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Abstract

Purpose- Rural economic development is fundamental to balanced regional growth and reducing spatial inequalities,
requiring integrated attention to economic, social, and institutional dimensions. Despite substantial natural and human
resources, rural areas of Mazandaran Province face persistent structural challenges. Many of these constraints stem
from sociological and institutional factors that have not been systematically identified or prioritized. This study aims
to identify, categorize, and prioritize the sociological and institutional barriers affecting rural economic development
in Mazandaran Province.

Design/methodology/approach- This applied, exploratory qualitative study employed the Delphi technique. The
participants included 18 expert’s university faculty in development sociology, economics, and rural planning, along
with specialists from executive rural development agencies and local managers selected through purposive sampling
based on expertise and regional experience. Data were collected in three rounds: initial identification of barriers through
semi-structured interviews and open-ended questionnaires; evaluation of their importance using a Likert-scale
questionnaire; and final prioritization through controlled feedback to achieve consensus. Data were analyzed using
mean, standard deviation, and Kendall’s Coefficient of Concordance.

Findings- Barriers were classified into four dimensions: economic, social, cultural, and institutional. Major economic
constraints included weak production and marketing infrastructure, limited access to financial resources, and reliance
on traditional sectors. Social barriers involved declining social capital, youth outmigration, and weak participation.
Cultural obstacles included conservative attitudes toward entrepreneurship and weak innovation culture. Institutional
barriers such as centralized decision-making, bureaucratic complexity, poor inter-agency coordination, and ineffective
support policies were identified as the most influential. Prioritization results indicated that institutional and social
barriers exert the strongest impact on slowing rural economic development.

Originality/value- Sustainable rural development in Mazandaran Province requires addressing interconnected
institutional and social weaknesses alongside economic reforms. Strengthening social capital, improving local
governance, reducing bureaucracy, enhancing institutional coordination, and promoting rural entrepreneurship are
essential to accelerating economic development.

Keywords- Rural Economic Development, Sociological Barriers, Institutional Factors, Delphi Method, Mazandaran
Province.
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1. Introduction
n recent decades, the concept of rural
development has shifted from a purely
I agriculture-oriented  and  physical
perspective to a multidimensional and
spatial paradigm (Hodge & Midmore,
2008). Just as the modernization of physical and
industrial infrastructure was regarded as a
prerequisite for economic growth in the twentieth
century, in the twenty-first century “social capital”
and “institutional efficiency” have become the
fundamental foundations of sustainability and
dynamism in rural communities within regional
development systems. Under these conditions,
villages are defined not only as centers for the
production of raw materials but also as living spaces
whose economic success depends more than on
natural resources on the quality of local governance,
institutional capacities, and sociological structures
(Li et al.,, 2024). From this perspective, the
development gap between urban and rural areas is
no longer understood solely through levels of
financial investment but is redefined in terms of
inequalities in access to institutional opportunities,
decision-making power, and the cohesion of social
structures (Mahon, 2023).
A major issue that must be considered is that the
economic and social development of villages has
always been one of the fundamental and strategic
challenges for policymakers and planners in
developing countries (Kim & Lee, 2022). Despite
the emphasis of development programs on reducing
the urban—rural divide and improving the
livelihoods of rural communities, many of these
areas still struggle with phenomena such as poverty,
unemployment, migration, and declining quality of
life (Atta-Ankomah et al., 2024). This situation
indicates that traditional and one-dimensional
approaches especially those focused solely on
economic and physical aspects have been unable to
address the deeper and more complex roots of rural
underdevelopment (Badri et al., 2022).
This important issue in Mazandaran Province which
possesses  considerable  potential  natural,
agricultural, and human resources raises the
question of why implemented programs and
investments have not yielded desirable and
sustainable outcomes. It appears that, in addition to
obvious economic and infrastructural barriers, a set
of structural and institutional factors, as well as
sociological components such as cultural patterns,

mechanisms of social participation, and local
governance structures, play a significant role in
slowing or halting the development process. The
lack of precise and systematic identification of these
hidden barriers and their interactions has caused
development interventions to lack the necessary
effectiveness and has diverted resources toward
temporary and inefficient solutions instead of
addressing the root causes of problems. Therefore,
a deeper understanding of the nature of these
challenges and their influence on rural economic
development is an unavoidable necessity for
designing realistic and sustainable policies.

Despite the growing body of research on rural
development, several gaps remain in understanding
the barriers to rural economic development,
particularly in the context of Mazandaran Province.
Previous studies have examined specific aspects of
rural development, including agricultural skills,
rural women's entrepreneurship, sustainable
entrepreneurship, educational inequality, and
infrastructural constraints. Although these studies
have contributed to identifying important economic,
social, and managerial challenges, their findings are
often organized around particular sectors,
population groups, or individual dimensions of
development. Consequently, a more integrated
understanding of how economic constraints interact
with sociological and institutional barriers remains
necessary. In particular, the roles of social capital,
local participation, entrepreneurial  culture,
administrative bureaucracy, institutional
coordination, and centralized decision-making need
to be examined within a common analytical
framework.

A further gap concerns the systematic prioritization
of these barriers. Identifying development
constraints does not, in itself, establish which
factors should receive priority in policymaking or
how experts assess their relative importance. A
structured approach is therefore needed to
distinguish the most critical barriers from those that
are comparatively less influential, while
incorporating the knowledge and experience of
specialists familiar with local development
conditions. Moreover, the specific institutional and
socioeconomic context of Mazandaran Province
warrants particular attention, as its rural
development challenges need to be understood in
relation to local governance arrangements,
productive capacities, and patterns of social
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participation rather than inferred solely from
findings reported in other geographical settings.

To address these gaps, the present study adopts a
three-round Delphi approach to identify, classify,
and prioritize the barriers to rural economic
development in Mazandaran Province across
economic, social, cultural, and institutional
dimensions. Its contribution lies in bringing these
dimensions together within a single analytical
framework and establishing a systematic ranking of
the identified barriers based on expert assessments
and the degree of agreement among participants. In
this way, the study seeks to provide a context-
sensitive empirical basis for understanding the
relative  importance of rural development
constraints and informing more coordinated and
locally responsive policy interventions.

Given these premises, the present study, drawing on
modern institutional development approaches,
seeks to examine how internal variables
(entrepreneurial culture, social capital, and
participation) interact with external pressures
(centralized administrative systems and ineffective
support policies) in explaining the economic
situation of rural areas in Mazandaran Province.
Accordingly, the main research question is: “What
are the most important sociological and institutional
barriers affecting rural economic development in
Mazandaran Province, and how are these factors
prioritized based on expert opinion?” The present
study is organized into five sections. The first
section introduces the research problem, its
significance, and the existing gaps in the literature
on rural economic development. The second section
reviews the theoretical literature and previous
studies on sociological and institutional barriers to
rural development. The third section describes the
research methodology, including the research
approach, statistical population, sampling method,
data collection tools, and the stages of the Delphi
technique. The fourth section analyzes the findings,
identifies the main dimensions of the barriers, and
prioritizes them based on expert viewpoints.
Finally, the fifth section presents the discussion,
conclusion, policy recommendations, and research
limitations.

2. Research Theoretical Literature

In rural development studies, especially when the
focus of the research is on identifying social and
institutional barriers, the use of multidimensional
theoretical frameworks is of particular importance;
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because the economic development of villages is the
result of a complex interaction among economic
structures, formal institutions, cultural patterns, and
social relations. Therefore, in analyzing the barriers
to rural economic development in Mazandaran
Province, it is not possible to rely solely on
economic approaches; rather, it is necessary to
consider the role of institutional and sociological
factors alongside one another. Accordingly, the
present study is based on three complementary
approaches, including new institutionalism theory,
social capital theory, and the community-based
development approach. These three approaches, by
emphasizing the role of institutions, social
networks, and local participation, provide the
possibility of a more comprehensive explanation of
the Dbarriers and challenges of economic
development in rural communities.

2-1. New Institutionalism Theory

New institutionalism is one of the most important
theoretical approaches in analyzing the processes of
economic and social development, which was
expanded in the final decades of the twentieth
century by thinkers such as Douglas North, Oliver
Williamson, and Daron Acemoglu (Acemoglu, &
Robinson, 2022; Krul, 2018). This approach is
based on the fundamental assumption that the
economic performance of societies depends not
only on natural resources, physical capital, or labor
force, but also on the quality and efficiency of the
institutions that organize economic and social
behaviors (Zhao & Liu, 2024). From North’s
perspective, institutions are a set of formal and
informal rules that shape human interactions and, by
reducing uncertainty, make the formation of
sustainable economic activities possible. These
rules include formal laws, government policies,
administrative structures, social norms, and cultural
patterns, which together create a framework for
economic  decision-making  (North, 1991).
According to this view, in societies where efficient,
transparent, and accountable institutions exist,
transaction costs are reduced and a suitable
environment is created for investment, innovation,
and entrepreneurship. In contrast, weak institutions,
complex bureaucracy, excessive centralization in
decision-making, and the lack of coordination
among responsible organizations can constitute
serious barriers to economic development (Khan et
al., 2024). In many rural areas of developing
countries, institutional inefficiency manifests itself
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in different forms; including weak local
management systems, the absence of effective
support policies, limitations in access to financial
resources, and administrative complexities that
hinder productive economic activities (Rodriguez-
Pose & Hardy, 2015).

In this regard, rural economic development is not
merely the result of increased production or
investment, but rather the outcome of creating
efficient institutional structures that can provide the
necessary conditions for the economic participation
of rural people. In other words, if development
policies are designed without attention to the quality
of institutions, they may fail to achieve sustainable
results even when financial and natural resources
are available (Westlund & Borsekova, 2023). Under
such conditions, reforming institutional structures,
improving local governance, increasing
coordination among development organizations,
and reducing bureaucratic barriers are considered
among the essential prerequisites for achieving
economic development in rural areas (Besley et al.,
2022). Therefore, institutionalism theory provides
an appropriate basis for analyzing the role of
managerial and policy structures in the formation or
persistence of Dbarriers to rural economic
development.

2-2. Social Capital Theory

Social capital theory is one of the important
approaches in the social sciences that examines the
role of social relations, trust, and interaction
networks in facilitating collective action and
economic development (Grootaert & van Bastelaer,
2002). This concept was first seriously introduced
in the works of thinkers such as Pierre Bourdieu,
James Coleman, and Robert Putnam, and gradually
became one of the key concepts in the analysis of
local and rural development. Social capital refers to
a set of norms, values, communication networks,
and mutual trust among individuals that facilitates
cooperation and coordination in society (Portes,
1998). From Bourdieu’s perspective, social capital
is a type of social power resource that is formed
through individuals’ membership in stable networks
of social relations (Bourdieu, 2006). Coleman also
considers social capital as a factor that reduces the
costs of social and economic interactions through
creating trust and shared norms (Coleman, 2019). In
contrast, Putnam emphasizes the role of public trust
and civic participation in strengthening the
efficiency of social and economic institutions.

According to these views, societies that possess a
high level of social capital usually enjoy greater
cooperation, more active participation, and a higher
ability to solve collective problems (Putnam, 2020).
In rural communities, social capital plays a very
important role in the development process. Kinship
relations, mutual trust, cooperation in economic
activities, and participation in local decision-
making can provide the basis for the formation of
collective  economic  activities,  production
cooperatives, and local initiatives. In contrast,
declining social trust, weak collective participation,
and the spread of individualism can hinder the
formation of joint development actions (Liu et al.,
2024). Widespread youth migration, declining
social interactions, and weak local institutions are
also among the factors that may weaken social
capital in rural communities (Huang et al., 2023).
From the perspective of economic development,
social capital acts as a complementary factor to
physical and human capital. The existence of
networks of trust and cooperation can facilitate the
process of information exchange, access to
resources, and the formation of economic activities
(Zhang et al., 2024). For this reason, many
development researchers believe that strengthening
social capital in local communities can play an
important role in the success of development
programs (Sakamoto, 2024). As a result, social
capital theory provides an appropriate framework
for analyzing the role of trust, social participation,
and relations among individuals in the formation or
persistence of barriers to rural economic
development.

2-3. Community-Based Development Approach
The community-based development approach is one
of the important approaches in local and rural
development studies that emphasizes the role of the
active participation of the local community in the
process of planning and implementing development
programs. This approach emerged in response to
traditional development models that were mainly
designed from the top down (Turner & Hume,
2022). In traditional models, decisions were usually
made at central levels and local communities had a
limited role in determining priorities and
implementing programs. Experience showed that
such approaches, in many cases, were accompanied
by limited success because of ignoring the real
needs and capacities of local communities (Hrivnak
et al., 2021). In contrast, the community-based
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development approach emphasizes the principle
that local residents should be regarded as the main
actors in the development process. Within this
framework, people’s participation in decision-
making, planning, and project implementation not
only helps increase the efficiency of development
programs, but also strengthens the sense of
ownership and responsibility among community
members (Oakley, 1991). Thinkers such as Robert
Chambers and Norman Uphoff are among the
theorists who have emphasized the importance of
public participation and the empowerment of local

communities in the development process
(Chambers, 2022; Uphoft, 2019).
According to this approach, sustainable

development is achieved when the internal
capacities of the community are strengthened and
individuals are able to play an active role in
decision-making  processes and  resource
management (Berkes et al., 2001). In rural
communities, this can be realized through
strengthening  local  councils,  production
cooperatives, self-help groups, and other people-
based institutions. Such mechanisms make broader
participation of rural people in economic and social
activities possible and provide the ground for the
formation of local initiatives (Mansuri & Rao,
2013). At the same time, the absence of appropriate
institutional platforms for public participation,
centralization in the decision-making system, and
weak local mechanisms can hinder the realization of
the community-based development approach.
Under such conditions, development programs may
be designed without considering the real needs of
the community and, as a result, may lack the
necessary effectiveness (Ahmed, 2024; Kim & Lee,
2023). Therefore, the community-based
development approach provides an appropriate
framework for analyzing the role of local
participation, community empowerment, and the
interaction between people and managerial
institutions in the process of rural economic
development.

Overall, the three theoretical approaches of new
institutionalism, social capital, and community-
based development complement one another in
analyzing the barriers to rural economic
development. Institutionalism theory emphasizes
the role of governance structures and institutional
policies in shaping the economic environment,
while social capital theory addresses the importance
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of trust, cooperation, and social networks in
facilitating economic activities. Alongside these
two, the community-based development approach
emphasizes the active participation of the local
community and the empowerment of rural people in
the development process. The combination of these
three approaches makes it possible to provide a
comprehensive analysis of the economic, social, and
institutional barriers to rural development in
Mazandaran Province and provides a theoretical
basis for identifying and prioritizing these barriers
in the present study.

2-4. Empirical Research Background
Falsoleiman et al. (2025), in a study aimed at
examining the skill requirements of agricultural
development and the barriers to its training in the
rural areas of Faryab County, showed that the
penetration coefficient of skill training in
horticultural, livestock, and agricultural activities
varies across different rural districts, and that the
Golashgerd rural district had the highest level of
training penetration. Their findings also showed that
the barriers to acquiring agricultural skills can be
classified into individual, social, economic, and
infrastructural-spatial ~ barriers. =~ Mohammadi
(2025), in a study aimed at analyzing the barriers to
the development of rural women’s entrepreneurship
in the villages of Marivan County, also concluded
that weaknesses in management, policymaking, and
development planning, and consequently the
unsuitability of the business environment, are
among the most important factors limiting women’s
entrepreneurship  in  rural  areas.  Also,
Hosseinikahnouj & Sojasi Geidari (2025) with the
use of the fuzzy Delphi method in examining the
challenges and drivers of the development and
commercialization of rural knowledge-based
businesses showed that factors such as failure to
employ creative and problem-finding human
resources, financial instability, inability to adapt
products to market needs, the expansion of
administrative bureaucracy, and the absence of
financial support for patent registration are among
the most important barriers to the success and
commercialization of knowledge-based businesses
in rural areas. In addition, Darvari et al. (2025), in a
study on the development of sustainable
entrepreneurship in coastal villages, showed that
economic barriers are the most important challenge
to entrepreneurship development in these areas,
followed respectively by infrastructural, support
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and assistance, psychological, cultural,
policymaking, and educational barriers. In foreign
studies as well, different dimensions of rural
development barriers have been considered. Chen
(2025), in a study on educational inequality and
social development in less developed areas, showed
that weak human capital and limited access to
education are important factors in the reproduction
of poverty and deprivation in rural areas, and that
the educational gap between urban and rural areas
can reduce economic opportunities and social
participation in these areas. Kumar & Singh (2025),
through a systematic review of rural development
studies, also concluded that many studies suffer
from conceptual dispersion and weak theoretical
frameworks, and that rural development should be
regarded as a multidimensional process in which
social, institutional, environmental, and governance
factors simultaneously play roles. Saha et al.
(2025), in examining development challenges in the
villages of Bangladesh, also showed that rural
underdevelopment is not caused only by economic
limitations, but that factors such as limited access to
education, low economic participation of women,
weak communication infrastructure, and
dependence on traditional production methods also
play an important role in this regard. In this context,
Shafieisabet & Khaksar (2024), by examining
modern approaches to rural development planning,
emphasized that an exclusive focus on economic
indicators cannot lead to sustainable rural
development, and that institutional, managerial, and
social dimensions must also be taken into account
in development planning. In addition, Cejudo-
Garcia et al. (2022), in a study on rural regional
development, showed that achieving sustainable
development in these areas requires coordination
among economic activities, local institutions, public
services, and social capital, and that weak
institutional coordination and inequality in access to
services are among the most important barriers to
rural development. In general, a review of foreign
studies shows that the barriers to rural development
are not limited only to the lack of economic
resources, but that social, institutional, managerial,
and structural factors also play an important role in
the formation of these barriers. Therefore, a
comprehensive analysis of rural development
barriers requires simultaneous attention to the
different economic, social, and institutional

dimensions; an approach that has also been taken
into consideration in the present study.

2-5. Critical Assessment of Previous Research
A critical assessment of the reviewed literature
reveals both important contributions and areas
requiring further investigation. Previous Iranian
studies have identified diverse barriers to rural
development, including skill deficiencies, limited
entrepreneurial opportunities, financial constraints,
infrastructural weaknesses, and shortcomings in
policymaking and management (Falsoleiman et al.,
2025; Mohammadi, 2025; Hosseinikahnouj &
Sojasi Geidari, 2025; Darvari et al., 2025). These
studies provide valuable empirical insights into
specific sectors and population groups. However,
their respective research focuses differ, making it
necessary to examine how the identified barriers
relate to one another within a broader framework of
rural economic development. For example, research
on agricultural skills and rural entrepreneurship
highlights particular economic and human-capital
constraints, whereas studies addressing knowledge-
based businesses emphasize commercialization and
institutional support. Although these perspectives
are complementary, their findings do not, by
themselves, establish the relative importance of the
different categories of barriers across the wider rural
development context of Mazandaran Province.
International studies further demonstrate that rural
development is a multidimensional process shaped
by the interaction of educational opportunities,
human capital, infrastructure, social participation,
institutional capacity, and governance arrangements
(Chen & Liu, 2025; Shafieisabet & Khaksar, 2024;
Cejudo-Garcia et al., 2022; Kumar & Singh, 2025).
An important contribution of this literature is its
rejection of explanations that attribute rural
underdevelopment exclusively to insufficient
financial resources. Nevertheless, differences in
geographical settings, institutional arrangements,
and research objectives mean that findings from
other regions cannot be directly generalized to
Mazandaran  Province = without  contextual
assessment. Moreover, while the reviewed studies
collectively identify a broad range of development
constraints, a clearer comparative understanding is
needed of their relative importance and the extent to
which economic, social, cultural, and institutional
barriers should be considered together in local
development planning.
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The theoretical approaches discussed in this study
help address this analytical challenge. New

and an evaluation of agreement, the study seeks to
complement sector-specific research with a more

institutionalism  explains how  governance integrated account of the constraints perceived as
structures,  administrative  procedures, and important by regional experts. The resulting
institutional ~ coordination = shape  economic priorities are intended to inform context-sensitive

opportunities; social capital theory highlights the
role of trust, networks, and collective action; and the
community-based development approach
emphasizes local participation and community
agency. Considered together, these perspectives
provide a basis for interpreting rural development
barriers as interconnected rather than isolated
problems. However, the theoretical integration of
these perspectives must be accompanied by an
empirical procedure capable of identifying and
prioritizing the barriers relevant to the specific
regional context.

In response to these considerations, the present
study applies a three-round Delphi process
involving experts familiar with rural development
in Mazandaran Province. Its distinctive analytical
contribution is the systematic identification,
classification, and prioritization of economic,
social, cultural, and institutional barriers within a
single regional study. By combining qualitative
identification with successive expert assessment

policymaking, while recognizing that expert
consensus represents informed professional
judgment rather than direct measurement of the
causal effects of individual barriers.

3. Research Methodology

This study is applied in terms of purpose and
qualitative with an exploratory approach in terms of
nature, which was conducted using the Delphi
technique. The main objective of the study is to
identify and prioritize sociological and institutional
barriers affecting rural economic development in
Mazandaran Province. Considering the complexity
and multidimensional nature of rural development
and the necessity of utilizing the knowledge and
experience of specialists, the Delphi method was
selected as a systematic approach for collecting and
converging expert opinions. Through several rounds
of questioning and controlled feedback, this method
seeks to achieve an acceptable level of consensus
among experts regarding a research problem.

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Research Experts
Row Variable Category Frequency Percentage

Male 14 78.8
! Gender Female 4 222
3040 years 3 16.7
40-50 years 8 44.4
2 Age 5060 years 5 27.8
Over 60 years 2 11.1
. MA 6 333
3 Education PhD B 6.7
. 10-15 years 4 22.2
4 Spegflézrfgn\czork 16-20 years 7 38.9
P More than 21 years 7 38.9
Universities and Academic Centers 7 38.9
Executive Organizations Related to 3 44.4

5 Organizational Affiliation Rural Development )

Regional Planning and Management
3 16.7
Centers

The statistical population of this study consists of
experts and specialists familiar with issues of rural
development in Mazandaran Province. These
experts included university faculty members in the
fields of development sociology, economics, rural
planning, and geography; specialists and managers
of executive agencies related to rural development
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(including the Agricultural Jihad Organization, the
Housing Foundation of the Islamic Revolution,
governorates, and provincial offices); and managers
and experts with executive experience in regional
planning and development. The sample was
selected using purposive sampling. The criteria for
selecting the experts were as follows:
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1. Having academic education related to sociology,
economics, planning, or rural development;
2. Having at least five years of research or executive
experience in regional or rural development;
3. Sufficient familiarity with the economic and
social conditions of Mazandaran Province;
4. Willingness to participate in the multi-stage
research process.
Based on these criteria, 18 experts were selected to
participate in the Delphi process. This number is
considered appropriate for achieving scientific
consensus in Delphi studies, due to the emphasis
placed on the professional quality of participants
(Table 1).
Regarding the data collection tools, two main
instruments were used:

1. Semi-structured interviews:
In the first stage, semi-structured interviews were
conducted to explore experts’ views regarding the
most significant barriers to rural economic
development.  These  interviews  included
open-ended questions focusing on the social,
cultural, economic, and institutional dimensions of
rural development.

2. Delphi questionnaire:
Based on the findings of the qualitative stage, a
questionnaire was designed consisting of a set of
items related to the barriers to rural economic
development. Experts assessed the importance of
each factor using a five-point Likert scale (very low,
low, medium, high, very high).
Regarding the implementation of the Delphi
technique, the process was carried out in three rounds:
Round 1
At this stage, data were collected through
semi-structured interviews and open questionnaires
to obtain experts’ views on the main sociological
and institutional barriers to rural economic
development in Mazandaran Province. The data
obtained from this round were transcribed and
qualitatively analyzed, resulting in the extraction of
an initial set of indicators and barriers.
Round 2
In this round, the extracted indicators were
organized into a structured questionnaire and
presented to the experts to evaluate the importance
of each factor. The data collected at this stage were
used to calculate the mean and standard deviation of
each indicator.
Round 3

In the third round, the statistical results of the
second round were provided to the experts as
controlled feedback. Experts were asked to
reconsider their judgments if they wished, based on
the overall results. This process helped increase
convergence of opinions and achieve consensus.
Data analysis was conducted at both qualitative and
quantitative levels:

* Qualitative analysis:

Data from the interviews were analyzed using
thematic analysis through open, axial, and selective
coding. Similar concepts were categorized into
conceptual themes.

* Quantitative analysis:

Data from the Delphi questionnaires were analyzed
in SPSS software. Descriptive statistics, including
mean, standard deviation, and ranking, were used to
determine the importance of the barriers.
Additionally, Kendall’s coefficient of concordance
was employed to measure the level of agreement
among experts.

The formula for Kendall’s coefficient is as follows:
128

T m2 (n3-n)
Where:
W = Kendall’s coefficient of concordance
S = sum of squared deviations of ranks
m = number of experts
n = number of indicators
To assess the reliability of the data collection tool,
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was used. The
reliability was evaluated in the second round of
Delphi, which included 24 indicators remaining
from the first stage. The results showed that
Cronbach’s alpha for the entire questionnaire was
0.87, indicating a desirable level of reliability and
internal consistency among the indicators. Based on
accepted criteria in social science research, alpha
values above 0.70 indicate acceptable reliability.
To further examine the reliability of the research
instrument, Cronbach’s alpha was calculated
separately for the four dimensions. As shown in the
table, the alpha values for all dimensions were
above 0.70, indicating acceptable reliability of the
questionnaire in the second Delphi round.
Furthermore, the overall alpha coefficient (0.87)
demonstrates a desirable internal consistency
among the indicators (Table 2).
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Table 2. Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients for Different Dimensions of the Delphi Questionnaire

Dimension Number of Indicators Cronbach’s Alpha
Economic 9 0.89
Social 6 0.85
Institutional 5 0.81
Cultural 4 0.78
Total Questionnaire 24 0.87

4. Findings

The present study was conducted based on three
rounds of the Delphi method, with the aim of
identifying, refining, and prioritizing the
sociological and institutional barriers to rural
economic development in Mazandaran Province.
The analysis of findings was carried out in four
stages: extracting indicators in the first round,
evaluating and refining indicators in the second
round, achieving expert consensus in the third
round, and finally, determining the final
prioritization of barriers.

a) Results of the First Round of Delphi:
Extraction of Indicators

In the first round, as previously explained, data
were collected through semi-structured interviews
with 18 experts in the fields of development
sociology, regional economics, rural planning, and
executive management. Data were analyzed using
qualitative content analysis. In the open-coding
stage, 63 initial concepts were extracted, which, after
merging and refinement in the axial-coding stage,
were consolidated into 24 main indicators. These
indicators were categorized into four dimensions:
economic, social, cultural, and institutional (Table 3).

Table 3. Dimensions and Indicators Extracted in the First Round of Delphi

Dimension

Indicators

Economic

Lack of investment in rural areas; weak economic and productive infrastructure;
limited access to markets; shortage of financial and credit facilities; low
productivity of agricultural activities; dependence of rural economy on

traditional activities

Social

Out-migration of young labor force; decline in active rural population; weak
social participation in development programs; low entrepreneurial skills; weak
social capital and local trust; inequality of economic opportunities between rural

and urban areas

Cultural

Weak entrepreneurial culture; low tendency toward economic innovation;
conservative attitudes toward investment; low level of economic awareness;
cultural resistance to economic change; weak culture of collective work

Institutional

Weak coordination among development institutions; administrative bureaucracy
in development projects; instability of government support policies; centralized
decision-making; weak regional planning; inefficiency of the rural business

support system

b) Results of the Second Round of Delphi:
Assessment of Indicator Importance

In the second round, a questionnaire containing the
24 extracted indicators was designed, and experts
evaluated the importance of each indicator on a
five-point Likert scale. Before analyzing the data,
the reliability of the instrument was assessed using

Cronbach’s alpha, which was calculated at 0.87
indicating acceptable reliability. To analyze the
data, mean, standard deviation, and coefficient of
variation were used. Indicators with a mean score
below 3.50 or a coefficient of variation above 0.30
were eliminated (Table 4).

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics of Indicators in the Second Round of Delphi

No. Indicator Mean SD CV
1 Lack of investment in rural areas 4.63 0.52 0.11
2 Weak economic and productive infrastructure 4.55 0.58 0.13
3 Out-migration of young labor force 4.48 0.61 0.14
4 Shortage of financial and credit facilities 4.42 0.64 0.14
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No. Indicator Mean SD CvV
5 Administrative bureaucracy in development projects 4.36 0.66 0.15
6 Weak coordination among development institutions 4.30 0.69 0.16
7 Low entrepreneurial skills 4.24 0.71 0.17
8 Limited access to markets 4.18 0.74 0.18
9 Weak entrepreneurial culture 4.10 0.76 0.19
10 Low tendency toward economic innovation 4.04 0.79 0.20

The descriptive statistics of indicators in Round
Two show that experts identified a group of
economic, institutional, and social factors as the
most significant barriers to rural economic
development in Mazandaran Province. According
to the results, the indicator “lack of investment in
rural areas” with the highest mean (4.63) ranked
first. This demonstrates that, from the experts’
perspective, insufficient capital resources and weak
investment flows constitute a fundamental
developmental challenge.

Weak economic and productive infrastructure
ranked second (mean: 4.55), highlighting the
importance of transportation networks, logistical
services, and production facilities for rural
economic growth. The third most important barrier

was “out-migration of young labor force” (mean:
4.48), indicating that the departure of skilled and
active workers undermines local entrepreneurial
and productive capacity. The “shortage of financial
and credit facilities” (mean: 4.42) further reflects
the limitations rural residents face in accessing
financial resources to establish or expand economic
activities.

Institutional factors including administrative
bureaucracy and weak coordination also ranked
among the high-importance indicators. Generally,
the low coefficients of variation (mostly below
0.20) indicate a relatively high level of expert
consensus. In this stage, four indicators were
removed due to not meeting the required criteria
(Table 5).

Table 5. Indicators Removed in the Second Round

No. Indicator Mean SD Reason for Removal
1 Low level of economic awareness among rural residents 3.21 0.98 Mean below threshold
2 Cultural resistance to economic change 3.08 1.02 Insufficient expert

consensus
3 Weak culture of collective work 3.15 0.94 High CV and dispersed
opinions
4 Dependence of rural economy on traditional activities 3.27 0.96 Did not meet minimum
required score

¢) Results of the Third Round of Delphi: Achieving
Expert Consensus

In the third round, experts were provided with the
results of the second round including means and

rankings to revise their evaluations if necessary.
Kendall’s W was used to measure agreement (Table
6).

Table 6. Results of Kendall’s Coordination Test

Statistical Index Value
Number of Experts (N) 18
Number of Final Indicators (K) 20
Kendall’s W 0.74
Chi-Square 253.68
Degrees of Freedom 19
Significance Level 0.000

The results indicate a high level of agreement
among experts. Kendall’s W = 0.74 confirms
strong convergence of expert opinions, and the

Chi-Square significance (p < 0.05) shows that this
agreement did not occur by chance (Table 7, 8 and
9).
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d) Comparison of Rankings Between Rounds Two and Three

Table 7. Comparison of Indicator Rankings in Rounds Two and Three

No. Indicator Rank (Round 2) Rank (Round 3) Rank Change
1 Lack of investment 1 1 -
2 Weak economic infrastructure 2 2 -
3 Out-migration of young labor force 3 3 -
4 Shortage of financial facilities 4 4 -
5 Administrative bureaucracy 5 5 -
6 Weak institutional coordination 6 6 -
7 Low entrepreneurial skills 7 7 -1
8 Limited market access 8 8 +1
9 Weak entrepreneurial culture 9 9 -
10 Low tendency toward innovation 10 10 -
(Note: From the 20 final indicators, only the 10 with the highest mean importance are included.)
e) Analysis of Main Dimensions
Table 8. Mean Importance of Barrier Dimensions
Main Dimension Mean Importance (out of 5) Final Rank Interpretation
Highest weight and consensus; reflects
Economic 4.57 1 the role of infrastructure, capital, and
financial resources
Institutional 440 ) Related to admipistrativg burea}lcrqcy,
weak coordination, and inefficiencies
Social 499 3 Reﬂe.cts challenges in .la.bor .force,
migration, and participation
Cultural 411 4 Lowest rank; influential, but with lower
expert consensus

P Distribution of Indicators Across Delphi Rounds

Table 9. Distribution of Indicators by Dimension in Different Delphi Stages

Dimension Round 1 Round 2 (After Removal) Round 3 (Final)
Economic 18 13 9
Institutional 14 10 6

Social 12 9 3
Cultural 10 8 2

Total 54 40 20

g) Final Ranking of Barriers

At the end of the third round of the Delphi process,
out of all the indicators examined, 20 indicators
succeeded in meeting the required criteria for final
acceptance and were identified as the final
indicators of rural economic development barriers
in Mazandaran Province. However, to enhance

analytical focus and highlight the most critical
components, the final ranking section presents only
the 10 indicators that obtained the highest average
importance scores among the approved indicators.
Therefore, the final ranking table reflects the top 10
indicators out of the 20 final indicators, rather than
all accepted indicators (Table 10).

Table 10. Final Ranking of the Most Important Barriers to Rural Economic Development

Rank Key Barrier Mean Importance
1 Lack of investment in rural economic activities 4.78
2 Weak economic and productive infrastructure in rural areas 4.71
3 Limited access to financial resources and credit 4.65
4 Absence of cohesive planning and management in rural development 4.60
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Rank Key Barrier Mean Importance
5 Weak governmental support for rural economic activities 4.55
6 Low levels of entrepreneurial skills and training in rural areas 4.49
7 Out-migration of young and active labor force from rural areas 4.43
8 Limited access to markets for rural products 4.37
9 Lack of transportation and communication infrastructure 4.31
10 Weak access to production technologies and innovations 4.26

h) Interpretation and Analysis

Based on the results of Table 10, several important
points must be highlighted.

The first point concerns the dominance of structural
and economic barriers. Shortage of investment,
weak infrastructure, and limited access to financial
resources are among the most critical challenges.
The first-place ranking of insufficient investment
indicates that, from the perspective of experts,
directing capital flows toward rural productive
activities is considered the primary prerequisite for
development. Alongside this, the weakness of
physical and economic infrastructure indicates that
many villages in the province still face fundamental
developmental issues such as transportation
facilities, processing industries, and production
support services.

In addition to these economic factors, the human
capital crisis emerges as another major challenge.
The ranking of young labor out-migration in third
place demonstrates that the departure of skilled and
energetic labor from rural areas weakens local
productive and entreprencurial capacities. This
phenomenon, beyond being a result of limited
employment opportunities, itself becomes a factor
perpetuating economic stagnation in rural regions
and forms a cycle of reproducing
underdevelopment.

Furthermore, the results of Table 10 indicate the
presence of institutional and managerial barriers to
rural  development. The  prominence  of
administrative bureaucracy and weak coordination

among executive agencies demonstrates that part of
the developmental challenges stems from
inefficiencies within management structures.
Overlapping responsibilities among institutions
involved in rural development and the complexity
of administrative procedures not only slow the
implementation of programs but also lead to the
waste of scarce development resources.
Additionally, the skill gap and limited access to
markets are identified as other significant obstacles
to rural development in Mazandaran Province.
Many rural products lack competitiveness in
broader markets due to weak modern skills, absence
of effective marketing, and limited integration into
value chains.

Overall, it must be acknowledged that the issue of
rural economic development in Mazandaran
Province is confronted with a set of interconnected
barriers that influence one another in a chain-like
relationship. Accordingly, achieving sustainable
development in these areas requires a
comprehensive approach that simultaneously and
coherently  pursues institutional  reforms,
infrastructure enhancement, economic investment,
human capital empowerment, and improved market
access. Such an approach can help break the cycle
of underdevelopment and promote economic
dynamism in the rural regions of Mazandaran
Province (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Model of the Sociological and Institutional Barriers to Rural Economic Development in Mazandaran Province

The final model of the study indicates that the
barriers to rural economic development in
Mazandaran Province are multilayered, chain-like,
and mutually reinforcing in nature, and none of the
dimensions operates independently. In this model,
institutional barriers are located at the central core
and serve as the foundation for the emergence of
other constraints. Factors such as administrative
bureaucracy, centralization, and weak coordination
among the institutions responsible for development
disrupt the process of decision-making and
implementation of development programs, and
consequently limit the possibility of attracting
investment, supporting economic activities, and
implementing development projects. Therefore,
institutional weakness provides the grounds for the
emergence of many problems in other areas.

At the next level are the economic barriers, which
represent the tangible manifestation of institutional
limitations.  Insufficient  investment, weak
infrastructure, limited access to financial and credit
resources, and weakness in rural product markets
are among the most important challenges that
directly affect production, employment, and the
income level of rural households. At the third layer

population, and weak social participation. The
reduction of economic opportunities leads to the
migration of human resources and, consequently, to
a decline in development capacities within rural
society.

At the outermost level are the cultural barriers,
which affect the development process in the long
term. Factors such as weak entrepreneurial culture,
low inclination toward innovation, and conservative
attitudes toward change can reinforce the
persistence of developmental stagnation. Overall,
this model shows that rural economic development
requires a comprehensive and coordinated approach
in which institutional reforms, the strengthening of
economic infrastructure, and social and cultural
empowerment are addressed simultaneously.

5. Discussion and Conclusion

Rural development is one of the fundamental
components in achieving sustainable development
in different societies. Rural areas, in addition to
being responsible for a significant share of
agricultural production and ensuring food security,
play an important role in preserving natural
resources, maintaining population balance, and
sustaining settlement systems. Therefore, rural

are the social barriers, which include the migration development is not merely synonymous with

ofCyvusppmndidgsitidfledt1abor, the decline in the active
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increasing economic production; rather, it is a
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multidimensional process that encompasses
improvements in the economic, social, institutional,
and cultural conditions of rural communities.
Achieving this can enhance the quality of life of
rural residents, reduce poverty, and create equal
opportunities for development. In Iran as well, rural
development holds special importance, since a
significant portion of the country’s population lives
in rural areas and these regions play a major role in
agricultural production and food security. However,
many villages in the country face challenges such as
weak infrastructure, insufficient investment, limited
employment opportunities, migration of young
labor, and shortcomings in certain managerial
structures. These conditions have caused the
development gap between urban and rural areas to
persist, and have made the need for effective
policies in rural development more pressing.
Accordingly, the authors of the present study aimed
to identify and prioritize the sociological and
institutional barriers to rural economic development
in Mazandaran Province. The main research
question was centered on identifying the most
significant social, economic, institutional, and
cultural  barriers affecting the economic
development of rural areas in the province and
determining the relative importance of these
barriers.

The findings of this study first indicated that the
economic development of rural areas in
Mazandaran Province is influenced by a set of
barriers across economic, social, institutional, and
cultural dimensions, which affect one another
through a chain-like relationship. In the economic
dimension, insufficient investment in rural
productive activities was identified as the most
important barrier, reflecting a weak flow of capital
toward productive rural sectors. Additionally, weak
economic and service infrastructure such as
processing industries, transportation facilities, and
marketing networks constitutes another major
challenge in this domain. Limited access of rural
producers to financial and credit resources is also
considered another important economic barrier that
restricts the development of economic activities.

In the social dimension, the migration of young
labor from villages to cities was identified as one of
the fundamental challenges. This issue reduces the
active population, weakens productive capacities,
and diminishes economic dynamism in rural areas.
Furthermore, a decline in motivation for economic

activity among some rural residents and weak social
participation in certain development activities were
also identified as key social barriers in the study’s
findings.

In the institutional dimension, administrative
bureaucracy, the complexity of licensing
procedures, and weak coordination among
executive agencies involved in rural development
were identified as the most significant institutional
obstacles. The presence of complex and sometimes
overlapping administrative structures leads to slow
and inefficient implementation of development
programs.

In the -cultural dimension as well, weak
entrepreneurial culture, low inclination toward
innovation, and the limited number of successful
economic experiences in some rural areas were
identified as factors that can slow the economic
development process. Together with other
economic and institutional barriers, these factors
create a cycle of reproduced underdevelopment in
certain villages.

Accordingly, comparing the results of the present
study with previous research shows a considerable
alignment across many cases. The findings of this
study correspond with those of Falsoleiman et al.
(2025), as that study also emphasized economic and
infrastructural barriers to rural development. This
alignment can be attributed to similarities in
economic structures and levels of infrastructural
development in many rural areas, which cause
development challenges to have similar
characteristics across regions. Likewise, the results
of this study are consistent with those of
Mohammadi (2025), in which weak policymaking
and inefficiencies in certain managerial structures
were identified as factors limiting economic
activities in rural areas. This alignment can be
traced to the decisive role of managerial institutions
in directing development programs and their impact
on the economic performance of rural regions.

At the international level, the findings are consistent
with those of Chen (2025), whose study shows that
weak human capital and migration of young labor
from rural to urban areas constitute one of the most
important challenges in rural development. The
similarity between these findings and the results of
the present study indicates that migration and the
declining rural workforce represent shared
challenges among many developing countries. The
results of this study are also aligned with those of
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Shafieisabet & Khaksar, (2024), in which limited
economic  opportunities and infrastructural
weaknesses were identified as the main barriers to
rural development. This alignment suggests that
rural development in many regions of the world
faces similar structural challenges, the resolution of
which requires coordinated and long-term
development policies.

Overall, the findings of the present study indicate
that the economic development of rural areas in
Mazandaran Province is constrained by a set of
multidimensional barriers that operate within an
interconnected system. Therefore, overcoming
these challenges requires adopting a comprehensive
approach that simultaneously addresses the
economic, institutional, social, and cultural
dimensions of development.

5.1. Recommendations

1. Improving institutional structures and reducing
administrative bureaucracy: One of the most
important steps in facilitating rural economic
development is reforming administrative processes
and increasing coordination among executive
agencies involved in rural development. Reducing
administrative complexity, clarifying licensing
procedures, and  establishing  coordinated
mechanisms among responsible institutions can
help attract investment and ensure effective
implementation of development programs.

2. Strengthening economic and productive
infrastructure in rural areas: Developing
infrastructure such as transportation networks,
processing industries, storage and processing
facilities for agricultural products, and marketing
networks can play a crucial role in enhancing rural
economic productivity. Investment in these areas
not only reduces production costs but also improves
rural producers’ access to broader markets.

3. Empowering human capital and developing
entrepreneurial skills: Strengthening professional
and entrepreneurial skills among rural residents
especially youth can create the foundation for local
businesses and reduce migration. Organizing
practical training courses, supporting innovative
ideas, and  establishing  entrepreneurship
consultation centers in rural areas can promote
economic dynamism.

4. Strengthening entrepreneurial and innovation
culture in rural communities: Sustainable economic
development in rural areas requires changing
mindsets and reinforcing a culture of participation,

137

creativity, and innovation. Supporting cooperative
activities, promoting successful rural
entrepreneurial models, and strengthening social
and local networks can contribute to the formation
of new and sustainable economic activities in these
regions.

5.2. Limitations of the Study and Future Research
Despite its contributions to identifying and
prioritizing barriers to rural economic development
in Mazandaran Province, this study has several
limitations that should be considered when
interpreting its findings.

1. Expert-based assessment: The study relied on the
judgments of 18 experts selected through purposive
sampling. Although their professional knowledge
provided valuable insights into rural development
challenges, their assessments may not fully capture
the experiences and priorities of rural households,
entrepreneurs,  farmers, and other local
stakeholders.

2. Geographical scope: The research focused
exclusively on Mazandaran Province. Given the
differences in socioeconomic conditions,
institutional arrangements, productive capacities,
and local governance across regions, the identified
priorities should not be generalized directly to other
provinces without further empirical investigation.
3. Methodological characteristics of the Delphi
technique: The three-round Delphi process
facilitated the systematic identification and
prioritization of barriers based on expert
assessments and consensus. However, the resulting
rankings reflect the perceived relative importance of
the barriers rather than direct measurements of their
actual effects on rural economic development.

4. Scope of empirical validation: Although the
study classifies barriers into economic, social,
cultural, and institutional dimensions, the findings
are based primarily on expert evaluations. Further
research using quantitative indicators and field-
level data could examine how these barriers are
associated with measurable outcomes, such as rural
employment, household income, entrepreneurship,
and the sustainability of local economic activities.
5. Prioritization versus policy effectiveness: The
study establishes a hierarchy of perceived barriers
but does not directly evaluate the effectiveness of
specific interventions designed to address them.
Future research could assess the feasibility, costs,
and outcomes of targeted policy measures,
particularly those addressing the highest-priority
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barriers, and investigate whether coordinated
interventions across economic, social, cultural, and
institutional dimensions produce more sustainable
rural development outcomes.

Addressing these limitations through comparative
regional studies, broader stakeholder participation,
quantitative analysis, and evaluations of policy
interventions could strengthen the empirical basis
for rural development planning. Such efforts would
also help translate the priorities identified in this
study into more context-sensitive, coordinated, and

The current paper is extracted from the doctoral
dissertation of the first author (Somayeh Bagerinia
Amiri) in the Department of Management &
Ecomonomy, Faculty of Human Sciences, Qas, C,
Islamic Azad University, Qaemshahr, Iran.

Author Contributions

The authors contributed equally to the development
and preparation of this research.

Conflict of Interest

The authors declare that there is no conflict of
interest regarding the authorship or publication of

evidence-based policy

recommendations for this article.

Mazandaran Province and comparable rural Funding

settings. This research did not receive any specific grant from

Acknowledgements funding agencies in the public, commercial, or not-
for-profit sectors.

References

1. Acemoglu, D., & Robinson, J. A. (2022). Non-modernization: Power—culture trajectories and the dynamics of

political institutions. Annual Review of Political Science, 25, 323-339. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-
051120-103913

12(1),  Article  2330434.

Society,  30(3), 1-17.

2. Ahmed, S. M. (2024). Community participation and institutional capacity in rural development planning. Journal of
Land Use Policy, 138(3), 466-482. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2023.107046

3. Atta-Ankomah, R., Adjei-Mantey, K., & Amankwah, A. (2024). Digital financial services and livelihood
diversification in rural Ghana. Cogent Economics &  Finance,
https://doi.org/10.1080/23322039.2024.2330434

4. Badri, S. A., Kazemi, N., Khodadadi, P., & Mohammadnejad, A. (2022). Why rural development policies have not
contributed to rural development in Iran. Rural
https://doi.org/10.1080/10371656.2021.1997423

5. Berkes, F., Mahon, R., McConney, P., Pollnac, R., & Pomeroy, R. S. (2001). Managing small-scale fisheries:
Alternative directions and methods. International Development Research Centre.

6. Besley, T., Burgess, R., Khan, A., & Xu, G. (2022). Bureaucracy and development. Annual Review of Economics,
14, 397-424. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-economics-080521-011950

7. Bourdieu, P. (20006). Le capital social. Notes provisoires. In A. Bevort & M. Lallement (Eds.), Le capital social:
Performance, équité et réciprocité (pp. 29—34). La Découverte. https://doi.org/10.3917/dec.bevor.2006.01.0029

8. Cejudo-Garcia, E., Navarro-Valverde, F., & Canete-Pérez, J. A. (2022). Who decides and who invests? The role of
the public, private and third sectors in rural development according to geographical contexts: The LEADER approach
in Andalusia, 2007-2015. Sustainability, 14(7), Article 3853. https://doi.org/10.3390/su14073853

9. Chambers, R. (2022). Rural development: Putting the last first. London: Longman.

10. Chen, Y., & Liu, H. (2025). Education inequality and rural social development: Evidence from developing regions.
International Journal of Educational Development, 102(4), 102901, 1-12.

11. Chen, Z. (2025). Research on education equity of county high school in China. Lecture Notes in Education
Psychology and Public Media, 79, 119-124. https://doi.org/10.54254/2753-7048/2025.L.C20373

12. Coleman, J. S. (2019). Foundations of social theory. Cambridge: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.

13. Darvari, S. Z., Jamshidi, O. and Ghorbani Piralidehi, F. (2025). The Identification and Analysis of Barriers and
Strategies to the Development of Sustainable Entrepreneurship in Coastal Villages. The Journal of Community
Development (Rural-Urban), 17(2), 405-426. [In Persian] https://doi.org/10.22059/jrd.2025.397752.668932

14. Falsoleiman, S., Hojipour, M., & Heidari, S. (2025). Analysis of skill requirements for agricultural development and
its training barriers: A case study of rural areas of Faryab County. Journal of Geography and Development, 23(78),
209-244. [In Persian] https://doi.org/10.22111/GDI1J.2024.47506.3605

15. Grootaert, C., & van Bastelaer, T. (Eds.). (2002). The role of social capital in development: An empirical assessment.
Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09780511492600

16.

Hodge, 1., & Midmore, P. (2008). Models of rural development and approaches to analysis, evaluation and decision-
making. Economie Rurale, 307, 23-38. https://research.aber.ac.uk/

138


https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051120-103913
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051120-103913
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2023.107046
https://doi.org/10.1080/23322039.2024.2330434?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.1080/10371656.2021.1997423?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-economics-080521-011950?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.3917/dec.bevor.2006.01.0029
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14073853?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.54254/2753-7048/2025.LC20373?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.22059/jrd.2025.397752.668932
https://doi.org/10.22111/GDIJ.2024.47506.3605?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511492600?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://research.aber.ac.uk/

Vol.15 Identification and Prioritization of Sociological.../Bagerinia Amiri et al. J[{ H HJ

17. Hosseinikahnouj, S. R., & Sojasi Geidari, H. (2025). Identification and Analysis of Challenges and Drivers of
Commercialization of Rural Knowledge-based Businesses with the Fuzzy Delphi Method. Journal of Rural
Research, 16(2), 141-161. https://doi.org/10.22059/jrur.2024.374367.1928

18. Hrivnak, M., Moritz, P., Melichova, K., Rohacikova, O., & Pospisova, L. (2021). Designing the participation on local
development planning: From literature review to adaptive framework for practice. Societies, 11(1), Article 19.
https://doi.org/10.3390/s0c11010019

19. Huang, Z., Liu, Y., Wang, Y., & Jin, S. (2023). Does migration experience reduce villagers’ social capital? Evidence
from rural China. Applied Economics, 55(30), 3514-3526. https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2022.2115453

20. Khan, H., & Khan, A. (2024). Institutional governance and rural development outcomes: Evidence from community-
based programs. Journal of Sustainability, 16(4), 1589-1604.

21. Khan, H., Dong, Y., Bibi, R., & Khan, 1. (2024). Institutional quality and foreign direct investment: Global evidence.
Journal of the Knowledge Economy, 15, 10547-10591. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-023-01508-1

22. Kim, S., & Lee, Y. (2022). Multi-dimensional perspectives on rural development: Governance, social structures, and
spatial transformations. Journal of Land Use Policy, (126), 689-708.

23. Kim, S., & Lee, Y. (2023). Strengthening local institutions for participatory rural development: Lessons from
community-based initiatives. Journal of Rural Studies, 104(1), 210-221.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2023.103161

24. Krul, M. (2018). The new institutionalist economic history of Douglass C. North: A critical interpretation. Palgrave
Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-94084-7

25. Kumar, R., & Singh, P. (2025). Rethinking rural development research: Gaps, frameworks, and emerging directions
(2010-2025). Journaal of World Development, 178(3), 106512, 1-14. https://doi.org/10.38140/trp.v871.9898

26. Li, Y., Wang, S., Zhang, Y., & Du, G. (2024). The measurement of rural community resilience to natural disaster in
China. Scientific Reports, 14, Article 20322. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-70719-6

27. Liu, J.,, Qi, W., Yu, Y., Yan, H., & Zheng, D. (2024). Exploring the influence of village social capital and rural
development on farmers’ entrepreneurial decision-making: Unveiling the path to local entrepreneurship. SAGE
Open, 14(2). https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440241249118

28. Liu, Y. (2024). Social cohesion, institutional capacity, and rural development outcomes. Journal of Land Use Policy,
(139), 221-239.

29. Mahon, M., Woods, M., Farrell, M., Jones, R., & Goodwin-Hawkins, B. (2023). A spatial justice perspective on EU
rural sustainability as territorial cohesion. Sociologia Ruralis, 63(3), 683—702. https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12444

30. Mansuri, G., & Rao, V. (2013). Localizing development: Does participation work? World Bank.
https://doi.org/10.1596/978-0-8213-8256-1

31. Mohammadi, S. (2025). Barriers to the Development of Rural Women’s Entrepreneurship in an Unfavorable
Entrepreneurial Environment (A Case Study: Villages of Marivan County). Journal of Rural Research, 16(4), 1-24.
[In Persian] https://doi.org/10.22059/jrur.2025.389795.2022

32. North, D. C. (1991). Institutions. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 5(1), 97—112. https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.5.1.97

33. Oakley, P. (1991). Projects with people: The practice of participation in rural development. International Labour
Office.

34. Portes, A. (1998). Social capital: Its origins and applications in modern sociology. Annual Review of Sociology, 24,
1-24. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.24.1.1

35. Putnam, R. D. (2020). Bowling alone: The collapse and revival of American community. New York: Simon &
Schuster.

36. Rodriguez-Pose, A., & Hardy, D. (2015). Addressing poverty and inequality in the rural economy from a global
perspective. Applied Geography, 61, 11-23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeog.2015.02.005

37. Saha, S., Alam, M. J., Al Abbasi, A. A., Begum, I. A., & Rola-Rubzen, M. F. (2025). Shifting landscape of rural
transformation in Bangladesh: Exploring the interplay of non-farm GDP, infrastructure and education. Asia & the
Pacific Policy Studies, 12(1), Article €70011. https://doi.org/10.1002/app5.70011

38. Sakamoto, M. (2024). The role of social capital in community development: Insights from behavioral game theory
and social network analysis. Sustainable Development, 32(5), 5240-5258. https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.2961

39. Shafieisabet, N., & Khaksar, S. (2024). The performance of local government, social capital and participation of
villagers in  sustainable rural development. The Social Science Journal, 61(1), 1-29.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03623319.2020.1782649

40. Turner, S., & Hume, D. (2022). Governance, administration and development: Making the state work. Hartford:
Kumarian Press.

41. Uphoft, N. (2019). Local institutional development: An analytical sourcebook with cases. West Hartford: Kumarian
Press.

139


https://doi.org/10.22059/jrur.2024.374367.1928
https://doi.org/10.3390/soc11010019?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2022.2115453?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-023-01508-1?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2023.103161
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-94084-7
https://doi.org/10.38140/trp.v87i.9898?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-70719-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440241249118?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12444?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.1596/978-0-8213-8256-1?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.22059/jrur.2025.389795.2022
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.5.1.97?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.24.1.1?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeog.2015.02.005?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.1002/app5.70011?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.2961?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.1080/03623319.2020.1782649?utm_source=chatgpt.com

JH Hl? Journal of Research and Rural Planning No.4/ Serial No.55

42.

43.

44,

45.

Westlund, H. (2023). Institutional capacity and rural development: Evidence from regional governance reforms.
Journal of Rural Studies, 99, 180-199.

Westlund, H., & Borsekova, K. (2023). Rural problems, policies and possibilities in a post-urban world. Regional
Science Policy & Practice, 15(4), 717-728. https://doi.org/10.1111/rsp3.12664

Zhang, H., Cao, Z., Zhou, K., & Ji, Y. (2024). Research on the relationship between social capital and sustainable
livelihood: Evidences from reservoir migrants in the G Autonomous Prefecture, China. Frontiers in Environmental
Science, 11, Article 1358386. https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2023.1358386

Zhao, P., & Liu, Y. (2024). Governance, institutions, and rural transformation in developing economies. Journaal of
Land Use Policy, (138), 157-172.

140


https://doi.org/10.1111/rsp3.12664?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2023.1358386




Journal of Research and Rural Planning
Volume 15, No. 4, Autumn 2026, Serial No. 55, Pp. 123-142

eISSN: 2783-2007

ISSN: 2783-2791 J I) )lp
http://jrrp.um.ac.ir |18

I Original Article |
Obuwl o pliwgy golasdl azuwgi goles

9 G lbanclr Zlge Gaiacaglgl g (bl

0 gy jleslawl b 4ylyu8 3k

%59 319 s L T (T Lo - ozmo 1,1 pieo dltlonsl &7 Gilows YU (5 yhaer ol s (5 ol Liig 58l Ao

Ol a6 o3 ¢ oSl ST ol 6 ke (65575 (el )
Ol gl cdomlp ¢ oDl ST o821 i3l 5y ko 09,8 sk ¥
Ol oIl ol ¢ oSl ST ol i3l 5 O ke 09,5 il ¥

Ol gad oy (Mol ST 282l e3bassl 5 Cu ko 09,5 JLslewk F
Ol g ol ol (ool ST o825 bl 5 g ko 09,5 sl sles] =0

b gamo o0

wlgiee Jsrme slaglejle ploe (Sonlon as 5 SS1S5)0
5 STl e 5 o0l Al 1, solail slaclled 4
2 oSt L s elenl alep @k 0 sgumme 1) (o A1
S e g e e (bl et (ilie olezel
Wy g rex el ol ) Jelse Gl elesz]
dogsb szl 5 Sstelin (S pands 5o Ly, gL Jlub
0,509, dw ol 3aal 05 oo sloiz] Co Sl ¢ Codgins ol
Jolse i 5 olatdl slacusguze plojen Jolos sl (ol
w2l ol goladl anug o ol 5 Ko slaxl
WS e

G5 g,

5555,y oS snle 5515 53,8 cBam i1 2l g,
ab pll je0 aw o ale g, 3l eolaiul b aS el slass]
Srojer ode o glacl I a VA Lels Bases )l
Ul)"M 9 gLﬁus) 4.:.»494 LJ Ja.u/ua @‘P‘ 6&0&“0 QL.ALM)LS
GrSaigad Ghgy 4 45 oy sladhie 5,4y j0 a2 )l
Claslas 3,k 3l bools cunsd H90 ;0 .aial ol wedan
SIS 5l ool b g (5,915,5 5b (ela i g a8l Lis-Ludass
SLQUA'"L‘“ P9S 490 O W) J.».l?u LSJl"b'" 9 Sy 4)L\
5 O Gl jomy b b glasl sy B s cndizl sl

doddio .
alie pogdle a5 sl gamaiz ol 8 Sliwg, (solaidl aswes
slotsle jl(Supd sbeslon) s sods slbeed b (Jb
Do il (o pae lasles CukS 5 (Kan b slagSll o eloix|
GlaS e rmb slaced )bl haisle ol (610595 2 9525 L
@l b gl ol ol (obisg; Gl vz BB Ll 5
Ol (JLsl slaces d Cudgaze (5l ake 05005 ol
S eael Bl g ey glacsloy; Ges Gl LI soy
aS a0 oo Hlias Plue ol el wilaxlge 25 poe oS50
53l gylin 39208 olol 2 1o glims damgs OSe (oS
islotzl wgolatl wlge Gl Jlite Luly, whog Cod (S
Ban byl gl gyl 09d owyp 5 ol g (Sae
olatdl anngs 5 mlse sunaglsl 5 sanakb (alulis
e e b B Sl oad el hasle Gl jo (bis,
cenlie 5 42 )LS0 Slaceulow (2985 Slp o3V e daCosgacne

o5 oal,8 slailae L,

G (6,15 (Sl Y

wloyw iz (2,50l 0,50, dw 85 Jiagh 5 o9zl
@3l 3,509, (bl el gl jprednsly dnwg 5 elosx]
iy (S8 rlo s 9 ilie 2 Lo polsz (goladl o Sloe o
5 bl gllisle dacwlas (il CodS asl W
wolasdl glacus ) 6 SUSE 0 1 S peea slalgsle
Sz @SS e ooz )ly al 5 Wl eaiS sl S

1] gimne b0 g3 K

SN 6 dexl a5

Oyl e @38 o oMol Bl3T oSl ¢ oS alg ¢ Sl pole 0uSiiils woladl § g e 05,5 1y o]

Email: S.ajafari@iau.ac.ir S xSUl ey


shomami85@gmail.com

Vol.15 Identification and Prioritization of Sociological.../Bagerinia Amiri et al.

N\
JLRI?

D)l 39005 (e Slachns LS o (Bl g IS ale
oLl dnngs 0u STyl wlgo (0 et 5l e Slasl (5908 &2 len 5
st il o s,

G Ao g Sy O

Ol 50 (oling; (solail dnugs a5 wad oo LS iy (slaaidl
Al @) 5 Sl xlgo dtg wads Blge 5l slacgee b o]0
4z 51058 prie Slrwg @l )l 4 Wl e lag)] 51 S 52
slecars wijls |y cuse oKl olul (gunas; ;o solaidl &ilse
Bl o ol el sy (e g ool
Slejen )58 b ol slagb sl 5 (s slacole>
wio) ohome laced b chns 5 golaill slacio b Cosguze
AL g sads Gl g 00,8 Cagi 1) sz 5 9w @2l
piias ol 5olamil dnwsi coplpln ano o LialS |, laliws,
ol ool sloanl b odlol s aSh L LSy 53,54, S
St szl leolliws Gl (Salen Cos® oul S
O3k g dle e dr (o s Jutend (JBigJox 9 2y slacSle s
oy 5 S5l a5 (3L 5 Sl slagisel axwg
g o> YA Dglad  pagh Sl 4 axgr Ll clazl
slagdyl Sl @l phule gl @ T 550l g9
sl @ (eSS slog) 2 g il 5 el laastio sud STl
e S Lis by loge Slillas plowl 05 eols peass 3blis
Slgio goloidiay slacunlw lasaly (o5 (2b3) 5 Gl
g sladsl p (o250 5l U1 g laasdly iy (et Liel anes)
Sl pal B 1) (ol

Jelse ot biameler wln gy @3Labl anu g 0]lgunls
Oyl sl ¢ s Sy sslg

19,98 9 SAS

e 09)5 6 el Lo Bl o (650 Al 5l 485 5l alllan
o ol 331 oKkl ot sy < sl pole oaStils ol

599 5% b Bd> Vel iy Slpess cupe L T0: 5l RS
OBl b ol ail] oats ]S 5,555k Do B3 590 mls cpge
laJodos ogb pal B iy By 4 olitws 5 b2l 65k
285 plosl JlsS 38155 oy 9 SPSS 13310 5 5l eolasl L (g L]
ol bl ;Sle a4 35 AV Ly asliis IS 2l S sl

Gwizs glrassl f
3o D e ool 5 (Ko eleixl (goladl o L
Cald ali ganad) ;o o8 s le a> g5 LB 38105 ooimo oyl
5 TV 5:Kke b goladl milge wolal coeal ke ol 5
PN Sl b (Ko 8 alse 5 pge 4, 0 BV :Sle L

8518 e ks 4,
slecdld jo o li8 Al 39S daamls Sles sosuas, (o
s b aslil Bl et TIVA Sl b oling, (solazdl
Cosgame 5 TV Sl b odsi 5 oolatdl glacs by
590 sloas, 0 F/P0 (Sl b g )lel 5 (o olie 4y (oo s
by drgi peate Co pie 5 (S ydelip B80S )15 g
solatdl slac s j‘ 6’;.]5.5 sbeoks s /7. u..\.ial.uo L
slgsigel 5 b lee ghaw (350mb 5 100 (eSils b sliss
Aiols olaisl og3 4 |y gam sloas, F,FA Sl b 8118
Cavgime FFY 58l b b 5 ol S s Sl
s 9 BT e Sle b Slbls )l g S Jes slacS b
03 oo 39 53 F/VF 5eSilio L 6ysls8 5 alsi slos yslid a4y ogume

Clacasgame a5 wims o lis laazsl pl s, F 15 sl ale

Use y devi d 0 . .
e o2t | How to cite this article:
)

15(4), 123-142.

Bagerinia Amiri, S., Jafari Kelarijani, S. A., Mehrara, A., Shaki, M. H., | Received: 18-08-2026
Varedi, Sh. (2026). Identification and prioritization of sociological and |Revised: 12-10-2026
institutional barriers to rural economic development in Mazandaran |Accepted: 013-10- 2026
Province using the delphi method. Journal of Research & Rural Planning, |Available Online: 13-10-2026

http:/dx.doi.org/10.22067/jrrp.v15i4.2608-1183

Date:

141


http://dx.doi.org/10.22067/jrrp.v15i4.2608-1183


    12 S  m 2   ( n 3 − n )

