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ABSTRACT
This study highlights the pivotal role of social trust in enhancing farmers’ quality of life (QoL) in Karangpati‑

han Village, Indonesia. Utilizing Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), the research examines the inϐluence of social
trust on various QoL dimensions, ϐinding signiϐicant impacts across all aspects, with the strongest effect on health
and safety. The results emphasize the importance of fostering social trust to bolster adaptive strategies, such as
adopting innovative farming techniques, optimizing resource use, and encouraging collaboration among farmers.
Strengthening social capital in rural agricultural communities is vital for ensuring food security and long‑term eco‑
nomic resilience. This research contributes to the existing body of literature on social capital by identifying trust
as a crucial determinant of QoL in rural settings. The ϐindings carry substantial policy implications, indicating that
initiatives aimed at building trust are essential for enhancing farmers’ well‑being.
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1. Introduction
The agricultural sector in Indonesia has shown

steady growth, with a contribution of 13.28% to the na‑
tional economy in 2022, and further growth of 1.37%
mid‑year [1]. Despite these economic contributions, In‑
donesian farmers face signiϐicant challenges that neg‑
atively impact their QoL. The well‑being of farmers
is critical not only to their individual livelihoods but
also to national food security. However, factors such
as industrialization, climate change, and land conver‑
sion threaten food production and exacerbate existing
vulnerabilities [2, 3]. Furthermore, an aging agricultural
workforce and urban migration among younger gener‑
ations have reduced labor availability in rural areas [4].
Land ownership inequality also remains a pressing is‑
sue due to its substantial inϐluence on farmers’ subjec‑
tive well‑being [5, 6].

In response to these challenges, the government
has implemented various initiatives, including subsidies
and extension services, aimed at boosting productiv‑
ity [7]. However, these efforts have had limited success
in addressing the underlying social and structural issues
that affect farmers’ QoL. Previous policies have largely
focused on economic output and technical support but
have often overlooked the role of social capital, partic‑
ularly trust, in shaping the well‑being of farming com‑
munities. Well‑being is a multifaceted concept that is
often assessed using both subjective and objective mea‑
sures. Subjective measures reϐlect individuals’ personal
perceptions of their life circumstances, including fac‑
tors such as health, happiness, and ϐinancial stability,
whereas objective measures focus on observable indica‑
tors like income, living conditions, and environmental
quality [8].

In the context of rural farming communities, sub‑
jective well‑being is signiϐicantly shaped by both inter‑
nal factors (e.g., ϐinancial stability, work satisfaction, and
health) and external factors (e.g., social relationships
and environmental conditions). In rural communities
where resources are limited, the subjective nature of
well‑being is often inϐluenced by factors such as access
to land, social relationships, and the ability to adapt to
environmental challenges [9]. Therefore, subjective mea‑
sures of well‑being, including perceptions of social trust,

are essential to understanding the QoL in agricultural
contexts. Social capital, particularly trust, is an essential
component of well‑being in rural communities. Trust fa‑
cilitates cooperation among farmers, enables the shar‑
ing of resources and knowledge, and enhances the com‑
munity’s ability to adapt to environmental and economic
challenges [10, 11].

Social trust is an important element of social cap‑
ital, which serves as a foundation for cooperative be‑
havior and collective action in communities. In rural
farming communities, especially in areas with challeng‑
ing agricultural conditions such as drylands, social trust
plays a critical role in fostering networks that enable re‑
source pooling, knowledge sharing, and adoption of in‑
novative practices. These networks are essential in sup‑
porting farmers as they navigate challenges, including
those posed by climate variability and economic pres‑
sures [12, 13].

Karangpatihan Village, a dryland farming commu‑
nity, faces multiple challenges in maintaining agricul‑
tural productivity and ensuring the well‑being of its res‑
idents. Understanding the role of social trust in this
community is critical, as it can signiϐicantly impact their
ability to improve agricultural performance andenhance
quality of life (QoL). This study investigates the rela‑
tionship between trust as a component of social capital,
namely trust and QoL of farmers in Karangpatihan Vil‑
lage. By examining the dynamics of trust in local social
capital networks, this study aims to explain how trust af‑
fects not only agricultural productivity but also the well‑
being of the wider rural farming community.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Trust and Farmers’ Societies

Trust is a foundational element of social capital, de‑
ϐined as the expectation that individuals in a community
will adhere to established social norms and act in ways
that are honest and cooperative [14]. Trust enables in‑
dividuals to work together, reducing transactional bar‑
riers and information asymmetries, which are particu‑
larly relevant in agrarian communities where coopera‑
tion is crucial to survival [15]. In rural farming societies,
trust forms the basis for social cohesion, facilitating col‑
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laboration, reducing social conϐlict, and enhancing col‑
lective problem‑solving capabilities [16, 17]. In the context
of farmers’ societies, trust is vital for fostering cooper‑
ative relationships that can lead to higher productivity
and improved social welfare. Trust inϐluences the way
farmers engage in joint initiatives, such as shared use of
resources, collective farming activities, and community‑
led agricultural innovation [18]. Studies have demon‑
strated that trust strengthens farmers’ participation in
these collective endeavors, increasing the likelihood of
resource‑sharing and cooperative decision‑making [19].
In Senegal for example, trust fostered through collective
commercialization training signiϐicantly enhanced coop‑
eration and strengthened social networks within pro‑
ducer organizations, contributing to more resilient agri‑
cultural practices [20].

Additionally, trust is a critical factor in shaping so‑
cial networks that provide access to resources, infor‑
mation, and support, which are essential for mitigat‑
ing the risks associated with farming [21]. These social
networks enable farmers to collectively respond to ex‑
ternal challenges, such as climate change or economic
ϐluctuations, by facilitating the exchange of knowledge
and the sharing of costs and responsibilities. These net‑
works serve as vital community assets, characterized by
trust, norms, and shared values that bind farmers to‑
gether in their pursuit of mutual goals [22, 23]. As a result,
trust serves as a social lubricant, enabling the smooth
functioning of cooperative activities, which ultimately
leads to higher agricultural productivity and improved
resilience [24]. Despite its beneϐits, trust in farmers’ soci‑
eties is not uniformacross communities. Trust levels can
differ signiϐicantly due to variations in social structures,
economic conditions, and historical experiences [25, 26].
For example, trust may be higher in communities with
strong cooperative institutions or those that have partic‑
ipated in shared resource management for extended pe‑
riods [27]. Studies by Abdulai and Huffman found that so‑
cial trust directly impacts the adoption of agricultural in‑
novations, as farmers in trust‑based networks are more
willing to engage in risk‑taking and experimentwith new
techniques or technologies [28]. This willingness to inno‑
vate, in turn, boosts agricultural productivity, economic
sustainability, and, crucially, the overall quality of life

within the community. However, a gap remains in under‑
standing how these trust‑based interactions inϐluence
broader socio‑economic outcomes, such as well‑being
and life satisfaction.

2.2. Trust and Quality of Life (QoL)

Quality of Life (QoL) is a multi‑dimensional con‑
cept that encompasses both material and non‑material
aspects of well‑being, including income, health, educa‑
tion, safety, emotional satisfaction, and social relation‑
ships [29]. QoL in rural farming communities is particu‑
larly shaped by a combination of objective factors such
as access to healthcare, income levels, and infrastruc‑
ture and subjective factors, including perceptions of hap‑
piness, community trust, and social support [30, 31]. In
these contexts, trust plays an essential role in shaping
both the objective and subjective dimensions of QoL. So‑
cial trust within farming communities inϐluences QoL
by creating an environment where collaboration, mu‑
tual support, and community engagement can ϐlourish.
When farmers trust one another, they are more likely to
share resources, cooperate in joint projects, and partic‑
ipate in community‑based initiatives, all of which con‑
tribute to better living conditions and higher life satis‑
faction [32]. Social cohesion derived from trust reduces
the sense of isolation, a common challenge in rural areas,
and fosters emotional well‑being through strong inter‑
personal [33, 34]. These relationships of mutual trust cre‑
ate a support network that can act as a buffer against eco‑
nomic hardships, health crises, or environmental chal‑
lenges, thus improving both the material and emotional
aspects of QoL.

Moreover, trust encourages farmers to invest in
their communities by participating in social and eco‑
nomic development activities, such as infrastructure
projects, healthcare initiatives, and educational pro‑
grams. These investments contribute to the overall well‑
being of the community, creating a positive feedback
loop where trust enhances QoL, and improved QoL, in
turn, strengthens trust among community members [35].
Research by Kehinde et al (2021) shows that commu‑
nities with higher levels of trust tend to have better ac‑
cess to public goods, more robust social safety nets, and
greater participation in local governance, all of which
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enhance QoL. Trust also plays a signiϐicant role in mit‑
igating the negative effects of external shocks on QoL.
In farming communities, economic and environmental
challenges such as market price ϐluctuations, climate
change, or natural disasters can signiϐicantly impact
livelihoods. However, farmers who are embedded in
trust‑based social networks are better able to cope with
these challenges through collective action and resource‑
sharing mechanisms [36]. Collective actions such as shar‑
ing tools and resources, building essential infrastructure
such as roads or irrigation systems, etc. All of these ac‑
tivities rely on trust and cooperation, helping everyone
in the community to beneϐit and live a better life. These
networks provide a platform for disseminating informa‑
tion about adaptation strategies, sharing best practices,
and collectively investing in innovations that can miti‑
gate risks and improve resilience. Consequently, trust
not only enhances agricultural productivity but also safe‑
guards the community’s overall well‑being during times
of crisis.

Finally, trust inϐluences QoL by promoting social in‑
clusion and reducing inequality. Inmany rural communi‑
ties, marginalized groups such aswomen, youth, or land‑
less farmersmay face barriers to participation in agricul‑
tural decision‑making or resource allocation [37]. How‑
ever, trust‑based networks tend to be more inclusive, al‑
lowing for greater participation of these groups in co‑
operative activities [38]. This inclusivity ensures that the
beneϐits of collective action and resource‑sharing are dis‑
tributed more equitably, improving QoL across the com‑
munity and fostering a more cohesive, resilient society.
The relationship between trust and QoL in farming com‑
munities is well‑documented, with numerous studies
highlighting how trust facilitates cooperation, enhances
agricultural productivity, and improves socio‑economic
well‑being. However, gaps remain in understanding the
long‑term sustainability of trust‑based interactions and
their broader implications for community resilience and
development. Few studies have examined how trust
evolves over time in response to changing economic, en‑
vironmental, and social conditions, or how it can be in‑
stitutionalized to ensure the continued improvement of
QoL. This study aims to address these gaps by focusing
on Karangpatihan Village, Indonesia, as a case study to

explore the mechanisms through which trust inϐluences
QoL in a rural farming context. By investigating the role
of trust in shaping both thematerial and emotional well‑
being of farmers, this research seeks to contribute to the
broader literature on social capital, agricultural develop‑
ment, and rural sustainability.

3. Method
The data for this research were obtained through

a structured questionnaire administered to predeter‑
mined respondents. The variable used in this research
is the Social Capital Variable in the form of Trust as the
dependent variable. Then, namely QoL as an indepen‑
dent variable with several sub variables, namely mate‑
rial, community, emotional, health and security welfare.
Each of these variables and sub‑variables has the fol‑
lowing indicators (Figure 1). Each indicator is scored
from 1 to 5 (Strongly disagree; Disagree; Neutral; Agree;
Strongly agree). The questionnaire collected informa‑
tion on respondents’ included items to measure social
trust, which is a key component of social capital.

Figure 1. Variables, sub variables, and indicators.

The sample size for the studywasdeterminedusing
the Krejcie‑Morgan formula (5%), which is commonly
used in survey research to estimate an appropriate sam‑
ple size for a given population. In Karangpatihan Vil‑
lage, there are 696 families working as farmers, and the
ϐinal sample size was set at 250 respondents, selected
through random sampling across four hamlets within
the village. The analysis in this study was conducted
using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), speciϐically
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with Partial Least Squares (PLS) 3.0 software. SEM was
chosen due to its ability to assess complex relationships
betweenmultiple independent and dependent variables
simultaneously. In this study, SEM is particularly useful
for understanding the inϐluence of social capital, repre‑
sented by trust, on the QoL of farmers. SEM allows for
themodeling of both direct and indirect relationships be‑
tween variables, making it ideal for studies involving la‑
tent constructs like social capital and QoL.

4. Results

4.1. General Description of Karangpatihan
Village

Karangpatihan Village, situated in the Balong Dis‑
trict of Ponorogo Regency, East Java, Indonesia, serves
as an insightful case study for examining the role of so‑
cial trust in enhancing the QoL of its farming community
(Figure 2). An aspect that distinguishes Karangpatihan
Village is the presence of a sizable population of individ‑
ualswith intellectual disabilities, colloquially referred to
as the “idiot community” in local [39]. According to of‑
ϐicial village records, there are 42 families with mem‑
bers diagnosed with intellectual disabilities, contribut‑
ing to the village’s unique social and economic struc‑
ture. Beyond these families, the village consists of ap‑
proximately 893 households, with 89 individuals clas‑
siϐied as people with disabilities (ODK—Orang Dengan
Kecacatan). The village’s economy is primarily agrar‑
ian, with the majority of residents engaged in farming
or working as agricultural laborers. Agriculture, which
includes both crop farming and livestock rearing, forms
the backbone of the village’s economy. The residents
of Karangpatihan typically spend their days cultivating
ϐields, which serve as the primary source of income for
most households. Crops grown in the village include
staple foods such as rice and maize, with cultivation
methods following traditional techniques that have been
passed down through generations. However, modern
interventions, supported by both government and non‑
governmental organizations, have gradually been intro‑
duced to improve productivity and sustainability.

In addition to crop farming, livestock plays a critical
role in supporting livelihoods. Many households raise

animals such as goats and chickens, while a smaller num‑
ber keep cows. Livestock not only serves as a supple‑
mentary source of income but also as an economic safety
net for the villagers. The rearing of goats and chickens
is particularly widespread, with most households man‑
aging small‑scale, family‑run farms. This diversiϐied ap‑
proach to agriculture enhances the resilience of the vil‑
lage’s economy, especially in the face of ϐluctuating agri‑
cultural yields due to weather conditions and market
prices. Another signiϐicant aspect of the local economy
is aquaculture, speciϐically catϐish farming. This initia‑
tive, spearheaded by the village government, is aimed at
empowering individuals with intellectual disabilities by
providing themwith themeans to contribute to the com‑
munity’s economy. The catϐish farming project is one of
the social trust mechanisms that help integrate these in‑
dividuals into the village’s economic activities. Each per‑
son with intellectual disabilities is given a ϐish pond to
manage, making this project a vital source of income and
an important pillar of the local economy. This initiative
reϐlects the community’s commitment to inclusivity and
social welfare, creating a system where even the most
vulnerable members can participate in and beneϐit from
economic development.

Figure 2. Karangpatihan Village administrative map.

The village’s approach to integrating individuals
with disabilities into theworkforce through catϐish farm‑
ing is particularly noteworthy. This socially inclusive
economic model demonstrates how social trust and
community‑based support can be leveraged to enhance
the QoL for all residents, including those with disabil‑
ities. The success of this initiative also highlights the
potential for replication in other rural areas facing simi‑
lar socioeconomic challenges. Furthermore, Karangpati‑
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han Village beneϐits from a close‑knit community struc‑
ture, where strong social bonds facilitate mutual sup‑
port and collective action. The traditional values of co‑
operation, shared responsibility, and collective owner‑
ship have been instrumental in sustaining the village’s
agricultural economy and fostering social cohesion. This
sense of social trust not only aids in economic resilience
but also contributes to the overall well‑being of the vil‑
lage’s population,making it an essential factor in improv‑
ing their QoL.

4.2. Respondent Characteristics

The survey involved a total of 375 respondents in
Karangpatihan Village, which spans across four hamlets:
Krajan Hamlet, Bibis Hamlet, Bendo Hamlet, and Tulis‑
reko Hamlet. Based on Table 1, the respondents were
mostlymale, comprising 79%of the total, with 296male
respondents compared to 79 female respondents (21%).
The predominance ofmale respondents reϐlects the com‑
munity’s demographic and livelihood patterns, as most
of the men in the village work as land‑owning farmers
and livestock breeders, which accounts for 76% of the
sample. In terms of age distribution, 89% of the re‑
spondents fall into the working‑age group (15–64 years
old), while the elderly group (above65years) represents
11% of the total. There were no respondents from the
education‑age group (0–14 years), as expected given the
survey’s focus on working adults and the elderly popula‑
tion.

The respondents’ educational backgrounds var‑
ied signiϐicantly, with 52% having only an elemen‑
tary school equivalent education, which indicates a rel‑
atively low level of formal education within the vil‑
lage. A smaller proportion, 19%, completed middle
school, while 16% ϐinished high school, and only 1%
had completed a bachelor’s degree (S1). This distri‑
bution suggests that educational attainment in the vil‑
lage is skewed toward lower levels, which could have an
impact on respondents’ agricultural practices, decision‑
making, and overall economic performance. Regarding
employment, the majority of respondents (284 individ‑
uals, or 76%) identiϐied as land‑owning farmers and
ranchers, reϐlecting the agrarian nature of the commu‑
nity. Another 16 respondents (4%) were employed as

farm workers, and smaller percentages were either pri‑
vate employees (9%) or did not work (7 respondents).
Additionally, there were two civil servants among the re‑
spondents, representing a marginal proportion.

Table 1. Characteristics of respondents.

Information Amount
Gender
Man 296
Woman 79
Age
Education age group (0−14 years) 0
Working group (15−64 years) 334
Elderly group (>65 years) 41
Last education
Non formal education/ Did not attend school 38
Elementary school (Equivalent) 188
Middle school (Equivalent) 73
High school (Equivalent) 62
Bachelor’s degree (S1) 4
Work
Land owner farmers and ranchers 284
Farm workers 16
Civil servants 2
Private employees 34
Does not work 7
Other 32
Participation in Farmer Groups
Yes 250
No 125
Income based on UMR
>IDR 2,149,709,‑ 210
<IDR 2,149,709,‑ 165

Source: Analysis results, 2023.

Participation in farmer groups is critical for opti‑
mizing agricultural yields and enhancing the collective
knowledge of farming practices. In Karangpatihan Vil‑
lage, 85% of the respondents (250 farmers) were active
members of farmer groups, which often support not only
crop production but also livestock management. These
groups play a pivotal role in enhancing agricultural ef‑
ϐiciency and community cohesion as the farmer groups
help build a sense of unity and cooperation, wheremem‑
bers share knowledge, help each other with farming
challenges, and improve their livelihoods together. This
teamworkmakes the community stronger andmore con‑
nected, helping everyone achieve better farming results
and overall well‑being. However, 15% of respondents
were not afϐiliated with any farmer group, which may
indicate barriers to access or personal choice. Income
levels among the respondents varied, with 44% earn‑
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ing above the regional minimum wage for Ponorogo Re‑
gency, which is set at IDR 2,149,709. However, the re‑
maining 56% of respondents earned below this thresh‑
old. This income disparity highlights the economic chal‑
lenges faced by a signiϐicant portion of the population,
which may be linked to their lower levels of education
and reliance on subsistence farming practices.

4.3. Relationship betweenTrust andQoL of
Karangpatihan Village Farmers

4.3.1. Outer Model of Trust and QoL
In this study, Conϐirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

was utilized to assess the outermodel between the Trust
(K) and QoL variables of farmers in Karangpatihan Vil‑
lage. The primary objective of CFA is to evaluate the
measurement model by validating the relationships be‑
tween observed indicators and their underlying latent
constructs. This process involves testing the indicator
validity and ensuring that the measurement model is
reliable and valid for hypothesis testing and structural
model estimation.

The outer model analysis employed the factor load‑
ing criteria where an indicator is considered valid if its
factor loading is greater than 0.7. Indicators with a load‑
ing factor below 0.7 are deemed invalid and must be
eliminated to improve model reliability and overall va‑
lidity. In this study, the initial CFA results revealed sev‑
eral indicators that fell below the 0.7 threshold andwere
subsequently excluded to enhancemodel ϐit. Speciϐically,
the following indicators were eliminated. After reϐin‑
ing the model through indicator elimination, reliability
testing was conducted. The Average Variance Extracted
(AVE) was calculated for each latent construct to assess
convergent validity. The AVE represents the average
amount of variance that a construct captures from its in‑
dicators relative to the variance due to measurement er‑
ror. To meet the acceptable standard for reliability, the
AVE should be greater than 0.5.

In the ϐirst stageof CFA (Figure3a), severalAVEval‑
ues did not meet the reliability standard. In the second
stage of CFA, as depicted in Figure 3b, the model was
reassessed after eliminating the invalid indicators. All
remaining indicators exhibited factor loadings greater

than 0.7, thereby conϐirming their validity. Moreover, re‑
liability testing at this stage showed that all constructs
met the AVE threshold of 0.5, demonstrating adequate
convergent validity and internal consistency across the
model. The improvement in AVE values across all vari‑
ables suggests that the model now more accurately re‑
ϐlects the underlying relationships between trust and
QoL for Karangpatihan farmers. The overall trust con‑
struct, represented by reliable indicators, signiϐicantly
contributes to various dimensions of QoL.

(a)

(b)
Figure 3. (a) The ϐirst stage and (b) the second stage of CFA of
Trust and QoL.

Ensuring that the structural equation model meets
the required ϐit criteria is critical for validating the re‑
liability and applicability of the model in this research.
Based on the guidelines, several goodness‑of‑ϐit indices
are typically used to evaluate model ϐit, with speciϐic
thresholds for each metric as follows RMS Theta (Root
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Mean Square Theta): Values less than 0.102 indicate a
good ϐit. SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Resid‑
ual): The acceptable threshold is typically < 0.10 or in
some cases < 0.08 for a more stringent criterion. NFI
(Normed Fit Index): Values greater than 0.9 suggest an

adequate model ϐit [40, 41]. As shown in Table 2, the re‑
sults from both CFA Stage 1 and CFA Stage 2 indicate
that the model progressively improved through the vali‑
dation process, meeting the recommended ϐit criteria at
both stages.

Table 2. Loading factor values.

Loading Factor Value Information Loading Factor Value Information
Variable Symbol

Stage I Stage 2

K1 0.873 Valid 0.875 Valid
K2 0.951 Valid 0.954 Valid
K3 0.955 Valid 0.961 Valid
K4 −0.108 Invalid
K5 0.203 Invalid

Trust

K6 0.069 Invalid
M1 −0.171 Invalid
M2 0.988 Valid 0.990 ValidMaterial well‑being
M3 0.989 Valid 0.990 Valid
C1 0.114 Invalid
C2 0.916 Valid 0.921 ValidCommunity well‑ being
C3 0.708 Valid 0.704 Valid
E1 0.900 Valid 0.907 Valid
E2 0.125 InvalidEmotional well‑being
E3 0.924 Valid 0.923 Valid
H1 0.925 Valid 0.924 Valid
H2 −0.088 Invalid
H3 0.757 Valid 0.759 Valid
H4 0.748 Valid 0.748 Valid

Health and safety well‑being

H5 0.728 Valid 0.728 Valid
Source: Analysis results, 2023.

The second stage of CFA yielded a model that met
all the critical ϐit criteria, providing stronger support for
the overall validity of the constructs in themeasurement
model (Table 3). Given these results, the ϐinal model
from CFA Stage 2 was selected as the basis for analyzing
the relationship between Trust and QoL in the context
of the farmers in Karangpatihan Village. The success‑
ful conϐirmation of model ϐit across two stages of CFA
demonstrates the robustness of the model in explain‑
ing the relationship between social trust and the QoL of
farmers. Themodel’s ϐinal form, validated by rigorous ϐit
indices, conϐirms that social trust is a critical predictor
of various dimensions of QoL, including material well‑
being, community well‑being, emotional well‑being, and
health and safety well‑being.

4.3.2. Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)

In this research, SEM was employed to test the re‑
lationships between the latent variables, speciϐically the
relationship between Trust and the QoL of farmers in
Karangpatihan Village. The SEM analysis was reϐined
through bootstrapping, as shown in Figure 4, which in‑
volved re‑sampling to estimate the precision of the SEM
coefϐicients. During this process, several manifest indi‑
cators were removed due to invalidity based on their
loading factors, improving the model ϐit and enhancing
the reliability of the remaining indicators. This itera‑
tive process resulted in a robust SEM that accurately cap‑
tured the underlying relationships between trust and
various dimensions of QoL. As demonstrated in Table 4,
the effect of Trust on QoL produced a path coefϐicient
value of 0.669 (66.9%), indicating a statistically signiϐi‑
cant relationship at the 5% signiϐicance level (t‑statistic
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Table 3. Goodness of ϐit test.

GoFi Index CFA Stage 1 Classiϐication CFA Stage 2 Classiϐication

SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square) 0.023 Good ϐit 0.089 Good ϐit
NFI (Normed Fit Index) 0.222 Good ϐit 0.541 Good ϐit
RMS Theta 0.031 Good ϐit 0.026 Good ϐit

> 1.96). This path coefϐicient highlights that trust plays
a critical role in shaping the QoL of farmers in Karang‑
patihan Village. Additionally, trust also exhibited sig‑
niϐicant indirect effects on the four dimensions of QoL.
Among these, the strongest indirect effect was observed
between trust and health and safety well‑being, with a
path coefϐicient of 0.845 (84.5%), suggesting that trust
heavily inϐluences farmers’ perceptions of their health
and safety in the village.

Figure 4. Bootstrapping model.

The R² value, which measures the proportion of
variance in the endogenous variable (QoL) that is ex‑
plained by the exogenous variable (Trust), was calcu‑
lated at 0.207. This indicates that Trust explains 20.7%
of the variance in QoL among farmers in Karangpatihan
Village. This is a moderately strong R² value, suggest‑
ing that while trust is a key determinant of QoL, other
external factors may also contribute signiϐicantly to QoL
outcomes in this context. The SEM results provide signif‑
icant insights into the critical role of trust in enhancing
various aspects of farmers’ QoL inKarangpatihanVillage.
The ϐindings highlight that trust exerts bothdirect and in‑
direct effects on key well‑being dimensions, particularly
in terms of health and safety, emotional stability, andma‑
terial conditions. These results offer valuable evidence
for policymakers and rural development agencies to fo‑

cus on building trust within farming communities as a
pathway to improving overall well‑being.

5. Discussion
The ϐindings of this study emphasize the critical

role that social trust plays in enhancing the QoL among
farmers in Karangpatihan Village. These results corrob‑
orate existing literature on social capital, which identi‑
ϐies trust as a key component in promoting social co‑
hesion, economic growth, and well‑being in rural set‑
tings [42, 43]. The relationship between trust andmaterial
well‑being highlightings that trust directly impacts farm‑
ers’ economic conditions. High levels of trust among
farmers facilitate the exchange of agricultural knowl‑
edge, resources, and best practices, which contribute to
improved productivity and income. In this study, 56% of
farmers reported incomes exceeding theminimumwage
of IDR2,149,709, demonstrating that trust fosters collab‑
orative efforts in adopting new technologies and farming
methods. These outcomes align with previous research,
suggesting that trust serves as amechanism for fostering
resilience and innovation within agricultural communi‑
ties [44, 45]. Trust also positively impacts community wel‑
fare. The studydemonstrates that trust in fellow farmers
and government institutions has led to improvements
in public services and infrastructure. This is consistent
with [31, 43]. The concept of social capital highlights trust
as a key facilitator of cooperation and collective action in
communities.

Trust also has a profound impact on the emotional
well‑being of farmers in Karangpatihan Village. High lev‑
els of trust within the community foster a sense of secu‑
rity, belonging, and emotional support [46, 47]. This trust
enables farmers to participate more fully in social and
cultural activities, which enhances their emotional sta‑
bility and life satisfaction. These ϐindings are in linewith
the work of [48, 49], who noted the role of trust in enhanc‑
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Table 4. Direct/indirect effect model value.

Direct/ Indirect Effect Original Sample T‑Statistic P‑Value

Quality of Life (QoL) ‑> Community well‑being 0.701 17,311 0.000
Quality of Life (QoL) ‑> Emotional well‑being 0.761 22,777 0.000
Quality of Life (QoL) ‑> Health and safety well‑being 0.845 39,326 0.000
Quality of Life (QoL) ‑> well‑being materials 0.824 40,255 0.000
Trust ‑> Community well‑being 0.469 10,023 0.000
Trust ‑> Emotional well‑being 0.509 10,535 0.000
Trust ‑> Health and safety well‑being 0.566 12,432 0.000
Trust ‑> Material well‑being 0.551 12,507 0.000
Trust ‑> Quality of Life (QoL) 0.669 14,630 0.000

Source: Analysis results, 2023.

ing emotional resilience and social cohesionwithin com‑
munities. One of the strongest relationships identiϐied
in this study is between trust and health and safety well‑
being. Trust among farmers and in public institutions
plays a crucial role in maintaining environmental clean‑
liness, ensuring food security, and improving access to
public health services. Farmerswho trust each other are
more likely to engage in collective actions that promote a
healthier and safer environment, including efforts to im‑
prove air quality, sanitation, and overall environmental
cleanliness.

The ϐindings of this study offer several practical
implications for policymakers and rural development
practitioners. First, the results underscore the impor‑
tance of trust‑building initiatives in rural development.
Trust among community members, as well as between
farmers and government institutions, is a vital factor
in improving various dimensions of QoL. Policymakers
should prioritize the development of programs that pro‑
mote participatory decision‑making, transparency, and
collaboration, as these can strengthen social capital and
enhance community welfare. While this study offers
valuable insights into the relationship between trust and
QoL, it has several limitations. The research focuses pri‑
marily on trust as a dimension of social capital, overlook‑
ing other aspects such as social networks, reciprocity,
and shared norms. Future research should take a more
holistic approachby examining the interactions between
trust, social networks, and community norms to provide
a more comprehensive understanding of social capital’s
role in shaping QoL.

Future research should explore the role of trust
among other agricultural stakeholders, such as tenant

farmers, local businesses, and cooperatives, to provide
a broader understanding of trust’s inϐluence on the agri‑
cultural sector. Incorporating these perspectives could
yield valuable insights into how trust operates within
the wider agricultural economy and how it can be lever‑
aged to improve rural livelihoods. These ϐindings pro‑
vide valuable evidence for policymakers and rural devel‑
opment practitioners to prioritize trust‑building initia‑
tives as a key strategy for improving the well‑being of
farming communities. By strengthening trust between
farmers, community leaders, and government institu‑
tions, rural developmentprograms canbemore effective,
equitable, and sustainable.

6. Conclusions
This study highlights the crucial role of social trust

in enhancing the quality of life (QoL) of farmers in
Karangpatihan Village, Indonesia. Utilizing Structural
Equation Modeling (SEM), the research demonstrates
that social trust has a signiϐicant positive impact on var‑
ious dimensions of QoL, with the strongest effects ob‑
served in health and safety. The ϐindings suggest that
fostering social trust is essential for encouraging adap‑
tive strategies among farmers, such as adopting innova‑
tive farming techniques, optimizing resourceuse, anden‑
hancing collaboration, which collectively improve agri‑
cultural productivity and economic resilience. One lim‑
itation of this study is its focus on trust as a single com‑
ponent of social capital. Future research should explore
other dimensions, such as social networks and norms,
to provide a more comprehensive understanding of so‑
cial capital’s role in improving QoL. For policymakers,
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the results underscore the importance of integrating
trust‑building strategies into rural development initia‑
tives. Strengthening social trust between farmers, lo‑
cal authorities, and community leaders can lead to more
effective collaboration and long‑term improvements in
farmers’ QoL. Initiatives that encourage collective action,
resource sharing, and support for agricultural innova‑
tions are key to fostering sustainable development in ru‑
ral farming communities.
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Capital as a Predictor of Quality of Life: The Czech
Experience. International Journal of Environmen‑
tal Research and Public Health. 19(10), 6185. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19106185

[33] Williams, A.J., Maguire, K., Morrissey, K., et
al., 2020. Social Cohesion, Mental Wellbeing and
Health‑Related Quality of Life Among a Cohort of
Social Housing Residents in Cornwall: A Cross Sec‑
tional Study. BMC Public Health. 20(1), 985. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889‑020‑09078‑6

[34] Xu, H., Zhang, C., Huang, Y., 2023. Social Trust, So‑
cial Capital, and SubjectiveWell‑Being of Rural Res‑
idents: Micro‑Empirical EvidenceBasedon theChi‑
neseGeneral Social Survey (CGSS). Humanities and
Social Sciences Communications. 10(1), 49. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599‑023‑01532‑1

[35] Arvidsson Segerkvist, K., Hansson, H., Sonesson,
U., et al., 2020. Research on Environmental,
Economic, and Social Sustainability in Dairy
Farming: A Systematic Mapping of Current
Literature. Sustainability. 12(14), 5502. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12145502

[36] Kehinde, A.D., Adeyemo, R., Ogundeji, A.A.,
2021. Does Social Capital Improve Farm Pro‑
ductivity and Food Security? Evidence from
Cocoa‑Based Farming Households in South‑
western Nigeria. Heliyon. 7(3), e06592. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2021.e06592

[37] Akaeda, N., 2022. Social Trust and Well‑
Being Inequality According to Social
Stratiϐication. Research in Social Strati‑
ϐication and Mobility. 82, 100733. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2022.100733

[38] Guo, Q., Zheng, W., Shen, J., et al., 2022. Social
Trust More Strongly Associated with Well‑
Being in Individualistic Societies. Personality
and Individual Differences. 188, 111451. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2021.111451

[39] Andi Gani, I.H.S.U.F., 2024. Dinamika Formulasi
Kebijakan dalam Pengembangan Wisata Minat
Khusus (Studi pada Kampung Tunagrahita Desa
Karangpatihan Kabupaten Ponorogo). Jurnal Ilmu
Administrasi Publik. 10(1), 76–83

[40] Hair, J.F., Risher, J.J., Sarstedt, M., et al., 2019. When

to Use and How to Report the Results of PLS‑
SEM. European Business Review. 31(1), 2–24. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR‑11‑2018‑0203

[41] Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C., Hair, J., 2021. Partial Least
Squares Structural Equation Modeling. 1–47. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1007/978‑3‑319‑05542‑8_
15‑2

[42] Jarmitia, S., Sulistiyani, A., Yulandari, N., et al., 2017.
Hubungan Antara Dukungan Sosial dengan Keper‑
cayaan Diri Pada Penyandang Disabilitas Fisik di
SLB Kota Banda Aceh. Psikoislamedia Journal of
Psychology. 1(1), 1483. DOI: https://doi.org/10.
22373/psikoislamedia.v1i1.1483

[43] Ward, M., McGarrigle, C.A., Carey, D., et al., 2021. So‑
cial Capital and Quality of Life among Urban and
Rural Older Adults: Quantitative Findings from the
Irish Longitudinal Study on Ageing. Applied Re‑
search in Quality of Life. 16(3), 1399–1415. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482‑020‑09820‑7

[44] Kawachi, I., Berkman, L.F., 2014. Social Capital, So‑
cial Cohesion, and Health. In: Social Epidemiology.
OxfordUniversity Press, 290–319. DOI: https://do
i.org/10.1093/med/9780195377903.003.0008

[45] Liang, Y., 2016. Trust in Chinese Government
and Quality of Life (QOL) of Sichuan Earth‑
quake Survivors: Does Trust in Government
Help to Promote QOL? Social Indicators Research.
127(2), 541–564. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11205‑015‑0967‑9

[46] Aprilia, E., Prayitno, G., Usman, F., et al., 2023. So‑
cial Capital and Community Participation in the
Development of the Aquaculture Center in Soko
Village‑Indonesia. Regional Rural Studies. 1(1), 6–
14. DOI: https://doi.org/10.21776/rrs.v1i1.3

[47] Nugraha, A.T., Zahara, F., Suhartini, W., et al., 2024.
TheRole of Social Capital onCommunityResilience
in Rural Areas: A Case Study in Ponggok Village,
Indonesia. Regional Rural Studies. 2(1), 1–14. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.21776/rrs.v2i1.27

[48] Prayitno, G., Hayat, A., Efendi, A., et al., 2022. Struc‑
tural Model of Social Capital and Quality of Life
of Farmers in Supporting Sustainable Agriculture:
Evidence from Sedayulawas Village, Lamongan Re‑
gency, Indonesia. Sustainability. 14, 12487. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.3390/su141912487

[49] Maslia, P., Prayitno, G., Dinanti, D., et al., 2024. So‑
cial Capital and Human Capital in Supporting Sus‑
tainable Aquaculture: The Case of Patuguran Vil‑
lage, Indonesia. Regional Rural Studies. 2(1), 41–
50. DOI: https://doi.org/10.21776/rrs.v2i1.24

145

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-05542-8_15-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-05542-8_15-2
https://doi.org/10.22373/psikoislamedia.v1i1.1483
https://doi.org/10.22373/psikoislamedia.v1i1.1483
https://doi.org/10.1093/med/9780195377903.003.0008
https://doi.org/10.1093/med/9780195377903.003.0008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-015-0967-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-015-0967-9

	Introduction
	Literature Review
	Trust and Farmers’ Societies
	Trust and Quality of Life (QoL)

	Method
	Results 
	General Description of Karangpatihan Village
	Respondent Characteristics
	Relationship between Trust and QoL of Karangpatihan Village Farmers
	Outer Model of Trust and QoL
	Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)


	Discussion
	Conclusions

