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In this study, an attempt was made to examine the perspective of university students and their family members on the agricul-
tural sector, the value they attach to agriculture and their own lands, the level of knowledge and awareness of the agricultural
sector where they are engaged in production activities and make a living, and the importance they attribute to the sustainabil-
ity of agriculture. In addition, the production activities of farmers and their membership in cooperatives or unions were also
examined. The surveys conducted by interviewing a total of 200 participants representing university students and their family
members within the scope of the research constituted the target material of this study. The obtained survey data were exam-
ined and tables containing frequency and percentage parameters were prepared and tried to be interpreted. According to the
results of the research, a significant majority of the participants attribute importance to the integrity of the land and believe
that agriculture is indispensable. Besides, considering the importance of the agricultural sector and the existing agricultural
land, there is a substantial proportion of participants who do not see any harm in non-agricultural use of their lands and state
that they will give up their lands in a possible situation.
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Esponelickuii ynusepcumem Jlegpke, 'emukonazu, Cegephblil Kunp

Aemop, omeemcmaeeHHblii 3a nepenucky: Mypart XenBapku, mhelvaci@eul.edu.tr

B naHHOM MccieJoBaHUU NIPeAIIPUHATA MONbITKA U3YYUTh TOYKY 3pEHUS CTYeHTOB YHUBEPCUTETOB U YIEHOB UX CeMel Ha
CeJbCKOX035IMCTBEHHBIH CEKTOP, OLeHUTh 3HaYeHHe, KOTOPOe OHM MPHUJAIOT CeJbCKOMY XO3SHCTBY M CBOUM COOCTBEHHBIM
3eMJISIM, BbIIBUTb YPOBEHb UX 3HAHUU U OCBEJJOMJIEHHOCTH O CeJIbCKOX03iCTBEHHOM CEKTOpE, B KOTOPOM OHU OCYIeCTBJIA-
10T IPOX3BO/CTBEHHYIO JIesATeJbHOCTb U 3apabaThIBAlOT HA XKU3Hb, a TAKXKe 0 BAXKHOCTH YCTOHYMBOTO CEJIbCKOI'0 X035HCTRa.
KpomMe Toro, 6b11a TaKk)Ke U3ydeHa MPOU3BO/ICTBEHHAS /1esITeIbHOCTh pepMepoB, UX yIacTHe B KoollepaTHBax U coro3ax. 06-
30pbl, MPOBeJIeHHbIE yTeM onpoca B 061el c10KHOCTH 200 y4aCTHUKOB M3 YKCJIA CTYAEHTOB YHUBEPCUTETOB U YJIEHOB UX
ceMel B paMKax MCCIel0BaHusl, COCTAaBUJIM OCHOBHOM MaTepHas 3TOH paboThl. Pe3ybTaThl onpoca U3y4YU/IHN U TOATOTOBUIIN
TabJINIBL, COJleprKallie JaHHbIE 110 YaCTOTE U MPOIeHTHOMY COOTHOILIEHHIO, KOTOPbIe MONbITAJINCh UHTEPIPeTHPoBaThk. Co-
[JIaCHO pe3yJibTaTaM HCCJIe[0BaHHUs, 3Ha4YUTe/IbHOe 60JIbUIMHCTBO YYaCTHUKOB NPU/AIOT 60JIblIOe 3HaYeHHe 11eJI0CTHOCTH
3eMJIM U CYHTAIOT, YTO 6€3 CeJbCKOro X03sicTBa He 060HTHCh. KpoMe TOro, yYHThIBasi BaXKHOCTh CEJIbCKOX035IMCTBEHHOIO
CeKTOpa U CyLeCTBYOLUX CeIbCKOX03NCTBEHHbIX YIOJUH, BBISICHU/I0Ch, YTO 3HAYUTe/IbHAsA 0J151 yYaCTHUKOB He BUJUT HU-
KaKoro BpeJia B HeCeJIbCKOX03CTBEHHOM HCI0JIb30BaHHUU CBOUX 3€MeJlb, 3asBJISIS, YTO OHU FOTOBBI OTKA3aTbCsA OT CBOUX
3eMeJlb B ONpe/ieJIeHHbIX 00CTOSATe/IbCTBAX.

Katoueessle ca08a: cenbckoe X03sUCTBO, pepMepCTBO, MEPCIEKTUBBI JJIs CEJIbCKOTO X03SHCTBA, Y/I0BJIETBOPEHHOCTD CEJIb-
CKHM X03SIMCTBOM

BaazodapHocmu: aBTOpHI 6J1arofapAT pelieH3eHTOB 3a UX BKJ/IaJ B 3KCIEPTHYIO OLeHKY 3TOH paboThl.
Aas yumuposanusi: Xensaxu M., [xke6epku 3., AiukuH M.A. O603peHue B3I/IA/10B CTY/IEHTOB YHUBEPCHUTETOB Ha CeJb-

CKOXO0351IHCTBEHHOE NPOU3BOACTBO. Tpydsbl no npukaadHoll 6omaHuke, ceHemuke u cesnexkyuu. 2022;183(2):183-193. DOI:
10.30901/2227-8834-2022-1-183-193

TPY/IbI 110 TPUKJIAZTHOM BOTAHUKE, TEHETUKE U CEJIEKLIWH /
PROCEEDINGS ON APPLIED BOTANY, GENETICS AND BREEDING. 2022;183(2):183-193



mailto:mhelvaci@eul.edu.tr

Helvaci M., Cebeci E., Askin M.A.

. 183(2),2022 o

Introduction

At the absolute starting point of agribusiness, tracker
finders took care of around 4 million individuals around the
world (Cohen, 1995). Present-day horticulture currently
takes care of more than 7.6 million individuals (FAO, 2018).
In the past 50 years, agricultural profitability has expanded
in the creation of yields and domesticated animals, extraor-
dinarily preferred by the expanded utilization of composts,
water system, rural apparatus, pesticides, and soil treatment
component from the “Green Revolution” (Tilman et al., 2001).
New methodologies are presently being utilized in agribusi-
ness to coordinate natural and biological procedures into
food creation and limit the utilization of these non-renew-
able inputs which have harmful effects on the earth and on
the health of farmers and consumers. The economy of the
Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC) has horticul-
ture as its spine, which contributes enormously to its total
national output (GDP), business, exports, and the provision
of raw materials for its industry. Turkish agricultural produc-
tion is expanding on account of the utilization of more hard-
ware, work, water system, manures, and a superior assort-
ment of plants. The assorted variety of its atmosphere makes
it possible to deliver numerous kinds of yields, for example,
tea, apple, different nuts, onions, eggplant, pecans, cabbage,
potatoes, rye, oats, sunflower, and different oilseeds, olives,
and organic citrus products. We notice up to 60% of the fi-
nancially dynamic populace of sub-Saharan Africa and parts
of Asia working fundamentally in horticulture, and an almost
similar division lives in provincial zones. Numerous individu-
als living in rural zones of the creating scene are poor, and
then again, the majority of the world’s poor live in country
regions: up to 70-75%, as indicated by M. Ravallion etal,,
(2007). For G. C. V. Viola etal. (2016), to create and convey
satisfactorily, excellent food will be one of the most signifi-
cant difficulties for humankind in the following century. The
agronomic practice, kinds of machines, technological level,
just as the quantities and sorts of materials utilized, can
change as indicated by the type of harvest, the mode of im-
plementation, the nation (even the area of development),
and the conditions prevailing in the atmosphere. These are
the various parameters that influence the inputs and the out-
puts of the development procedure. Because of its positive
and negative impacts, agricultural production efficiency is
not limited to the basic fact of yields and domesticated ani-
mals but brings together the environmental aspects, such as
biodiversity, soil preservation, and rural landscape, the social
perspective by dealing with food security, farming business,
and personal satisfaction of the laborers.

Finally, the financial viewpoint matters, such as the ex-
pansion of production, salaries of the producers, and im-
provement of the marketing states. However, there are wor-
ries in the developing world about the monetary, natural, and
social expenses of such achievement. Incorporated cultivating
frameworks can give an approach to address these worries
while expanding maintainability (Hendrickson et al,, 2008).
Monetary measures and natural guidelines have been taken
by legislatures of OECD nations to meet the challenges of the
day (OECD..,, 2012).

Around the globe, farming creation is critical to make up
for human food necessity. To this end, this examination aimed
to observe the views of foreign, TRNC and Turkish students
from the European University of Lefke. The objectives of this
study were: (i) to identity the contribution of agricultural pro-
duction systems, (ii) to determine the socio-economic factors
in all selected countries’ agricultural production area, and

(iii) to evaluate the level of satisfaction with their agricultural
production incomes.

Materials and methods

The main material of the study consists of the data ob-
tained from the questionnaires offered to 200 students (for-
eign students, students from Turkey and the TRNC) who con-
tinue their education in different university faculties and de-
partments. This survey was prepared as 13 questions to find
out the percentage of the agricultural production income
within the families, questions about their welfare, and about
the level of their satisfaction: if they were satisfied with agri-
cultural production and whether the income from agricultur-
al production was enough to cover their basic needs.
0. K. Uysal (2015) used a questionnaire in the research. Dur-
ing this study, a questionnaire was also used. For the survey,
a questionnaire was prepared describing which country peo-
ple live in, what their social life status is, whether one or more
of their families were engaged in agriculture, and if they were,
how many decares (da) they have in their business and what
they grow in this area.

In order to determine the views of students on agricul-
tural production in the countries they live in, 5 different mod-
els were identified. The answers given by students to the
questions with a five-point scale of attitude towards the farm-
ing profession and agricultural production goals were consid-
ered as dependent variables.

In this study, it was assumed that students’ attitudes to-
wards agricultural activities were affected by two different
sets of explanatory variables, namely their socio-demograph-
ic characteristics and the technical and economic characteris-
tics of the agricultural enterprise.

Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 24.0 soft-
ware was used for statistical analysis of the research data. The
distribution of the participants according to their socio-de-
mographic characteristics, some characteristics of their own
and their families’ farming status, the products grown by the
participants and their families, and some views on the farm-
ing profession was determined by the frequency analysis. The
Pearson chi-square test was used to compare some of the
views of the participants on the farming profession by coun-
try, and the findings were shown in cross tables.

Results

During this study, the data were obtained from the ques-
tionnaires offered to 200 students (foreign students, students
from Turkey and the TRNC) who continue their education at
different university faculties and departments. This survey
was prepared as 13 questions to find out the percentage of
the agricultural production income within the families, ques-
tions about their welfare, and questions about their satisfac-
tion level: if they were satisfied with agricultural production
and whether the income from agricultural production was
enough to cover their basic needs.

Distribution of the participants according to their socio-
demographic characteristics is shown in Table 1: 49.0% of the
participants were Zimbabwean, 35.5% Pakistani and 15.5%
Turkey/TRNC nationals; 90.5% of them were in the 18-30 age
group, 79.0% had undergraduate education, 16.0% had
2 people at home, 13.0% had 3 people, 19.0% had 4 people,
27.5% were determined to have 5 individuals, and 24.5% of
them had 6 individuals or more in their families. Social secu-
rity was recorded for 74.5%, a home for 87.0%, a second
home for 44.5%, an automobile for 69.0%, a tractor for 37.0%,
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Table 1. Distribution of the participants according to their socio-demographic characteristics (N = 200)

Ta6smmua 1. PacnpeseieHue y4aCTHHKOB I10 UX COLMAIbHO-AeMorpaduyeckum xapakrepucrukam (N = 200)

Characteristic Meaning Freq. Percent (%)
Zimbabwe 98 49.0
Country Pakistan 71 35.5
Turkey/TRNC 31 15.5
18-30 181 90.5
Age 31-50 7 3.5
51+ 12 6.0
Primary School 4 2.0
High School 15 7.5
Education
Undergraduate 158 79.0
Postgraduate 23 11.5
2 32 16.0
3 26 13.0
Number of individuals in the house 4 38 19.0
5 55 27.5
6+ 49 24.5
Social Security 149 74.5
House 174 87.0
Second House 89 445
Automobile 138 69.0
Welfare Levels
Tractor 74 37.0
Phone 168 84.0
Mobile Phone 185 92.5
Computer 174 87.0

a telephone for 84.0%; 92.5% of the participants had a mobile
phone, and 87.0% had a computer.

The distribution of the participants according to some
characteristics of their own and their families’ farming status
is shown in Table 2.

When Table 2 was evaluated, it was seen that 57.5% of the
participants who were involved in agriculture were 15-
39 years old, 24.0% were 41-49 years old, and 15.5% were
50 years old and above. It was determined that 39.5% of the
individuals involved in agriculture in their families were only
men, 8.0% were only women, and 52.5% were both men and
women; 46.5% of the participants had 1-10 years of experi-
ence in agricultural production, 28.0% had 11-25 years,
14.0% had 26-39 years, and 11.5% had 40 years or more of
experience in agricultural production. It was observed that
32.5% of the respondents had the share of agricultural in-
come in their total income 20% or less, 23.0% had 21-40%,
and 27.5% had 41-60%. Besides, it was determined that
37.5% of the participants had 0-10 da, 17.5% had 11-20 da,
26.0% had 21-50 da, and 13.0% had 51-100 da of land.

The findings regarding the distribution of the participants
and their families according to the products they grow are
given in Table 3. The evaluation of Table 3 showed that 51.0%
of the respondents and their families cultivated field crops
(potato, corn, barley, wheat, etc.), 40.50% produced vegeta-
bles (tomato, melon, watermelon, etc.), and 27.50% produced
fruit (citrus, apricot, peach, etc.). Besides, it was observed that
29.50% of the participants and their families were involved in
animal husbandry, and 11.50% in greenhouse production.

The distribution of the agricultural organizations where
the participants were members is shown in the Figure. It was
determined that 17.0% of the respondents were members of
the Chamber of Agricultural Engineers, 34.0% were members
of cooperatives/associations, and 49.0% were members of
non-governmental organizations.

The distribution of the participants according to some of
their views on the farming profession is shown in Table 4.
When Table 4 was evaluated, 26.5% of the respondents were
very much satisfied with farming, 18.5% were quite satisfied,
28.5% were partially satisfied, 13.5% were little satisfied, and
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Table 2. Distribution of the participants according to some characteristics of their own and their families’
farming status (N = 200)

Ta6iuna 2. Pacnpese/ieHre y4aCTHUKOB B COOTBETCTBUHU C HEKOTOPHIMHU XapaKTePUCTUKAMH UX COGCTBEHHOTO
depmepckoro craTyca u craryca ux cemeit (N = 200)

Characteristic Meaning Freq. Percent (%)
7-14 6 3.0
Age distribution of family members who are 15-39 115 >7:5
interested in agriculture 40-49 48 24.0
50+ 31 15.5
Man 79 395
Conder dstionfamiy members o e | yoan 1
Both 105 52.5
1-10 93 46.5
11-25 56 28.0
Experience in agricultural production
26-39 28 14.0
40+ 23 11.5
<20% 65 325
21-40% 46 23.0
Share of agricultural income in total income 41-60% 55 27.5
61-80% 27 13.5
>80% 7 3.5
0-10 75 37.5
11-20 35 17.5
Size of land (da) 21-50 52 26.0
51-100 26 13.0
101+ 12 6.0

Table 3. Distribution of participants and their families according to the products they grow (N = 200)

Ta6smmua 3. Pacnipeje/ieHre Y4aCTHUKOB U YJIEHOB UX CEMEN B COOTBETCTBUM C MPOAYKIMEH,
KOTOpY10 oHHY BeipamuBawT (N = 200)

Products Freq. Percent (%)
Field crops (potato, corn, barley, wheat, etc.) 102 51.00
Vegetable growing (tomato, melon, watermelon, etc.) 81 40.50
Fruit production (citrus, apricot, peach, etc.) 55 27.50
Animal husbandry 59 29.50
Greenhouse production 23 11.50
TPY/IbI 110 TPUK/JIAZJHOM BOTAHUKE, TEHETUKE Y CEJIEKLIUU / 187
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Membership

B Chamber of Agricultural
Engineers

H Cooperative / Association

= Non-governmental
Organization

Figure. Agricultural organizations where the participants were members
PucyHok. Ce/IbCKOX035IiICTBEHHbIE OPTraHU3aLMH, B KOTOPBIX COCTOSI/IM YYaCTHUKHU

Table 4. Distribution of the participants according to some of their views on the farming profession (N = 200)

Ta6suna 4. PacnpesesieHue y4aCTHUKOB B COOTBETCTBHU C HEKOTOPBIMHU UX B3IAAAMU
Ha ¢pepmepckylo npodeccuio (N = 200)

Characteristic Meaning Freq. Percent (%)
Not 26 13.0
Little 27 13.5
Satisfaction with farming Partially 57 28.5
Quite 37 18.5
Very much 53 26.5
Not 21 10.5
Little 30 15.0
Wantlng the children to deal with farming Partially 63 315
in the future
Quite 36 18.0
Very much 50 25.0
Not 14 7.0
Little 36 18.0
Gettlng.basw needs from the farming Partially 54 27.0
profession
Quite 48 24.0
Very much 48 24.0
Not 50 25.0
Little 43 21.5
Thinking about leaving farming Partially 74 37.0
Quite 20 10.0
Very much 13 6.5
188 TPY/IbI [10 IPUKJIAZJHOM BOTAHUKE, TEHETUKE U CEJIEKLIUK /
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13.0% were not satisfied at all with farming. It was deter-
mined that 25.0% of the participants wanted very much that
their children would farm in the future, 18.0% quite wanted,
31.5% partially wanted, 15.0% little wanted, and 10.5% did
not want them to farm at all. Among the individuals who par-
ticipated in the survey, 24.0% could meet their basic needs
completely by farming, 24.0% were quite able to do it, 27.0%
partially, 18.0% could meet some of their basic needs, and
7.0% could not meet their basic needs by farming.

It was determined that 6.5% of the participants wanted
very much to quit farming, 10.0% quite wanted, 37.0% par-
tially wanted, 21.5% little wanted, and 25.0% did not want to
quit farming at all.

The distribution of the participants according to some of
their views on farming is shown in Table 5. When Table 5 was
evaluated, it was observed that 34.0% of the participants as-
sessed as “partially important” the statement “I want to spend
the lowest costs for agricultural production”, and 31.5% as-
sessed in the same way the statement “I want to take the least
risk in production and marketing”. It was determined that
29.5% answered “partially important” to the statement
“I want the family labor to work in non-agricultural jobs”;
42.5% of the respondents marked as “very much important”
the statement “I want to keep my existing land and my other

assets and transfer them to future generations”, and 40.5%
similarly answered to the statement “I want to obtain the
highest profit by experimenting with innovations and using
additional resources”. The statement “I want to use more agri-
cultural machines in agricultural production” was regarded as
“very important” by 43.5% of the respondents, “I want to pay
my debts” by 42.5%, “I want to buy new agricultural equip-
ment and want to renew the existing one” by 34.0%, “I want
to produce on more land” by 42.5%, and “I prefer to live in the
city” was scored as “very important” by 31.5% of the respon-
dents.

Table 6 shows the results of the Pearson chi-square test
for the comparison of the participants’ satisfaction with farm-
ing by country. When Table 6 was examined, it was deter-
mined that there is a statistically significant difference be-
tween the satisfaction of the participants with farming ac-
cording to their country (p < 0.05). Participants from Turkey/
TRNC were found to be less satisfied with farming than par-
ticipants from Zimbabwe or Pakistan.

In Table 7, the results of the Pearson chi-square test are
given for the comparison of the status of the individuals in-
cluded in the study who want their children to be farmers in
the future according to their countries. According to Table 7,
it was determined that there was a statistically significant dif-

Table 5. Distribution of the participants according to some of their views on farming (N = 200)

Ta6smmua 5. PacnpeseieHue y4aCTHUKOB B COOTBETCTBHU C HEKOTOPBIMM UX B3IVIAAAMM
Ha ¢pepmepcKylo npodeccuio (N = 200)

Not Little Partially Quite Very much

Views on farming important important important important important
n % n % n % n % n %

[ want to spend the lowest costs for 20 | 100 | 28 | 140 | 68 | 340 | 43 | 215 | 41 | 205
agricultural production
[ want to tal_(e the least risk in production g 40 34 170 63 315 47 235 48 24.0
and marketing
[ want to keep my existing land and my
other assets and transfer them to future 8 4.0 19 9.5 42 21.0 46 23.0 85 42.5
generations
[ want to obtain the highest profit by
experimenting with innovations and using 9 4.5 27 13.5 40 20.0 43 21.5 81 40.5
additional resources
I want to use more agricultural machines
. . . 13 6.5 17 8.5 35 17.5 48 24.0 87 435
in agricultural production
I want t-o do my agricultural activities with 21 105 30 15.0 60 300 50 250 39 195
the family labor
[ want to pay my debts 16 8.0 19 9.5 35 17.5 43 215 87 43.5
I'want to buy new agricultural equipment |, | 5o | 53 | 195 | 52 | 260 | 43 | 215 | 68 | 340
and want to renew the existing one
[ want to produce on more land 10 5.0 16 8.0 43 21.5 46 23.0 85 42.5
[ want to make a reasonable profit with 8 40 11 55 38 19.0 55 275 88 44.0
the resources I have
[ want the family labor to work in non- 27 | 135 | 40 | 200 | 59 | 295 | 40 | 200 | 34 | 17.0
agricultural jobs
[ prefer to live in the city 30 15.0 27 13.5 49 24.5 31 15.5 63 315
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Table 6. Comparison of the participants’ satisfaction with farming by country (N = 200)

Ta6una 6. CpaBHEeHUE Y/I0BJIETBOPEHHOCTH YYACTHHUKOB CeJIbCKUM X03sicTBOM no crpaHaMm (N = 200)

Satisfaction with farming

Country Not/Little Partially Very much/Quite X? p
n % n % n %
Zimbabwe 15 15,31 32 32,65 51 52.04
Pakistan 25 35,21 14 19,72 32 45.07
17.041 0.002*
Turkey/TRNC 13 41,94 11 35,48 7 22.58
Total 53 26,50 57 28,50 90 45.00

Note: * p < 0.05

[IpumeuaHnue: * p < 0,05

Table 7. Comparison of the participants’ desire for their children to become farmers in the future
by country (N = 200)

Ta6smmna 7. CpaBHeHMeE CTeNleHHU YKeJIaHUA YYaCTHUKOB, YTOOBI UX AEeTH B OyAyleM cTaau pepmepamu,
no crpanaMm (N = 200)

Wanting the children to deal with farming in the future
Country Not/Little Partially Very much/Quite X? p
n % n % n %
Zimbabwe 17 17.35 27 27.55 54 55.10
Pakistan 22 30.99 25 35.21 24 33.80
13.331 0.010*
Turkey/TRNC 12 38.71 11 35.48 8 25.81
Total 51 25.50 63 31.50 86 43.00

Note: * p < 0.05
[Ipumeuanue: * p < 0,05

ference between the participants’ degree of wanting their
children to be farmers in the future according to their coun-
tries (p < 0.05). The rate of Zimbabwean participants wanting
their children to be farmers in the future was found to be sig-
nificantly higher than that of the respondents from Pakistan
and Turkey/TRNC.

In Table 8, the results of the Pearson chi-square test,
which was conducted to compare the participants’ ability to
meet their basic needs by farming, are given. When Table 8
was examined, it was determined that the difference between
the participants’ ability to meet their basic needs by farming
according to their country is at a statistically significant level
(p < 0.05). The rate of meeting the basic needs of the partici-
pants from Zimbabwe by farming was found to be significant-
ly higher than that of the participants from Pakistan or Tur-
key/TRNC. In addition, the rate of meeting the basic needs of
the Pakistani participants by farming was higher than that of
the participants from Turkey/TRNC.

In Table 9, the results of the Pearson chi-square test are
shown for the comparison of the desire of the individuals in-
cluded in the study to quit farming according to their country.
When Table 9 was examined, it was determined that there
was no statistically significant difference between the states
of the participants who consider quitting farming according
to their country (p > 0.05).

In Table 10, the results of the Pearson Chi-square test,
which was conducted to compare some of the views of the

participants about farming according to their countries, are
given. According to the respondents’ countries, “I want to
spend the lowest costs for agricultural production”, “I want to
use more agricultural machines in agricultural production”,
“I want to do my agricultural activities with the family labor”,
“I want to buy new agricultural equipment and want to renew
the existing one”, “I want the family labor to work in non-agri-
cultural jobs” and “I prefer to live in the city” statements
showed no statistically significant difference (p > 0.05). A sta-
tistically significant difference was found between the re-
sponses of the participants to the statement “I want to take
the least risk in production and marketing” (p < 0.05). The
rate of Pakistani nationals responding to this statement as
“Not/Little” was higher than that of the other participants. It
was determined that there was a statistically significant dif-
ference between the answers of the individuals participating
in the research to the statement “I want to keep my existing
land and my other assets and transfer them to future genera-
tions” (p < 0.05). Zimbabwean nationals had a higher rate of
responding to this statement as “Quite/Very much” compared
to the other respondents. A statistically significant difference
was found between the responses of the participants to the
statement “I want to obtain the highest profit by experiment-
ing with innovations and using additional resources”
(p < 0.05). Zimbabwean nationals had a higher rate of re-
sponding to this statement as “Quite/Very much” compared
to the other participants. There was a statistically significant
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Table 8. Comparison of the participants’ ability to meet their basic needs by farming by country (N = 200)

Ta6s1mna 8. CpaBHeHHE CIOCOGHOCTH YYACTHUKOB Y/ 0BJIETBOPATH CBOM OCHOBHbIE IIOTPEGHOCTH

3a cYeT CeJIbCKOro Xo3siicTBa no crpadam (N = 200)

Getting basic needs from the farming profession
Country Not/Little Partially Very much/Quite X? p
n % n % n %
Zimbabwe 15 15.31 22 22.45 61 62.24
Pakistan 27 38.03 16 22.54 28 39.44
26.144 0.000*
Turkey/TRNC 8 25.81 16 51.61 7 22.58
Total 50 25.00 54 27.00 96 48.00

Note: * p < 0.05

[Ipumeyanue: * p < 0,05

Table 9. Comparison of the participants’ thinking to leave farming by country (N = 200)

Ta6suna 9. CpaBHeHUe MHEHHH Y4aCTHUKOB IO CTPAaHaM 0 TOM, YTOGbI 0OCTaBUTHL ¢pepmepcTBo (N = 200)

Thinking about leaving farming
Country Not/Little Partially Very much/Quite X2 p
n % n % n %
Zimbabwe 46 46.94 37 37.76 15 15.31
Pakistan 35 49.30 22 30.99 14 19.72
3.097 0.542
Turkey/TRNC 12 38.71 15 48.39 4 12.90
Total 93 46.50 74 37.00 33 16.50
Table 10. Comparison of some of the participants’ views on farming by country (N = 200)
Ta6suna 10. CpaBHeHHe HEKOTOPBIX MHEHUH YYaCTHUKOB O CeJIbCKOM X035l cTBe no crpadHam (N = 200)
Zimbabwe Pakistan Turkey/TRNC
Views on farming Imp. X? p
n % n % n %
Not/Little 17 17.35 | 23 32.39 8 25.81
[ want to spend the
lowest costs for agri- Partially 34 34.69 | 25 35.21 9 29.03 6.666 0.155
cultural production
Quite/Very much 47 4796 | 23 32.39 14 45.16
Not/Little 14 14.29 | 23 32.39 5 16.13
[ want to take the
least risk in produc- Partially 29 29.59 | 23 32.39 11 35.48 10.927 0.027*
tion and marketing
Quite/Very much 55 56.12 25 35.21 15 48.39
[ want to keep my Not/Little 6 6.12 16 22.54 5 16.13
existing land and my
other assets and Partially 9 9.18 20 28.17 13 41.94 34.113 0.000*
transfer them to fu-
ture generations Quite/Very much 83 84.69 | 35 49.30 13 41.94
[ want to obtain the Not/Little 13 13.27 | 20 28.17 3 9.68
highest profit by ex- i .
perimenting with in- Partially 14 14.29 | 14 19.72 12 38.71 16.906 0.002
novations and using
additional resources | Quite/Very much 71 72.45 | 37 52.11 16 51.61
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Table 10. The end
Ta6auna 10. OKoHYaHHEe

Zimbabwe Pakistan Turkey/TRNC
Views on farming Imp. X? P
n % n % n %
I Want to use more NOt/thtle 10 10.20 13 18.31 7 22.58
agricultural ma- Partially 15 | 1531 | 15 | 2113 | 5 16.13 5.438 0.245
chines in agricultural
production Quite/Verymuch | 73 | 74.49 | 43 | 60.56 19 61.29
Not/Little 30 30.61 | 16 22.54 5 16.13
[ want to do my agri-
cultural activities Partially 30 30.61 20 28.17 10 32.26 3.902 0.419
with the family labor
Quite/Very much 38 38.78 | 35 49.30 16 51.61
Not/Little 9 9.18 17 23.94 9 29.03
é‘é‘g‘t‘;t to pay my Partially 13 | 1327 | 16 | 2254 | 6 19.35 14.676 | 0.005*
Quite/Very much 76 77.55 | 38 53.52 16 51.61
I want to buy new Not/Little 11 | 1122 | 19 | 26.76 7 22.58
agricultural equip- Partially 26 | 2653 | 16 | 2254 | 10 32.26 8.202 0.084
ment and want to re-
new the existingone | Quite/Verymuch | 61 | 62.24 | 36 | 50.70 14 45.16
Not/Little 8 8.16 15 21.13 3 9.68
[ want to produce on Partially 17 | 1735 | 16 | 2254 | 10 32.26 10.505 | 0.033*
more land
Quite/Very much 73 7449 | 40 56.34 18 58.06
Not/Little 6 6.12 10 14.08 3 9.68
[ want to make a rea-
sonable profit with Partially 11 11.22 21 29.58 6 19.35 14.039 0.007*
the resources I have
Quite/Very much 81 82.65 | 40 56.34 22 70.7
Not/Little 30 30.61 | 28 39.44 9 29.03
[ want the family la-
bor to work in non- Partially 31 31.63 17 23.94 11 35.48 2.483 0.648
agricultural jobs
Quite/Very much 37 37.76 | 26 36.62 11 35.48
Not/Little 24 24.49 22 30.99 11 35.48
Icif;;efer tolive in the Partially 30 | 3061| 13 | 1831 | 6 19.35 4.499 0.343
Quite/Very much 44 4490 | 36 50.70 14 45.16
Note: * p < 0.05
[Ipumeyanue: * p < 0,05
difference between the answers given by the respondents to Discussion

the statement “I want to pay my debts” (p < 0.05). Zimbabwe-
an nationals had a higher rate of responding to this statement
as “Quite/Very much” compared to the other participants.
A statistically significant difference was found between the
answers given by the participants to the statement “I want to
produce on more land” (p < 0.05). Zimbabwean nationals had
a higher rate of responding to this statement as “Quite/Very
much” compared to the other participants.

It was determined that the difference between the re-
sponses of the individuals included in the study to the state-
ment “I want to make a reasonable profit with the resources
[ have” was statistically significant (p < 0.05). The rate of Pak-
istani national responding as “Quite/Very much” to this state-
ment was lower than that of the other participants.

In this study, an attempt was made to examine the per-
spective of university students and their family members on
the agricultural sector, the value they attach to agriculture
and their own lands, the level of knowledge and awareness of
the agricultural sector wherein they perform their production
activities and make a living, and the importance they attribute
to the sustainability of agriculture. Besides, the production
activities of farmers and their membership in cooperatives or
unions were also examined. According to the results of the re-
search, a significant majority of the participants attribute im-
portance to the integrity of the land and believe that agricul-
ture is indispensable. In addition, considering the importance
of the agricultural sector and the existing agricultural land,
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there is a substantial proportion of participants who do not
see any harm in the non-agricultural use of their lands and
who state that they will give up their lands in a possible situa-
tion.

Conclusion

In this study, which was conducted with involvement of
university students and their families, we tried to evaluate
the opinions of students and their family members dealing
with farming on the agricultural sector and their thoughts
about the sustainability of agriculture. It is among the posi-
tive results of this survey that more than half of the family
members are satisfied with their current production activi-
ties, that they will continue production in the same way next
year, and that they recommend their work to others. Mean-
while, the fact that approximately 10% of the respondents
consider farming for their children is due to the fact that stu-
dents and their family members engaged in agriculture are
concerned about the future of agriculture, which is the sector
that involves the highest risks and uncertainties in the pro-
duction phase. It will be greatly beneficial to increase agricul-
tural extension studies in order to inform students and their
family members about the developments in the agricultural
sector, reach the right information, make agricultural produc-
tion more conscious, and draw attention to the sustainability
of agriculture and the importance of soil integrity. In addition,
important tasks fall on the press and broadcasting media in
terms of enhancing informative advertising or public spots on
the subject.
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