximately 39

environmental employees were surveyed from our employee database.

Procedure and Measures

The initial steps involved establishing a database of employees sourced from public
websites of government agencies and universities. While the VAAFM had pre-existing Excel
spreadsheets detailing each employee and their job titles, compiling the employee list for UVM
Extension required navigating through various documents to identify the relevant data for the
Extension program.

The survey was developed as an original tool, without reliance on any standardized
surveys for reference. The first section contained demographic questions regarding the
employees. A key question was, “Do you have contact with farmers and assist farmers in your
job?” This served as a screening question; if respondents answered “No,” their responses were
eliminated from the analysis. The focus of this survey was exclusively on participants who
maintain active and current working relationships with farmers, although some may support staff

members who assist farmers. The aim was not to explore the indirect support that staff members
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provide but to gain insights into the direct interactions between farmers and government
officials.

Demographic questions included inquiries about participants' organization of
employment, gender, years of employment with the organization, and job descriptions. The latter
half of the survey concentrated on enquiring about environmental employees' methods of
building trust and having forced-choice questions with spaces for participants to expand upon
their options. The final question was an open-ended question, directly asking about the
implication of having trust established with the farmer and whether it will result in a higher
chance of the farmer's willingness to participate in the best management strategy. My analysis of
these questions, many of them are quantitative meaning that that a simple descriptive statistic
about the distribution of demographics and the proportion of environmental employees making
strategies. For the open-ended question aimed at gathering qualitative data, a more in-depth
analysis is required. This involves conducting a thematic analysis that will utilize an inductive
coding method, allowing us to incorporate codes and discernible patterns as the analysis unfolds.
By examining individuals' responses to the final free-response question, it became evident that
the majority recognized the significance of establishing trust, with only one participant
expressing that it was "not necessarily" important. In addition, a Fischer’s exact test will be
conducted to determine if there is statistically significant associated difference between UVM
extension and the governments agencies trust building methods for this small sample size.

Once the survey was formulated and IRB approval specifically an Exemption 2 protocol
had been obtained (see Appendix B), the process of emailing the survey consisted of sending out
the survey twice a month from February through April. Something of note was that no
information such as participants' names or clear identifiers was included, the intention was to

ensure that people could be completely anonymous when taking the survey.
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Results

The survey was administered to approximately 153 employees from the VAAFM and 162
employees from the UVM Extension, resulting in a total of only 39 completed responses. This
yields a response rate of 12%. However, since three of the participants did not work directly with
farmers, the number of relevant responses was reduced to 36, further decreasing the response rate
to 11%.

When considering the most effective methods for building trust as identified by both the
UVM Extension and VAAFM, the overall proportions are as follows: 32% for Consistency, 32%
for Transparency, 31% for Authenticity, 26% for Competence, 23% for Effective
Communication, 30% for Empathizing with Farmers, 22% for Showing Gratitude, 28% for
Listening, and 4% for Other (Figure 1).

To investigate potential differences in trust-building methods employed by various
agencies, Fischer's exact test was employed. The results indicated no statistically significant
differences in the trust-building approaches adopted by these agencies (see Appendix C).
Additionally, a risk ratio analysis was conducted to explore the likelihood of various trust-
building methods (Consistency, Transparency, Authenticity, Competence, Effective
Communication, Empathy toward Farmers, Gratitude, Active Listening) being favored across

different agencies.
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Figure 1. The proportion of both agency's trust building methods

Government & UVM Extention Trust Building

4%

m Consistency

m Transparency

m Authenticity
Competence

rCommunicate effectively

m Empathize with farmers

m Showing gratitude

mListening

m Other

Note. The figure demonstrates the proportion of what both the UVM Extension and VAAFM
decided was the most effective way of establishing trust.

Another significant aspect of the study involved a thematic analysis of responses to the
final open-ended survey question, which inquired: “Have you noticed that farmers are more
willing to collaborate with you and your organization when trust is established?”” The findings
revealed that approximately 97% of respondents affirmed the importance of establishing trust
stating "yes", while only 3% indicated that it was not significant by stating "no".

Upon deeper examination of individual responses, distinct themes emerged. Notably,
9.7% of participants identified competency as a pivotal factor in establishing trust. Their
statements included remarks such as “I think demonstrating competency is key,” “Building
relationships is a huge part of my job, and being able to be a resource for farmers across various
aspects is essential,” and “After natural disasters, prompt and clear information regarding
resources and grant availability is crucial.” These comments highlight the perception of
competency as integral to providing valuable support and information to farmers.

Furthermore, another key theme that surfaced was the importance of empathy toward

farmers, with approximately 6.45% of respondents articulating its critical role in cultivating trust.
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Responses included, “I am also a farmer; they know I understand their perspective,” “Farmers
are more inclined to engage with and welcome someone to their farm if they have had positive
experiences with them in the past,” and “I work with several farms that previously had
unsatisfactory interactions with my predecessors or other personnel in my organization, and they
expressed feelings of being unheard and disrespected.” This emphasis on understanding and
acknowledging farmers' perspectives underscores the necessity of prioritizing their needs in the
trust-building process.

Discussion
This analysis of collected data, although derived from a limited sample size, underscores the
necessity of caution when generalizing findings to the broader population. This constraint
significantly curtails the breadth of inferences that can be drawn from our observations.
Nonetheless, the insights gained provide a valuable glimpse into the perspectives of employees

within environmental agencies.

The survey responses reveal a predominant consensus regarding the importance of
establishing trust with farmers in fostering effective working relationships. Most participants
affirmed the critical nature of trust as a foundational element in these interactions, establishing a
baseline for understanding the relational dynamics at play. We cannot definitively conclude that
from our sample, environmental agencies are always trying to establish trust. However, it is
possible that individuals who are already striving to build trust will continue to support and

contribute to this cultivation of trust.

Fisher’s exact test indicated no statistically significant differences in the trust-building
methods employed by participants (see Appendix C). While the UVM Extension and the

Vermont Agency of Agriculture, Food and Markets (VAAFM) may adopt distinct strategies to
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engage individuals, their approaches to establishing rapport with farmers remain largely aligned
in our sample. These findings suggest that both the VAAFM and UVM Extension, despite their
differing mandates and responsibilities concerning farmer engagement, utilize foundational trust-
building principles. This alignment likely reflects their shared mission to promote water quality
and cultivate positive relationships with farming communities, reinforcing the notion that
effective collaboration hinges on these universal trust-building methodologies. Notably, the most
favored methods of building trust identified as Consistency (32%), Transparency (32%),

Authenticity (31%), and Empathy (30%), are core principles in trust development (see Figure 2).

Limitation

A significant limitation identified in this study relates to the constraints of time and the
specific skills required for conducting a comprehensive analysis of open-ended questions. Had
the researcher possessed a more advanced understanding of coding techniques for thematic
analysis, greater insights could likely have been gained from examining the responses of
individual participants.

Furthermore, the use of a survey developed by the researcher presents another limitation,
as its validity remains in question. This instrument has not been widely utilized across various
contexts, raising concerns about its reliability and generalizability. Additionally, the lack of a
rigorous validation process complicates the evaluation of the survey’s effectiveness. Since it was
designed specifically for this research context, there is a notable absence of empirical evidence to
support its validity.

The small sample size is another critical limitation that affects the overall validity of the

survey findings, as many results cannot be generalized or considered within a broader context.
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The low response rate and potential nonresponse bias may significantly impact the sample,
leading to reduced statistical power and inaccurate estimations of effect sizes.

Looking ahead, it is recommended to conduct additional surveys with environmental
governmental agencies, as well as state and local organizations, to determine whether tangible
differences in outcomes exist. Furthermore, adopting a semi-structured interview approach could
enable more in-depth discussions and provide nuanced insights, rather than relying solely on
predetermined response options, as was the case in this research. Initiating the surveying process
earlier could also enhance the overall effectiveness of the study. Exploring the job distribution
within Environmental agencies, particularly focusing on how trust is built among individuals in
various roles, presents a fascinating area for investigation. Analyzing the dynamics of trust
within teams and how it impacts job effectiveness could provide valuable insights. Additionally,
examining the qualifications, backgrounds, and interpersonal strategies of those who successfully
cultivate trust could reveal important patterns and best practices that enhance collaboration and
efficiency in these organizations. Further research in this domain could significantly contribute

to our understanding of workforce dynamics in the environmental sector.



TRUST BETWEEN FARMERS Carass | 21
AND ENVIRONMENTAL
AGENCIES



TRUST BETWEEN FARMERS Carass | 22
AND ENVIRONMENTAL
AGENCIES

References
Aarons, S. R., & Gourley, C. J. P. (2013). The role of riparian buffer management in reducing
off-site impacts from grazed dairy systems. Renewable Agriculture and Food Systems,

28(1), 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742170511000548

Akinnawo, S. O. (2023). Eutrophication: Causes, consequences, physical, chemical and
biological techniques for mitigation strategies. Environmental Challenges, 12, 100733.

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envc.2023.100733

Baumgart-Getz, A., Prokopy, L. S., & Floress, K. (2012). Why farmers adopt best management
practice in the United States: a meta-analysis of the adoption literature. Journal of
environmental management, 96(1), 17-25.https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2011.10.006

Blind, P. K., (2006). Building trust in government in the twenty-first century: Review of
Literature and Emerging Issues. UNDESA.
https://www.almendron.com/tribuna/wpcontent/uploads/2016/1 1/building-trust-in-
government-in-the-twenty-first-century.pdf

Borgwardt, F., Robinson, L., Trauner, D., Teixeira, H., Nogueira, A. J. A., Lillebe, A. L., Piet, G.,
Kuemmerlen, M., O'Higgins, T., McDonald, H., Arevalo-Torres, J., Barbosa, A. L.,
Iglesias-Campos, A., Hein, T., & Culhane, F. (2019). Exploring variability in
environmental impact risk from human activities across aquatic ecosystems. Science of
The Total Environment, 652, 1396-1408.

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.10.339

Borrie, W. T., & Liljeblad, A. (2006). Trust in wildland fire and fuel management decisions.

International Journal of Wilderness, 12(1), 39.


https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742170511000548
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.envc.2023.100733
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.10.339

TRUST BETWEEN FARMERS Carass | 23
AND ENVIRONMENTAL
AGENCIES

Cantrill, J., (2009). Distrust of government at the end of the road: Finding selves situated in a
hinterland place. Communication Research Reports, 20(3), 277-286.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824090309388826

Cash, D. (2024). Joint petition from the Conservation Law Foundation, the Vermont Natural
Resources Council, and the Lake Champlain Committee. Environmental Protection

Agency. https://www.clf.org/wp-

content/uploads/2024/09/EPA_Letter VT _FINAL 09 06 2024.pdf

Carpenter, S. R., Caraco, N. F., Correll, D. L., Howarth, R. W., Sharpley, A. N., & Smith, V. H.
(1998). Nonpoint pollution of surface waters with phosphorus and nitrogen. Ecological
Applications, 8(3), 559-568. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1890/1051-
0761(1998)008[0559:NPOSWW]2.0.CO;2

Chang, S.H.E., Benjamin, E., & Sauer, J. (2023). The role of rice farmers’ attitude and trust in
government in decision-making for participating in a climate-related agri-environmental
scheme. Journal of Environmental Planning and Management,
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2023.2180348

Cole, L. J., Stockan, J., & Helliwell, R. (2020). Managing riparian buffer strips to optimise
ecosystem services: A review. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment, 296, 106891.

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2020.106891

Cook, K. (2001). Trust in society. Russell Sage Foundation.

Decerega, J., Guerra, O., & Tramonte, D. (2016). The value of Lake Champlain. The Nelson A.
Rockefeller Center at Dartmouth
College.https://rockefeller.dartmouth.edu/sites/rockefeller.prod/files/the value of lake c

hamplain_project.pdf


https://www.clf.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/09/EPA_Letter_VT_FINAL_09_06_2024.pdf
https://www.clf.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/09/EPA_Letter_VT_FINAL_09_06_2024.pdf
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2020.106891

TRUST BETWEEN FARMERS Carass | 24
AND ENVIRONMENTAL
AGENCIES

de Vries, J. R., van der Zee, E., Beunen, R., Kat, R., & Feindt, P. H. (2019). Trusting the people
and the system: The interrelation between interpersonal and institutional trust in
collective action for agri-environmental management. Sustainability, 11(24), 7022.

https:// www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/11/24/7022

Dumbrell, N., Kragt, M., Gibson, F. (2016). What carbon farming activities are farmers likely to
adopt? A best—worst scaling survey. Land Use Policy, 54, 29-37.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2016.02.002

EPA. (2023). Nonpoint Source: Agriculture. epa.gov. https://www.epa.gov/nps/nonpoint-

sourceagriculture

EPA, (2025). Indicators: Phosphorus. Epa.gov. https://www.epa.gov/national-aquatic-resource-

surveys/indicatorsphosphorus#:~:text=T00%20much%?20phosphorus%20can%?20stimulat

e.macroinvertebrates%20and%?20other%20aquatic%20life.

Emborg, J., Daniels, S. E., & Walker, G. B. (2020). A framework for exploring trust and distrust
in natural resource management [Conceptual Analysis]. Frontiers in Communication, 5.

https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fcomm.2020.00013

Jenny, J.-P., Anneville, O., and Arnaud, F., et al. (2020). Scientists’ warning to humanity: Rapid
degradation of the world’s large lakes. Journal of Great Lakes Research, 46(4), 686-702.

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/1.j21r.2020.05.006

Hieronymi, P. (2008). The reasons of trust. Australasian Journal of Philosophy. 86 (2), 213-236,
DOI: 10.1080/00048400801886496

Isles. P., O’Brien. B., Fisher. L., & Campbell. H. (2021). Cyanobacteria Monitoring on Lake
Champlain and Vermont Inland Lakes Summer 2020. Annual Report for the Lake

Champlain Basin Program.


https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/11/24/7022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2016.02.002
https://www.epa.gov/nps/nonpoint-sourceagriculture
https://www.epa.gov/nps/nonpoint-sourceagriculture
https://www.epa.gov/national-aquatic-resource-surveys/indicatorsphosphorus#:~:text=Too%20much%20phosphorus%20can%20stimulate,macroinvertebrates%20and%20other%20aquatic%20life
https://www.epa.gov/national-aquatic-resource-surveys/indicatorsphosphorus#:~:text=Too%20much%20phosphorus%20can%20stimulate,macroinvertebrates%20and%20other%20aquatic%20life
https://www.epa.gov/national-aquatic-resource-surveys/indicatorsphosphorus#:~:text=Too%20much%20phosphorus%20can%20stimulate,macroinvertebrates%20and%20other%20aquatic%20life
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fcomm.2020.00013
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.jglr.2020.05.006

TRUST BETWEEN FARMERS Carass | 25
AND ENVIRONMENTAL
AGENCIES

https://dec.vermont.gov/sites/dec/files/wsm/lakes/docs/Cyano%20Annual%20Report%20
2020.pdf

Kornijow, R. (2023). Eutrophication and derivative concepts: Origins, compatibility and
unresolved issues. Ecohydrology & Hydrobiology.

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecohyd.2023.07.001

Laitos, J. G., & Ruckriegle, H. (2012). The clean water act and the challenge of agricultural
pollution. Vermont Law Review, 37, 1033.

Lake Champlain Basin Program. (2021). Lake Champlain State of the Lake and Ecosystem
Indicators Report.

https://www.lcbp.org/wpcontent/uploads/2016/03/SOL2021_fulldocument for-web.pdf

Lake Champlain Basin Program. (2025). Phosphorus Source. Lake Champlain Basin Program.

https://www.lcbp.org/our-goals/clean-water/nutrients-and-cyanobacteria/phosphorus-

sources/
Lind, L., Hasselquist, E. M., & Laudon, H. (2019). Towards ecologically functional riparian
zones: A meta-analysis to develop guidelines for protecting ecosystem functions and

biodiversity in agricultural landscapes. Journal of Environmental Management, 249,

109391. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.109391

Liu, T., Bruins, R. J. F., & Heberling, M. T. (2018). Factors Influencing Farmers' Adoption of
Best Management Practices: A Review and Synthesis. Sustainability, 10(2), 432.

https://doi.org/10.3390/su10020432

Locke, R. (2001). Building Trust. American Political Science Association.
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep 1 &type=pdf&doi=5411d1ffe66bc150b92

6199d0964e4f57ca4d0e7


https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.ecohyd.2023.07.001
https://www.lcbp.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/SOL2021_fulldocument_for-web.pdf
https://www.lcbp.org/our-goals/clean-water/nutrients-and-cyanobacteria/phosphorus-sources/
https://www.lcbp.org/our-goals/clean-water/nutrients-and-cyanobacteria/phosphorus-sources/
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.109391
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10020432

TRUST BETWEEN FARMERS Carass | 26
AND ENVIRONMENTAL
AGENCIES

Loewald et al., (2020). A Review of Phosphorous and Nitrogen in Groundwater and Lakes,
Vermont Geological Survey Technical Report VGTR2020-2, 36 p.
Longfield, K., (2023, September 27) Research Webinar: Farmers’ Attitudes Towards

Government Agencies and Conservation Programs in Vermont’s Lake Champlain Basin

[Webinar]. Sea Grant Lake Champlain. https://www.uvm.edu/seagrant/research-webinar-

farmersattitudes-towards-government-agencies-and-conservation-programs-vermonts

Manuel, J. (2014). Nutrient pollution: A persistent threat to waterways. Environmental Health
Perspectives, 122(11), A304-309. https://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.122-A304

O’Grady, M. (2017). Act 64 Bullet Point Summary. Vermont Legislature.
https://legislature.vermont.gov/Documents/2018/WorkGroups/House%20N
atural/Natural%20Resources%20101/Act%2064%200f%202015/W~Michael%200%27
Grady~Act%2064%20Bullet%20Point%20Summary~1-10-2017.pdf

Olson, K. (2013) Trends, issues, threats, and opportunities affecting farmers, Agrekon,
Agricultural & Applied Economics. 52(4), 148-167, DOI:
10.1080/03031853.2013.847040

Osherenko, G. (2014). Understanding the Failure to Reduce Phosphorus Loading in Lake
Champlain: Lessons for Governance. Vermont Journal of Environmental Law, 15(2),

323-360. https://doi.org/10.2307/vermjenvilaw.15.2.323

Prokopy, L. S., Floress, K., Klotthor-Weinkauf, D., & Baumgart-Getz, A. (2008). Determinants
of agricultural best management practice adoption: Evidence from the literature. Journal
of Soil and Water Conservation, 63(5), 300-311. doi:10.2489/jswc.63.5.300

Rasch, R., & McCaffrey, S., (2019). Exploring Wildfire-Prone Community Trust is Wildfire
Management Agencies. Forest Science. 65(5): 652-

663.https://doi.org/10.1093/forsci/fxz027



https://www.uvm.edu/seagrant/research-webinar-farmersattitudes-towards-government-agencies-and-conservation-programs-vermonts
https://www.uvm.edu/seagrant/research-webinar-farmersattitudes-towards-government-agencies-and-conservation-programs-vermonts
https://legislature.vermont.gov/Documents/2018/WorkGroups/House%20N
https://doi.org/10.2307/vermjenvilaw.15.2.323
https://doi.org/10.1093/forsci/fxz027

TRUST BETWEEN FARMERS Carass | 27
AND ENVIRONMENTAL
AGENCIES

Ribaudo, M., Horan, R., & Smith, M. (1999). Economics of water quality protection from
nonpoint sources: Theory and practice. USDA Economic Research.

https://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/pub-details?pubid=41066

Ryan, R. L., Erickson, D. L., & De Young, R. (2003). Farmers’ Motivations for Adopting
Conservation Practices along Riparian Zones in a Mid-western Agricultural Watershed.
Journal of Environmental Planning and Management, 46(1), 19-37.
doi:10.1080/713676702

Saltiel, J., Bauder, J. W., & Palakovich, S. (1994). Adoption of Sustainable Agricultural
Practices: Diffusion, Farm Structure, and Profitability. Rural Sociology, 59(2), 333—-349.
doi:10.1111/5.1549-0831.1994.tb00536.x

Schindler, D. W. (2012). The dilemma of controlling cultural eutrophication of lakes. Proc Biol

Sci, 279(1746), 4322-4333. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2012.1032

Shortle, J. S., Ribaudo, M., Horan, R. D., & Blandford, D. (2012). Reforming agricultural
nonpoint pollution policy in an increasingly budget-constrained environment.
Environmental Science & Technology, 46(3), 1316-1325.

https://doi.org/10.1021/es2020499

Siegrist, M., & Cvetkovich, G. (2000). Perception of hazards: The role of social trust and
knowledge. Risk analysis, 20(5), 713-720.

Stern, M. J., & Coleman, K. J. (2015). The multidimensionality of trust: Applications in
collaborative natural resource management. Society & Natural Resources, 28(2), 117-

132. https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2014.945062

Stock, P. V. (2007). “Good Farmers” as Reflexive Producers: an Examination of Family Organic
Farmers in the US Midwest. Sociologia Ruralis, 47(2), 83—102. doi:10.1111/;.1467-

9523.2007.00429.x


https://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/pub-details?pubid=41066
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2012.1032
https://doi.org/10.1021/es2020499
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2014.945062

TRUST BETWEEN FARMERS Carass | 28
AND ENVIRONMENTAL
AGENCIES

Tam, K. P. (2020). Understanding the psychology X politics interaction behind environmental
activism: The roles of governmental trust, density of environmental NGOs, and
democracy. Journal of Environmental Psychology,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2019.101330

Varble, S., Secchi, S., & Druschke, C. G. (2016). An examination of growing trends in land
tenure and conservation practice adoption: Results from a farmer survey in lowa.
Environmental Management, 57(2), 318-330. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-015-0619-5

Vaske, J. J., Landon, A. C., & Miller, C. A. (2020). Normative influences on farmers’ intentions
to practice conservation without compensation. Environmental Management, 66(2), 191-

201. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-020-01306-4

Weber, M. (2017). Understanding farmer motivation and attitudes regarding the adoption of
specific soil best management practices. Farm and Food Care Ontario.

https://www.farmfoodcareon.org/wpcontent/uploads/2017/10/FCC-Adoption-Behavior-

Summary-andRecommendations.pdf

Wheeless, L., & Grotz, J. (1977), The measurement of trust and its relationship to self-
disclosure. Human Communication Research, 3(3), 250-257.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468- 2958.1977.tb00523.x

Withers, P. J. A., Neal, C., Jarvie, H. P., & Doody, D. G. (2014). Agriculture and eutrophication:
Where do we go from here? Sustainability, 6(9), 5853-5875.

Xia, Y., Zhang, M., Tsang, D. C. W., Geng, N., Lu, D., Zhu, L., Igalavithana, A. D.,
Dissanayake, P. D., Rinklebe, J., Yang, X., & Ok, Y. S. (2020). Recent advances in
control technologies for non-point source pollution with nitrogen and phosphorous from
agricultural runoff: Current practices and future prospects. Applied Biological Chemistry,

63(1), 8. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13765-020-0493- 6


https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-020-01306-4
https://www.farmfoodcareon.org/wpcontent/uploads/2017/10/FCC-Adoption-Behavior-Summary-andRecommendations.pdf
https://www.farmfoodcareon.org/wpcontent/uploads/2017/10/FCC-Adoption-Behavior-Summary-andRecommendations.pdf

TRUST BETWEEN FARMERS Carass | 29
AND ENVIRONMENTAL
AGENCIES

Yu, X. (2022). Farmers’ trust in government and participation intention toward rural tourism
through TAM: The moderation effect of perceived risk. Frontiers.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1023280

Zawojska, A. (2010). Determinants of farmers' trust in government agricultural agencies in
Poland. Agricultural Economics, 56(6), 266-283. http://dx.doi.org/10.17221/103/2009-

AGRICECON

Appendix A: Survey Questions

Directions: Please take a moment to carefully read each question in this survey. Our goal with
these questions is to understand the methods you use to build trust with farmers. We appreciate
your effort in completing as much of the survey as possible. The estimated time for completion is
approximately 10 minutes.

1. Do you have contact with farmers and help farmers in your job?
A. Yes
B. No
2.What organization are you associated with?
A. Government organization
B. Extension organization
3. How long have you been working at the organization?
A. Less than 1 year
B. 3-5 years
C. 5-10 years
D. Over 10 years
4. How do you describe yourself?
Female
Male
Non-binary
Transgender
Other:

monw»
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F. Prefer not to state

5. How would you describe your job? (Select all that apply)
Administrative support/Legal

Animal and Food Safety
Conservationist

Educator/community outreach
Environmental and Agricultural Health
Finance/Grant writing

Human resources

Inspector

Marketing

Human resources

Researcher/Scientist

Technical support

Other:

[ Iy N Iy Iy Ay By

7. Please select the methods you use to build trust with farmers and explain why you find these
methods effective in establishing trust. (Select all that apply)
U Consistency (e.g. following through on promises, and creating a sense of
dependability/reliability)
Free response:

U Transparency (e.g. sharing information openly, providing feedback, and open
communication)
Free response:

U Authenticity (e.g. be honest about challenges and problems in a project)
Free response:

U Competence (e.g. demonstrate sufficient knowledge, skills, and experience within the
field)
Free response:

U0 Communicate effectively and often with farmers
Free response:

U Empathize with farmers' struggles
Free response:

U Showing gratitude towards farmers' efforts and hard work
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Free response:

U Listening and consistently hearing out Farmers
Free response:

U Other:
Free response:

8. Have you noticed that farmers are more willing to collaborate with you and your organization
when there is trust established?

Free response:
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Appendix C: Chi-Squared Test

Please select the methods you use to build trust with farmers and explain why you find these methods effective in
establishing trust. (Select all that apply) - Selected Choice Consistency (e.g. following through on promises, and creating a

sense of dependability/reliability) * What organization are you associated with?

Crosstab
Count
What organization are you associated with?
Government
organization Extension organization Total

Please select the methods you use Consistency 18 12 30
to build trust with farmers and (e.g.
explain why you find these following
methods effective in establishing through on
trust. (Select all that apply) - promises,
Selected Choice Consistency (e.g. and creating
following through on promises, and a sense of
creating a sense of dependability
dependability/reliability) /reliability)

2 4 2 6
Total 22 14 36

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2- Exact Sig. (2- Exact Sig. (1-
Value df sided) sided) sided)

Pearson Chi-Square .0942 1 760
Continuity .000 1 1.000
Correction®
Likelihood Ratio .095 1 758
Fisher's Exact Test 1.000 .569
Linear-by-Linear .091 1 763
Association
N of Valid Cases 36

a. 2 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.33.

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table

Please select the methods you use to build trust with farmers and explain why you find these methods effective in establishing trust.
(Select all that apply) - Selected Choice Transparency (e.g. sharing information openly, providing feedback, and open communication) *
What organization are you associated with?

Crosstab
Count
What organization are you associated with?
Government
organization Extension organization Total
Please select the methods you use Transparency 20 12 32

to build trust with farmers and (e.g. sharing
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explain why you find these information

methods effective in establishing openly,

trust. (Select all that apply) - providing

Selected Choice Transparency (e.g. feedback,

sharing information openly, and open

providing feedback, and open communicati

communication) on)

2 2 2 4
Total 22 14 36
Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2- Exact Sig. (2- Exact Sig. (1-
Value df sided) sided) sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 2348 1 .629

Continuity .000 1 1.000

Correction®

Likelihood Ratio 229 1 .633

Fisher's Exact Test .634 510

Linear-by-Linear 227 1 .634

Association

N of Valid Cases 36

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table

a. 2 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.56.

Please select the methods you use to build trust with farmers and explain why you find these methods effective in establishing trust.
(Select all that apply) - Selected Choice Authenticity (e.g. be honest about challenges and problems in a project) * What organization are

you associated with?

Count

Crosstab

What organization are you associated with?

Government
organization Extension organization Total
Please select the methods you use to Authentici 18 13 31
build trust with farmers and explain ty (e.g. be
why you find these methods effective honest
in establishing trust. (Select all that about
apply) - Selected Choice Authenticity challenges
(e.g. be honest about challenges and and
problems in a project) problems
ina
project)
2 4 1 5
Total 22 14 36
Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2- Exact Sig. (2- Exact Sig. (1-
Value df sided) sided) sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 8728 1 .350
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Continuity
Correction®
Likelihood Ratio

Fisher's Exact Test

Linear-by-Linear
Association
N of Valid Cases

193

945

.848

36

.660

.628
357
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.342

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table

a. 2 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.94.

Please select the methods you use to build trust with farmers and explain why you find these methods effective in establishing trust.
(Select all that apply) - Selected Choice Competence (e.g. demonstrate sufficient knowledge, skills, and experience within the field) *
What organization are you associated with?

Count

Crosstab

What organization are you associated with?

Government
organization Extension organization Total
Please select the methods you Competence 16 10 26
use to build trust with farmers (e.g.
and explain why you find these demonstrate
methods effective in establishing sufficient
trust. (Select all that apply) - knowledge,
Selected Choice Competence skills, and
(e.g. demonstrate sufficient experience
knowledge, skills, and within the field)
experience within the field) 2 6 4 10
Total 22 14 36
Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2- Exact Sig. (2- Exact Sig. (1-
Value df sided) sided) sided)
Pearson Chi-Square .0072 1 932
Continuity .000 1 1.000
Correction®
Likelihood Ratio .007 1 932
Fisher's Exact Test 1.000 611
Linear-by-Linear .007 1 933
Association
N of Valid Cases 36

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table

a. 1 cells (25.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 3.89.

Please select the methods you use to build trust with farmers and explain why you find these methods effective in establishing trust.
(Select all that apply) - Selected Choice Communicate effectively and often with farmers * What organization are you associated with?

Crosstab
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Count |

What organization are you associated with?
Government
organization Extension organization Total

Please select the methods you use Communicat 14 9 23

to build trust with farmers and e effectively

explain why you find these methods and often

effective in establishing trust. with farmers

(Select all that apply) - Selected 2 8 5 13

Choice Communicate effectively

and often with farmers

Total 22 14 36

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2- Exact Sig. (2- Exact Sig. (1-
Value df sided) sided) sided)

Pearson Chi-Square .0022 1 .968

Continuity .000 1 1.000

Correction®

Likelihood Ratio .002 1 968

Fisher's Exact Test 1.000 .626

Linear-by-Linear .002 1 969

Association

N of Valid Cases 36

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 5.06.

Please select the methods you use to build trust with farmers and explain why you find these methods effective in establishing trust.
(Select all that apply) - Selected Choice Empathize with farmers' struggles * What organization are you associated with?

Count

Crosstab

What organization are you associated with?
Government

organization Extension organization Total
Please select the methods you use to Empathize 17 13 30
build trust with farmers and explain with
why you find these methods effective farmers'
in establishing trust. (Select all that struggles
apply) - Selected Choice Empathize 2 5 1 6
with farmers' struggles
Total 22 14 36
Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2- Exact Sig. (2- Exact Sig. (1-
Value df sided) sided) sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.496* 1 221
Continuity 584 1 445

Correction®
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Likelihood Ratio 1.653 1 .199
Fisher's Exact Test .370 228
Linear-by-Linear 1.455 1 228
Association
N of Valid Cases 36

a. 2 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.33.

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table

Please select the methods you use to build trust with farmers and explain why you find these methods effective in establishing trust.
(Select all that apply) - Selected Choice Showing gratitude towards farmers' efforts and hard work * What organization are you
associated with?

Crosstab
Count
What organization are you associated with?
Government
organization Extension organization Total
Please select the methods you use to Showing 11 8 19
build trust with farmers and explain gratitude
why you find these methods towards
effective in establishing trust. farmers'
(Select all that apply) - Selected efforts and
Choice Showing gratitude towards hard work
farmers' efforts and hard work 2 11 6 17
Total 22 14 36
Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2- Exact Sig. (2- Exact Sig. (1-
Value df sided) sided) sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1752 1 .676
Continuity .006 1 .939
Correction®
Likelihood Ratio 176 1 675
Fisher's Exact Test 742 470
Linear-by-Linear 170 1 .680
Association
N of Valid Cases 36

a. 0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 6.61.

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table

Please select the methods you use to build trust with farmers and explain why you find these methods effective in establishing trust.
(Select all that apply) - Selected Choice Listening and consistently hearing out Farmers * What organization are you associated with?

Crosstab

Count

What organization are you associated with? Total
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Government
organization Extension organization

Please select the methods you use to Listening 18 12 30

build trust with farmers and explain and

why you find these methods consistently

effective in establishing trust. hearing out

(Select all that apply) - Selected Farmers

Choice Listening and consistently 2 4 2 6

hearing out Farmers

Total 22 14 36

Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2- Exact Sig. (2- Exact Sig. (1-
Value df sided) sided) sided)

Pearson Chi-Square .0942 1 .760

Continuity .000 1 1.000

Correction®

Likelihood Ratio .095 1 758

Fisher's Exact Test 1.000 .569

Linear-by-Linear .091 1 763

Association

N of Valid Cases 36

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table

a. 2 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.33.

Please select the methods you use to build trust with farmers and explain why you find these methods effective in establishing trust.
(Select all that apply) - Selected Choice Other * What organization are you associated with?

Crosstab
Count
What organization are you associated with?
Government Extension
organization organization Total
Please select the methods you use Othe 2 2
to build trust with farmers and r
explain why you find these D 20 12
methods effective in establishing
trust. (Select all that apply) -
Selected Choice Other
Total 22 14
Chi-Square Tests
Asymptotic
Significance (2- Exact Sig. (2- Exact Sig. (1-
Value df sided) sided) sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2348 1 .629
Continuity .000 1 1.000
Correction®
Likelihood Ratio 229 1 .633

Fisher's Exact Test

.634

510
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Linear-by-Linear 227 1 .634

Association
N of Valid Cases
a. 2 cells (50.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.56.

36

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table




