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Abstract
Computer attitude of agricultural extension agents in Kermanshah Township In this

study, descriptive correlational research methods were employed to examine computer
attitude of agricultural extension agents and determine factors that influence the attitude
toward computer usage. A stratified sample of extension agents in agricultural
consultant companies at Kermanshah Township was drawn to represent the whole
population (n=70). Based on findings, the majority of extension agents had a positive
computer attitude. This study viewed agents' computer self efficacy variable as an
important variable related to their computer attitude. In terms of predicting extension
agents' computer attitudes, computer self efficacy, usage level of computer, access to
computer, and tenure were found to be the significant predictors of computer attitude.

Key Words: Computer, computer attitude, computer self efficacy, extension agent.
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