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Abstract: The decline in the young population in rural areas has led to a shortage of skilled
labor in agriculture. While the use of technology and capital is often suggested as a solution,
it may not be sufficient, especially with the aging rural population. The goal of this study
was to examine the factors influencing young people’s decisions to stay in agriculture,
and propose solutions. On the other hand, this study presents policy recommendations
aimed at strengthening implementation tools for sustainable development and revitalizing
global partnerships under SDG 17. Data were collected through surveys with 2398 young
individuals aged 15–29 across 27 rural settlements in Turkey. A binary logit regression
model was used to analyze the probability of young people remaining in agriculture. The
results show that, similar to studies in developing economies, young men were more likely
to stay in agriculture than young women. Additionally, having personal income or assets,
as well as larger land and livestock holdings in the household, increased the likelihood of
staying in agriculture. Conversely, migration from households and higher education levels
decreased the probability. The study emphasizes the need for projects that improve the
welfare of rural youth. Economic development alone is insufficient; policies integrating
agricultural and social factors, including family dynamics, could be more effective in
ensuring youth retention in agriculture and supporting sustainable agricultural production.

Keywords: rural area; agriculture; rural youth; sustainability; SDG17

1. Introduction
On a global scale, the rural population has entered a rapid downward trend since

the 1990s. Especially in economies with higher and higher-middle income, it is observed
that rural population rates have negative values. According to the World Bank data, the
proportion of rural population in the world is 42.66%, with a decrease of 3.86% in the last
five years [1]. It would not be wrong to say that rural migration plays the most effective
role in this proportional decrease [2]. In the historical process, there are many factors that
trigger rural migration. These elements exhibit variations across different time periods
and also demonstrate differences when examined at the global scale, in contrast to the
smallest administrative units [3–5]. Despite this difference, the factors that are basically
ongoing and have had a significant impact in recent years are economic inequality between
rural and urban regions and the differences in social welfare and educational opportunities,
mechanization and modernization in agriculture, and climate change [6].

The rural population is largely characterized as an agricultural one. Therefore, increasing
rural migration leads to a decrease in the agricultural population and an increase in labor
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migration. In the literature, there are opinions that rural migration can have positive effects on
agricultural production and rural development, as well as negative effects [7–9]. Regarding
labor productivity, there may be a more effective and efficient use of the workforce [10,11],
but there may also be a decrease in qualified labor and in agricultural productivity [12,13].
Regarding the amount of cultivated land, in contrast to the view that rural-to-urban migration
decreases the amount of cultivated land [8,14–17], it is believed that it may contribute to
providing capital resources for agricultural improvements and land acquisitions [18]. Another
difference of opinion regarding the impact of rural migration on agricultural production
regards the use of agricultural technology. On one hand, it is stated that it could lead to the
deterioration and abandonment of traditional agricultural practices dependent on the labor
force, and as a result, technology cannot be transferred. On the other hand, it is suggested
that migration can contribute to the development of more modern technologies in rural areas
through foreign exchange investments and increase agricultural income by increasing the
scale of enterprises [19–21].

With the increase in technology and capital use, agriculture has become a business
that can be managed from urban areas by many people with agricultural experience and
has played an active role in the decrease in the rural population. However, the fact that
migration from rural to urban areas is a mode of household migration has led to the youth
moving away from agriculture, while decreasing the interest of rural youth in agriculture
and becoming a sociological phenomenon that is effective on their decision to migrate.
Although there are numerous factors driving rural-to-urban youth migration, recent studies
indexed in Web of Science and Scopus indicate that current research predominantly focuses
on agriculture-related issues such as climate change, technology, land inheritance, social
and human capital, farm structures, agricultural income, and young people’s sense of
belonging [22,23]. The acceleration of these studies on the relationship between rural youth
and agriculture proves that the increase in technology use and capital transfer cannot be
effective in the long term in terms of the sustainability of agricultural production without
the rural youth remaining in agriculture. Indeed, considering that agriculture is a branch of
activity carried out in rural areas, it seems necessary for educated and qualified rural youth
to remain in agriculture in terms of the sustainability and development of agriculture.

The problem of the decline and aging of the agricultural population, especially in low-
and middle-income economies, is discussed, and the search for solutions to encourage the
rural young population to remain in agriculture continues [24,25]. As in many developing
countries, the proportion of young population is high in Türkiye, and this rural population
is transferred to urban areas. In particular, the tendency of the educated, young and active
population to migrate constantly means that people who have the capacity to operate using
modern production techniques leave the agricultural sector [26,27]. This situation is pro-
posed to adversely affect the operator profile in the agricultural sector in the coming years.
As a matter of fact, the importance of young people’s experiences with their agricultural
roots is undeniable, as is that of mechanization and modern agricultural practices.

The continued engagement of youth in agriculture plays a strategic role in achieving
the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), particularly in the areas of food security, rural
economic development, climate change mitigation, and agricultural innovation. In this
context, there is a strong and direct linkage between youth retention in agriculture and
several specific SDGs, including SDG 2 (Zero Hunger), SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic
Growth), SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and Production), SDG 13 (Climate Action),
and SDG 17 (Partnerships for the Goals). Unleashing the potential of the agricultural
sector and ensuring an adequate level of food production largely depend on the effective
integration of the younger population into agricultural activities. The active participation
of young farmers is therefore crucial to the achievement of SDG 2 targets [28–30]. While
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SDG 8 does not explicitly prioritize agriculture, its emphasis on “decent work” aligns with
the need to improve the quality of agricultural employment. Globally, agriculture is often
perceived as a low-income and low-status sector, reinforcing the necessity for subsidies and
state support. Consequently, making agriculture a viable and attractive source of income
for young people has become a matter of urgency [31]. Furthermore, young individuals are
generally more open to adopting innovative and environmentally sustainable practices,
offering a significant advantage in promoting climate-resilient agricultural methods. In this
regard, the contributions of young farmers to achieving the goals outlined in SDG 12 and
SDG 13 should not be underestimated [32–34].

However, current socio-economic conditions present a number of structural barriers
that hinder the sustained participation of rural youth in agriculture. These barriers include
limited access to capital and financial services, difficulties in land acquisition, insufficient
agricultural training and knowledge, restricted access to technology and digital tools, nega-
tive social perceptions, the low attractiveness of rural life, and inadequate public policies.
These multifaceted challenges indicate that youth retention in agriculture should not be
considered solely from an economic perspective, but also in terms of social equity, equal
opportunity, and quality of life. From the standpoint of SDG 11 (Sustainable Cities and
Communities), empowering rural youth to remain engaged in agricultural production is
also essential for maintaining the rural–urban balance and achieving inclusive development.
Therefore, enhancing youth participation in agriculture is indispensable for ensuring a more
equitable distribution of welfare and sustainable rural development. In overcoming these
challenges, both national and international cooperation and coordination are necessary. In
this context, SDG 17 provides a comprehensive framework for developing partnerships,
knowledge sharing, access to financial resources, and inclusive policy mechanisms that sup-
port the integration of youth into agriculture. Sustained youth involvement in agriculture
cannot be achieved through individual efforts alone; rather, it requires multi-stakeholder,
long-term, and inclusive collaborations. Thus, implementing structural transformations
that enable young people to remain in agriculture is of paramount importance for the
successful realization of the Sustainable Development Goals [35,36]. In summary, while the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) serve as a driving force for youth engagement in
agriculture, the continued involvement of young people in agriculture also plays a pivotal
role in achieving these goals. Regarding the agricultural production areas, Türkiye is a rich
country in terms of production patterns and systems due to its climatic and geographical
differences. However, the differences among the regions in terms of both agricultural and
economic development are at a level that cannot be ignored. It can be stated that there
is a similar distribution in economies of many countries. In this respect, studies address-
ing the relationship between rural youth and agriculture are carried out on a regional or
sub-regional basis in terms of scope. Although these studies are important in terms of
regional development policies, they are criticized for not reflecting the whole country. In
order to increase rural welfare, ensure the development of agricultural production and
achieve sustainability in agriculture, studies that could reveal the structure of economies
are needed in order to develop policies and practices to encourage the young population
to stay in agriculture and specialize. This study aimed to determine the tendency of the
young population to stay in agriculture in Türkiye, and to develop solution proposals for
this. In other words, this study seeks to answer the question of what factors could influence
young people to remain in agriculture and aims to develop recommendations to ensure
their continued participation in the agricultural sector. This study, which covered all of
Türkiye, is important in terms of shedding light on rural development and agricultural
policies, with the problems and solution proposals it identifies. Particularly in terms of
rural development, it is believed that policies aimed at ensuring sustainable agricultural
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production and achieving the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) could guide the
fulfillment of several sub-goals (SDG 2,8,12 and 13) alongside SDG 17. In addition, it could
also constitute a source of information for other countries, especially low- and middle-
income economies that face similar problems in the global economy, in terms of problem
identification and solution development.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Data

The main material of this study, which aimed to reveal the tendency of the young
population in rural areas to remain in agriculture, consisted of primary data obtained
through face-to-face surveys. The sample volume that could best represent Türkiye in the
study was determined in two stages. In the first stage, the provinces that could represent
Türkiye in terms of migration were determined. The dominant structure of rural migration
in the migration phenomenon was taken into consideration, and an attempt was made
to establish a relationship between agriculture and rural migration. Thus, a rational
universe volume was created in the study, focusing on nine agricultural production regions
in Türkiye determined by The Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) of the United
Nations. In this context, three provinces were determined to represent each region based
on the net migration rate averages for the past thirteen-year period, and twenty-seven
provinces were included in the universe of the study (Table 1). Net migration rate (NMR)
expresses the net migration number for every thousand people who can migrate and is
calculated as shown in Equation (1). In accordance with the net migration rate criterion,
careful attention was paid to ensure that each region was represented by the provinces
with the highest levels of migration, either as senders or receivers, and that the values fell
within the specified range. In this way, geographical units with different migration rates
were included in the sample, and the intention was to reach individuals with different
migration tendencies.

Table 1. Provinces surveyed by region and their net migration rates in Türkiye.

Regions Provinces (Net Migration Rates-NMR)

1st Region—Mid-North Yozgat (−18.03), Çankırı (1.71), Eskişehir (8.67)
2nd Region—Aegean Manisa (0.52), Isparta (1.19), Muğla (9.64)
3rd Region—Marmara and Thrace Edirne (0.30), Sakarya (5.04), Tekirdağ (18.80)
4th Region—Mediterranean Kilis (−5.86), Mersin (−0.59), Antalya (10.88)
5th Region—North East Ağrı (−23.68), Artvin (−3.08), Erzincan (−0.26)
6th Region—South East Muş (−21.46), Şanlıurfa (−6.01), Batman (−3.06)
7th Region—Black Sea Zonguldak (−8.63), Gümüşhane (−0.44), Sinop (2.92)
8th Region—Mid-East Adıyaman (−9.82), Tokat (−8.69), Tunceli (0.70)
9th Region—Mid-South Niğde (−5.10), Konya (−1.52), Kayseri (1.58)

Net migration rate is obtained by multiplying the ratio of internal migration change
(migration in–migration out) to the regional population by 1000 [37].

NMR.i−i. =

(
m.i − mi.

( Pi,t+n − 0.5 × (m.i − mi.))

)
× k (1)

where NMR.i-i. is net migration rate, m.i is in-migration, mi. is out-migration, m.i − mi. is
net migration, Pi,t+n is population residing in “i” at the time “t + n”, i is the place in which
migration is defined, and k is a constant (k = 1000).

In the second stage, the sample size was determined as 2398 by using the random
probability sampling method (Equation (2)) based on the young population between the
ages of 15 and 29, living in villages of 27 provinces. In Türkiye, the migration rate is
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highest among individuals aged 15–29. Consequently, this age group constitutes the target
population of the study, as it represents rural youth. Furthermore, this age range also aligns
with the age bracket (15–24 years) defined as youth in the United Nations’ definition. The
number of surveys to be conducted in each province was distributed proportionally, taking
into account the rural populations of the selected provinces [38]. In Equation (1), n is the
sample size, N is the number of units in the main population, d is the deviation from the
acceptable mean (0.02), t is the t table value at the 95% confidence interval (1.96), p is the
ratio of the examined unit in the population (0.50), and q is (1 − p).

n =
N × p × q

(N − 1)×
(

d
t

)2
+ p × q

=
1, 349, 610 × 0.5 × 0.5

(1, 349, 610 − 1)× 0.00012 + 0.5 × 0.5
= 2398 (2)

A total of 2398 participants were purposively selected based on age groups, and data
were collected using the face-to-face survey technique. Participants in the 15–19 age range
make up 34.8% of the sample, and surveys with these participants were conducted under
parental supervision.

As a result of a face-to-face survey conducted with 2398 participants, general infor-
mation about the village, as well as general information about the participants and their
households, alongside data regarding agricultural activities and migration, were obtained.
A dataset consisting of 289 horizontal slices was collected in total.

2.2. Empirical Model

Young people staying in agriculture is considered critical for the sustainability and
development of agricultural production. On the other hand, young people staying in
agriculture is closely related to the phenomenon of rural migration. It is necessary to
determine the tendency of young people to stay in agriculture in terms of both economic
and sociological aspects. In this context, the binary logit regression model, which is one of
the binary choice models, was used to determine the probability of young people staying
in agriculture and the factors affecting these probabilities.

In the logit model, estimated probability values of the discontinuous dependent
variable varied between 0 and 1. This model tries to determine the probability of the
dependent variable (Yi) being 1 by estimating the result as a value between 0 and 1 [39].
The dependent variable of the research was determined as binary, where rural young
people who wanted to stay in agriculture was 1 and those who did not want to stay was 0.
The logistic distribution function explaining the binary logit regression model is given in
Equation (2) [40].

Pi = E(Yi = 1|Xi ) = F(Ii) = F(β1 + β2Xi) =
1

1 + eIi
=

1
1 + e−(β1+β2Xi)

(3)

The probability of young people staying in agriculture is (Pi) and the probability of not
staying is (1 − Pi). Accordingly, Pi/(1 − Pi) is the ratio of the probability of a young person
staying in agriculture to the probability of not staying in agriculture. Then, the binary logit
regression model is

Pi = ln
Pi

1 − Pi
= Ii = β1 + β2 × Xi (4)

When written as in Equation (3), the β2 coefficient indicates the slope and Xi indicates
the independent variables. Accordingly, it can be estimated how a unit change in Xi

changes the logarithmic ratio of the probability of affecting the young individual (such as
the increase in the tendency of a young person who is having or has received a university
education to leave agriculture) to the probability of not affecting them. In addition, the
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marginal effects of each variable can be used to interpret the coefficients in the estimated
logit model (Equation (4)).

When the partial derivative of the probability is taken with respect to the independent
variable, the determination that the changes in the independent variable have a constant
effect on the probability is made, with the marginal effect of Xi on Pi [41].

∂Pi
∂Xi

=
βi × [(1 − Pi)/Pi]

[1 + (1 − Pi)/Pi]
2 = βi×Pi × (1 − Pi) (5)

Accordingly, it is concluded that the rate of change of probability according to the
independent variable depends not only on βi, but also on the level of probability at which
the change is measured. In this case, it is stated that the change in the independent variables
has the greatest effect on the probability of choosing any preference at the midpoint of the
distribution. In order to determine the best model, different model trials were performed
for the variables. These trials were tested statistically to see if they were significant at the
5% level of probability. The model created to determine the possibilities of rural youth
remaining in agriculture and the factors affecting these possibilities are as follows.

Y = β0 + β1X1 + β2X2 + β3X3 + β4X4 + β5X5 + β6X6 + β7X7 + β8X8 + β9X9+

β10X10 + β11.2X11.2 + β11.3X11.3 + β11.4X11.4

The variables used in the model are given in detail in Table 2. When variables are
examined in detail, they are observed to present with a scaled, ordinal, nominal measure-
ment structure, including both continuous and discrete variables. The variables refer to
the participants’ age (X1), education level (X2), gender (X3), ownership of any personal
property (X4), income status (X5), beliefs about agriculture having adequate income (X6),
land ownership of the household (X8), livestock ownership of the household (X9), and
the number of migrants from the household (X10). Variable X7 indicates the distance from
the participants’ place of residence to the city center, while variable X11 was constructed
based on the Human Development Index calculated for the participants’ provinces in 2019.
Education level (X2), beliefs about agriculture having adequate income (X6), and livestock
ownership of the household (X9) are considered as ordinal variables rather than categorical
variables.

Table 2. Variables used in the logit model and descriptive statistics.

Variables Explanation Mean S.D

Dependent variable

Y1: Willingness to stay in agriculture; 1 if willing to stay, 0 if not - -

Independent variables

X1: Age of the young person Person/year 22.10 4.75

X2: Education status of the young person Literate = 1, Primary school = 2, Secondary school = 3,
High school = 4, College = 5 4.07 0.84

X3: Gender of the young person 1 if male, 0 if female - -

X4: Owned assets of the young person 1 if available, 0 if not - -

X5: Personal income of the young person 1 if available, 0 if not - -

X6: Young person’s opinion regarding the ability of
agriculture to provide enough income

Very inadequate = 1, inadequate = 2, neither adequate
nor inadequate = 3, adequate = 4, very adequate = 5 2.68 0.99

X7: Distance of living place to the city center km 55.77 37.94

X8: Area owned by the household da 126.26 249.29
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Table 2. Cont.

Variables Explanation Mean S.D

X9: Livestock of the household

Insufficient = 1 (number of cattle ≤ 5 or number of
sheep/goat ≤ 30), Neither insufficient nor sufficient = 2
(number of cattle 6–20 or number of sheep/goat 31–70),
Sufficient = 3 (number of cattle ≥ 21 or number of
sheep/goat ≥ 71)

1.45 0.74

X10: Number of individuals migrated from the
household Number of individuals 0.72 1.02

X11.1a: Human development index (HDI) of the province
where the young person lived 1 if HDI ≤ 0.70, 0 if not - -

X11.2: Human development index (HDI) of the province
where the young person lived 1 if 0.70 < HDI ≤ 0.75, 0 if not - -

X11.3: Human development index (HDI) of the province
where the young person lived 1 if 0.75 < HDI ≤ 0.78, 0 if not - -

X11.4: Human development index (HDI) of the province
where the young person lived 1 if HDI ≥ 0.79, 0 if not - -

a reference represents the variable. For binary variables, the mean and standard deviation are not given, as they
correspond to relative frequency.

3. Results and Discussion
In terms of the willingness of young people to migrate from rural areas to urban

areas, more than half of the young people (58.4%) were quite determined to migrate from
their villages, while 41.6% stated that they did not want to migrate, stating that leaving
their villages was not a good option. The migration intention of young people also varied
according to the regions they lived in. It was determined that especially young people
living in rural areas of the Black Sea Region were inclined to migrate to a large extent
(65.9%), while young people living in rural areas of the Central South Region were inclined
to migrate to a lesser extent (37.0%). It was observed that 48% of young people tended
to stay in agricultural production. In addition, the rate of young people who tended
to continue agricultural production despite the decision to migrate was also high. This
situation can be explained by the increase in the use of technology in agriculture and the
decrease in workload, especially in plant production.

In addition to the elements listed in Table 3 that could affect the desire to continue
agricultural production, it is also important to evaluate some additional issues. In this
sense, socio-economic and demographic characteristics may be effective in the tendency of
young people to remain in agriculture. Of the young people interviewed in the study, 24%
were female and 76% were male. The average age was 22.1 years. Of all youth interviewed,
34.8% was in the 15–19-year age group, 30.5% in 20–24-year group and 34.7% in 25–29-year
group. A strong correlation was found between the age of the young people and their
level of education, marital status, and having many assets related to agriculture (having
livestock, agricultural land and agricultural income, etc.). In fact, it was observed that
young people in the 15–19-year age group continued their high school education, and that
the rate of university graduates increased as the age increased. Besides this, as the age
range increased, young people who graduated from primary and secondary schools were
encountered. The same result was also found in marital status, as expected, and the rate of
married people (49.8%) among young people aged 25–29 increased significantly compared
to others.

The sustainability of agricultural production and therefore the protection of the rural
population are made largely possible by keeping young people in agriculture. In this
context, it could be important for young people to have a sense of belonging to both
agriculture and rural life. In strengthening the sense of belonging, it could be effective
for young people to have their own income and property. According to the information
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obtained, young people in the 25–29-year age group were the majority, and only 17.3%
of young people had agricultural income. This situation is related to the fact that young
people are not interested in agricultural production, and that they function as laborers in
family businesses despite being engaged in agriculture. The situation of having property
related to agriculture reveals this more clearly. It is striking that young people owned
very low levels of their own land (12.7%), livestock (4.5%) and machinery equipment
(7.7%). Agricultural welfare and financial sufficiency can be effective in the sustainability
of agricultural production and in keeping young people in agriculture. When the views
of the youth on the effects of remaining in agriculture on their welfare and the financial
adequacy of agriculture were examined, the dominant view was that agriculture negatively
affected welfare (42.9%) and was not financially sufficient (50.8%). However, 33.5% of the
youth stated that agriculture had no effect on welfare and 25.3% stated that agriculture was
neither financially sufficient nor insufficient.

Table 3. General information on youth by age groups (%).

Age Groups 15–19 20–24 25–29 Total

Age 34.8 30.5 34.7 100.0
Education

Literate - - 2.2 0.8
Primary school 4.9 2.6 6.7 4.8
Secondary school 15.7 7.5 14.9 12.9
High school 72.9 36.8 37.4 49.6
College 6.5 53.1 38.8 31.9

Gender
Female 30.4 29.5 12.7 24.0
Male 69.6 70.5 87.3 76.0

Human development index (HDI) of the province
HDI ≤ 0.70 35.6 21.5 23.3 27
0.70 < HDI ≤ 0.75 14.6 11.5 12.2 12.8
0.75 HDI ≤ 0.78 30.4 42.4 36.5 36.2
HDI ≥ 0.79 19.4 24.6 28 24

Owned assets
Available 1.6 8.1 36.4 15.6
None 98.4 91.9 63.6 84.4

Personal income
Available 6.8 32.3 73.3 37.7
None 93.2 67.7 26.7 62.3

Agriculture providing sufficient income
Very inadequate 8.3 8.5 8.3 8.3
Inadequate 44.2 48.6 35.3 42.5
Neither adequate nor inadequate 23.2 23 29.4 25.3
Adequate 23.5 16.4 22.8 21.1
Very adequate 0.8 3.6 4.1 2.8

Livestock of the household
Insufficient 62.8 71.0 75.1 69.6
Neither insufficient nor sufficient 19.4 16.6 13.2 16.4
Sufficient 17.8 12.4 11.7 14.1

Young people’s approaches to rural life are as important as other issues, such as
financial sufficiency, welfare, property and income, to their staying in agriculture. In this
context, understanding the young people’s driving and pulling forces in relation to living in
rural areas and engaging in agricultural activities is needed. In the light of the information
obtained, 37.5% of the young people stated that there was no positive aspect, and 24.6%
stated that there was no negative aspect regarding living in rural areas and engaging in
agricultural activities. The attractive and repulsive aspects of rural life and agricultural
activities according to young people are given in Figures 1 and 2. Young people stated that,
rather than agricultural activities, issues such as the natural beauty of rural areas, natural
nutrition, the lower cost of living and human relations made life in rural areas attractive.
On the other hand, young people stated that both agriculture and rural life were difficult
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for reasons such as a lack of social life opportunities, heavy workload, insufficient income
and inadequate education.
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Young people staying in agriculture is considered very important for the sustainability
and development of agricultural production. In addition to the conditions of rural living
itself, it is necessary to determine the tendency of young people to stay in agriculture in
terms of both economic and sociological aspects. The binary logit model results determining
the tendency of young people to stay in agriculture are given in Table 4. The significance of
the model was evaluated with the likelihood ratio, which is equivalent to the F test in the
linear regression model, and the model was found to be significant at the 1% significance
level. McFadden coefficients of determination are frequently used in the literature to
explain the goodness of fit of the logit model. Although goodness of fit measures are of
secondary importance in binary choice models, this value was found to be 0.24 in the
analysis, and it was observed that the independent variables were sufficient to explain the
dependent variable [41]. On the other hand, according to the model results, the coefficients
of all variables included in the model had the expected sign. The fact that the likelihood
ratio (LR), which measures the significance of the explanatory variables, was significant
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and the log-likelihood value was of sufficient size indicates the suitability of the adapted
model.

Table 4. Binary logit model results.

Independent Variables Coefficient (Std. Err.) z-Statistics Odds-Ratio Marginal Effect

X1: Age of the young person 0.033 (0.013) 2.54 ** 1.034 0.006

X2: Education status of the young person −0.492 (0.061) −8.06 *** 0.611 −0.090

X3: Gender of the young person 1.381 (0.134) 10.29 *** 3.979 0.252

X4: Owned assets of the young person 0.749 (0.169) 4.44 *** 2.114 0.137

X5: Personal income of the young person 0.253 (0.126) 2.02 ** 1.289 0.046

X6: Young person’s opinion regarding the ability of
agriculture to provide enough income 0.584 (0.052) 11.23 *** 1.793 0.107

X7: Distance of living place to the city center −0.005 (0.001) −3.52 *** 0.995 −0.001

X8: Area owned by the household 0.001 (0.001) 2.12 ** 1.000 0.001

X9: Livestock of the household 0.187 (0.067) 2.78 *** 1.206 0.034

X10: Number of individuals migrated from the
household −0.286 (0.050) −5.78 *** 0.751 −0.052

X11.2: The province where the young person lives −0.194 (0.167) −1.16 0.824 −0.035

X11.3: The province where the young person lives 0.167 (0.128) 1.131 1.181 0.030

X11.4: The province where the young person lives 0.541 (0.139) 3.87 *** 1.719 0.099

c: Constant −2.314 (0.397) −5.83 *** 0.099

McFadden R2: 0.19. Log-likelihood: −1310.879. LR statistic: 630.74. Probability (LR): 0.000. **/*** indicates 5%,
1% level of significance (p), respectively.

A statistically significant relationship was found between the desire of rural youth
to remain in agriculture and their age (X1) (p < 0.05). Accordingly, when young people
between the ages of 15 and 29 were considered, it was predicted that the probability of rural
youth remaining in agriculture may increase by 0.006 times in the event of a one-unit (year)
increase in age. These findings are similar to those from some other studies in the literature.
Arli et al. (2014) examined young people between the ages of 18–25 in order to understand
the tendencies of young people towards the agricultural sector, and to determine which
factors are effective in their desire to do or not to do farming [42]. In their study, they
attributed the low agricultural income level to the fact that young people do not want to do
farming, while emphasizing that education is an important factor impacting the respect of
farmers in society and the increase in the quality of life of farmers, and that non-agricultural
job opportunities should be created in rural areas. Yakar (2012) stated in their research that
the number of household heads aged 65 and over was 4 times the number of household
heads under the age of 35 years, and that the majority of their adult children migrated to
find work [43]. Güreşçi and Yurttaş (2008), on the other hand, found that the number of
young household heads in rural areas was very low as a result of migration, and households
generally consisted of two people living with their spouses [44].

When the level of education (X2) was taken into account, it was observed that there
was a significant negative relationship between the tendency of young people to stay in
agriculture and their level of education. When the agricultural structure is examined in
Türkiye, it is determined that the level of education is quite low. It can be stated that the
findings obtained were consistent with this aspect, and it could be stated that the probability
of young people living in rural areas staying in agriculture may decrease by 0.09 times as
the level of education of young people increases. In addition, studies conducted in different
countries have emphasized that the young population with a high level of education had a
negative attitude towards agriculture, and considered agriculture as a last option in career
planning [45–48].
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Figure 2 indicate that the attractive aspects of agriculture and rural life are the same
in both groups, while the negative aspects are more social life-oriented in women, while
problems related to agricultural production are given more importance by men. This
finding shows that young men prioritized agriculture more than women. In fact, when the
model result was evaluated in terms of gender (X3), it was revealed that the probability
of young men staying in agriculture was statistically higher than young women, at a 1%
significance level. Accordingly, it is predicted that the probability of young men living in
rural areas and carrying out agricultural activities compared to young women may increase
by 0.252 times.

It is stated that women are underrepresented in agricultural research and higher
education, but play a vital role in global agricultural production [49,50]. Eissler and
Brennan (2015) argued that young women experience many constraints when engaging in
agriculture [51]. They emphasized that in order to increase the number of young women
pursuing agriculture as a career, there is a need to shift from the perception of current
women as “farm helpers” to women playing a central role in agribusiness activities [52].

When rural youth had their own income (X4) and assets (X5) and perceived agricul-
ture as providing sufficient income (X6), these had positive and significant effects on the
probability of rural youth remaining in agriculture, as expected. The probability of a young
person remaining in agriculture increased by 0.137 times when the young people had their
own assets, by 0.046 times when they had their own income and by 0.107 times when they
thought that agriculture provides sufficient income. In this context, it could be stated that
while income is an important factor for the young person to continue agricultural activities,
the sense of belonging is also important.

Considering the fact that small family businesses are predominant in rural areas, the
head of the household (usually the father) carries the ownership of the land and livestock as
long as he/she is alive, and thus maintains his/her power. On the other hand, young people
who are expected to continue the business remain uninterested in taking responsibility for
a long time since they do not have their own assets or income. During this process, they
start looking for another job or life [53]. Suriname (2009) stated that young people were
reluctant to engage in agriculture due to the lack of access to productive assets, especially
land, or the lack of control over them [53]. Again, the size of the household’s land (X8)
and livestock (X9) also had a positive effect on the young person’s staying in agriculture.
It was found that an increase in the household’s land holdings and livestock holdings
can increase the probability of young people staying in agriculture by 0.001 times and
0.034 times, respectively.

When the probability of staying in agriculture was evaluated in terms of the regions
where rural youth resided (X11.4), the probability of staying in agriculture increased by
0.099 times if the region where the youth lived had higher human development index
compared to a low one. In this sense, living in a region that is developed in terms of health,
education and income factors for rural youth is an important criterion in terms of continuing
agricultural activities. In fact, another factor supporting this finding came from the distance
of the place where the youth lived to the city center (X7) variable. In other words, as the
distance of the place where the youth lived to the city center increased, the probability of
staying in agriculture was negatively affected, albeit at a low rate (−0.001). Goran and
Jelisavka (2017) emphasized that the participation of young people in the agricultural
sector depends on where they live. Especially among students in rural areas, agriculture
is generally perceived as a less valuable subject or a last option [54]. On the other hand,
urban youth generally view agriculture as a ‘demanding job’ that they are not open to
pursuing [45]. Finally, the number of individuals migrating from the household (X10) also
appeared as a factor that negatively affected the possibility of young people staying in
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agriculture, as expected. As the number of migrants in the household where the young
person lived increased, the probability of the young person staying in agriculture decreased
by 0.052 times. Tasgin et al. (2016) conducted a study specifically in Erzurum province of
Türkiye, and found that there was a linear relationship between the increase in the number
of farmers’ relatives who had migrated and their desire to migrate themselves [55].

4. Conclusions
Socio-economic status has become a determining factor for young people’s decision

to stay in the agricultural sector. Developing technology, social welfare and economic
conditions are among the factors that encourage migration from rural to urban areas. The
research findings have revealed that the desire of young people to stay in agriculture or, in
other words, to continue agricultural production is positively affected by economic factors
that reinforced the sense of belonging. However, it was determined that socio-cultural
factors have the potential to increase rural migration by negatively affecting the tendency
of young people to stay in agriculture. In addition, it was shown that men and young
people between the ages of 25–29 tend to continue agricultural activities. This situation is a
clear indication that the sustainability of the agricultural sector is under threat in terms of
future generations.

Another finding obtained in the research is that younger and more educated individu-
als living in rural areas in Türkiye are less likely to stay in agriculture. This finding shows
that, in addition to economic conditions, the social opportunities and living standards
of rural life also play an important role today. If the social dimension is not adequately
addressed in rural development policies, it is clear that this situation would pose a sig-
nificant threat in terms of agricultural sustainability in the coming years. In this context,
practices and policies aimed at rural areas should not be the responsibility of only the
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, but should also be addressed via a holistic approach
with various ministries and institutions, such as the Ministry of Environment, Urbanization
and Climate Change, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Ministry of Internal Affairs,
the Ministry of Family and Social Services, and the Ministry of Youth and Sports. Con-
sidering the Sustainable Development Goals, it is believed that the development of such
inter-institutional collaborative projects and the adoption of related policies (SDG 17) are
of significant importance. It is undeniable that addressing the identified issues related to
the continuity of agricultural production and the prevention of rural migration will also
contribute to achieving the sub-goals of the Sustainable Development Goals, such as SDG
2, 8, 12 and 13.

Research findings support the idea that the most effective factors in keeping young
people living in rural areas of Türkiye in agriculture are economic ones. In this context, in
order to reduce rural migration and increase the welfare level of rural young people, it is of
great importance to ensure that the profile of an agricultural business is transformed in favor
of young people, and to develop sustainable agricultural policies. Various projects and
studies are being carried out in Türkiye for young people, and these projects should be made
more comprehensive and resource transfer should be increased. In addition, in order for
agriculture to reach a more satisfactory level in economic terms, it is of great importance to
first solve social security problems and direct young people towards sustainable businesses.

In this context, it is thought that the expansion of projects covering the rural youth
population in Türkiye, especially the young people in the 15–29 age group, could yield
more effective results. In addition, focusing on local projects targeting young people at
regional and provincial levels would be an important step in terms of the sustainability
of agriculture. Increasing the advantages granted to young people and young women by
the European Union grant funds through the Agriculture and Rural Development Support



Sustainability 2025, 17, 3313 13 of 15

Institution (TKDK), which has been implemented in Türkiye since 2007, is considered
another strategy that would support young people’s tendency to remain in agriculture.
Finally, it is emphasized that comprehensive and continuous education activities to keep
young people in rural areas and to provide agricultural education should be developed.

Although the findings of this study are significant in terms of the country’s rural
development and agricultural policies, it is essential that relevant institutions conduct
further investigations, particularly to facilitate an in-depth analysis and draw definitive
conclusions. Furthermore, while this research is expected to inform numerous studies,
it is important to note that its scope is limited. Future researchers are encouraged to
approach the topic not only from an agricultural perspective, but also within the context
of rural life sustainability, as this approach is crucial for both identifying problems and
developing solutions.
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