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ABSTRACT: Sanlwurfa is the province with the third-largest agricultural area in Turkey. However, it has only 0.62% of the total number of
cooperatives in the country. This study aimed to determine the perceptionsof farmers in Sanlrfa regarding agricultural cooperatives and
the factors affecting them. The main research material was obtained through face-to-face surveys involving farmers in Sanlwrfa selected
by a simple random sampling method. The sampling volume was determined with a 95% confidence limit and a 5% error margin. Multiple
regression analysis was used in Stata software. According to the results of the research, 39.7% of the participants were cooperative members
and more than half of them were not active members. Of the participants, 30.3% had a positive perception of cooperatives, 36.82% were
undecided, and 32.88% had negative opinions. Age, marital status, non-agricultural income, experience, social security, farmer registration
system, cooperative membership, and land variables positively affected farmers’ perceptions. However, the variables of education, income,
and union membership had negative effects on farmers’ perceptions. No statistically significant relationship was reported between a farmer's
perception and any of the following variables: the number of people that make up the farmer s household, the number of individuals engaged
in agriculture and non-agricultural work in the family, and the status of the farmers lease. Conceptual, local, cultural, educational, and
structural problems related to cooperatives exist in Sanlrfa. These issues need to be given more attention by the public. This research is the
first study on this subject to be conducted in Sanlurfa.
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A percepcdo dos agricultores sobre as cooperativas agricolas: o caso de Sanhurfa, Turquia

RESUMO: Sanlwrfa é a provincia com a terceira maior drea agricola da Turquia. No entanto, possui apenas 0,62% do niimero total de
cooperativas no pais. Este estudo teve como objetivo determinar as atitudes e a percep¢do dos agricultores em Sanlrfa em relagdo as
cooperativas agricolas e os fatores que as afetam. O principal material de pesquisa foi obtido através de pesquisas presenciais envolvendo
agricultores em Sanlwrfa, selecionados por um método simples de amostragem aleatéria. O volume amostral foi determinado com um limite
de confianga de 95% e uma margem de erro de 5%. A andlise de regressdo multipla foi utilizada. De acordo com os resultados da pesquisa,
39,7% dos participantes eram cooperados e mais da metade deles ndo eram ativos. Dos participantes, 30,3% tinham percep¢do positiva das
cooperativas, 36,82% estavam indecisos e 32,88% tinham opiniées negativas. Idade, estado civil, renda ndo agricola, experiéncia, previdéncia
social, sistema de registro de agricultores, participa¢do em cooperativas e varidveis de terra afetaram positivamente as atitudes dos agricultores.
No entanto, as variaveis educagdo, renda e filiagdo sindical tiveram efeitos negativos nas atitudes dos agricultores em relagdo as cooperativas.
Nao foi encontrada relagdo estatisticamente significante entre a percepgdo das cooperativas por parte de um agricultor e qualquer uma das
seguintes varidveis: numero de pessoas que compéem a _familia do agricultor, nimero de individuos envolvidos na agricultura e trabalho nao
agricola na familia e status de arrendamento do fazendeiro. Problemas conceituais, locais, culturais, educacionais e estruturais relacionados
as cooperativas existem em Sanlwrfa. Esta pesquisa é o primeiro estudo sobre esse temarealizado em Sanlurfa.

Palavras-chave: cooperativas agricolas, associagées de agricultores, percep¢do dos agricultores, Sanlurfa- Turquia.

INTRODUCTION

Agriculture has strategic importance for
all countriesthat deals with the production of plants
and animal to meet the need for food, increase plant
and livestock quality and productivity, preserve the
produce even in inappropriate conditions, and process,
evaluate, and market the produce (AYDOGDU, 2017;
YAVUZ & DILEK, 2019). In many countries, the
agricultural sector is faced with numerous challenges
such as low productivity, lack of capital, insufficient

support, inadequate organization, insufficiency of
farmers, and lack of competitiveness with other sectors
(RAHMAN, 2017; SEVINC, 2018; KAKAR et al.,
2019; MATHUR & KASHYAP, 2000). Agriculture has
long ceased to be considered as the major economic
sector and its contribution to national economies is
often underrated or neglected (LOIZOU et al., 2019).
Everyone knows that farming is a risky sector. Food
prices fluctuate from year to year and production levels
can be similarly volatile. These factors often combine
to make farmers’ income very unstable.
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Due to the low-income levels of farmers in
general, organized structures are needed to improve
their living conditions, level of welfare, and ensure
the development of rural. One of the problems
of agricultural production is that farmers do not
have sufficient organized structure (LEAO et al.,
2018). Globally, a large part of the problems in the
agricultural sector stems from the inability of farmers
to act together. It is only possible to overcome the
problems with the conscious organization (CIKIN,
2016; SEVING, 2018; CANCELIK et al., 2020). A
cooperative is an autonomous association of persons
united voluntarily to meet their common economic,
social, and cultural needs and aspirations through
a jointly-owned and democratically-controlled
enterprise (ZEULI&CROPP, 2004). A cooperative
can reduce risks by offering farmers the opportunity
for integration during farming (SEXTON & ISKOW,
1988), and contribute to members in terms of income
due to the advantage of providing low-cost input
(MCGREGOR, 1977). There is a positive impact on
productivity and supply when there are cooperatives
in rural areas where lack of access to the cities is
a major obstacle (VANDEPLAS et al.,, 2013), to
increase agricultural performance and the welfare
of farmers’ households (MA & ABDULAI, 2016).
If agricultural cooperatives did not exist, without the
provision of credit and modern inputs, small farmers
would experience declining yield (ABDELRAHMAN
& SMITH, 1996).

While in 2001 there was a total of
40.97 million hectares (ha) of agricultural land in
Turkey, that area decreased to 37.82 million hain
2018resulted in a decrease in the number of farmers
by 3.5 million (SEVINC et al., 2019).Although,
this situation occurs due to many reasons, the most
important reason is the increase in the input costs,
the decrease in profitability in subsistence farming
resulted in in-migration from rural to urban. In
Turkey,23.09 million ha of agricultural land were
cultivated in 2019. (TURKSTAT, 2019). Although,
the decrease in agricultural areas, with the increase
of irrigated areas and the spread of industrial
agriculture, the production amounts increased. While
the crop production value in Turkey was 20.01 billion
Turkish Liras (TL) in 2001, it rose to 195.83 billion
in 2019.In the same years, the value of livestock
increased from 8.30 billion TL to 165.31 billion TL
and the value of animal products increased from
6.06 billion TL to 93.91 billion TL (TURKSTAT,
2020a). It cannot be said that these increases in
agricultural production value were a reflection of
small and subsistence farming farmers’ income. In

2006, 7.11% of the disposable income which is the
money that can be used outside of food and basic
subsistence needs of households in rural areas were
the income of agricultural entrepreneurs’ in Turkey.
This rate decreased to 6.34% in 2010 and 4.3% in
2018 (TURKSTAT, 2020b). Nowadays, the need for
organized structure has increased even more for both
consumers and producers, as agricultural produce
mostly pass through marketing channels and become
international trade commodities (GTHB, 2013).
Globally, many countries also apply tax reductions
or exemptions to agricultural cooperatives, along
with agricultural supports and grants, to increase
organization in agricultural production(KOCTURK,
2006; RIBASAUSKIENE et al., 2019; YU, 2019).
For agricultural activities to be sustainable in the
countryside, farmers should earn a satisfactory
income (DOGAN et al., 2020). However, producers
are mainly at a disadvantage in the sector due to the
production phase input supply and financing, product
marketing determination of market prices and in the
distribution stage, and the mostly small business
structure of agricultural holdings in Turkey.

According to data from the International
Co-operatives Alliance, cooperatives globally had
over 1 billion partners in 2016.In other words, one out
of seven people in the world was a cooperative partner
(INTERNATIONAL CO-OPERATIVE ALLIANCE,
2017). In the European Union, on average one out
of three people is known to be a cooperative partner
(GURESCI & GONC, 2017).In the mentioned period,
9.1% of the population of Turkey was a member of
a cooperative and more than half of them were not
active members(ANONYMOUS, 2017). The number
of cooperatives and their partners for agricultural
purposes established in 2018 in Turkey are presented
in table 1.

Some studies have revealed that
cooperatives contribute positively towards the
eradication of poverty in rural areas and the
enhancement of people’s welfare. Besides, it has
been determined that cooperative organizations
formed for regional and rural developments bring
about successful results (GETNET& ANULLO,
2012; KUMAR et al.,, 2015; VERHOFSTADT &
MAERTENS, 2015; MA & ABDULALI, 2016).

Turkey consists of eighty-one provinces
and seven geographical regions.Sanlmrfa is the
province with the third-largest agricultural area
(GAP IDARESI, 2019). The GAP project is the most
important regional development project based on
water and land resources in Turkey where Sanlmurfa
has the biggest potential in terms of both agricultural
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Table 1 - The number of agricultural cooperatives in Turkey (ANONYMOUS, 2020).

Cooperative types

Agricultural Development Cooperative
Irrigation Cooperative

Fisheries Cooperative

Beet Planters Cooperative

Agricultural Credit Cooperative

Total

land and livestock in the GAP (AYDOGDU &
YENIGUN, 2016). Although, cooperatives have
great beneficial advantages for farmers, cooperative
activities are not common enough in Sanlurfa. While
only 1.03% of the total number of cooperatives in
Turkey were in Sanlwrfa in 2016 and declined to 0.62%
in 2018 (ANONYMOUS, 2020).There were 81 farmer
organizations, including 5 breeder unions, 9 producer
unions, and 67 agricultural cooperatives, in Sanlurfa
in 2018, but more than half of them are now inactive
(SEVING,2018; CANCELIK etal.,2020). The objective
of the research was to determine the perceptions of
farmers in Sanlurfa regarding agricultural cooperatives
and the factors affecting them.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The main material used in this study was
the primary data obtained from farmers in Sanlurfa
by surveywho were selected through a simple random
sampling method from among the 59,195 farmers
registered in the Sanliurfa State Farmer Registration
System in 2018. The sample volume was determined
using the sample size and a tolerable sampling error
table (BAYRAM, 2017), with a 95% confidence level
and 5% error margin. The sample volume was 382
but 388 questionnaires were used in the analysis to be
on the safe side.

The simple linear regression model may
be suitable for many situations, but two or more
explanatory variables are required to explain the
dependent variable of many models in real life
(KALAYCI, 2010). This is called multiple regression
analysis. Each of these explanatory variables is a
somewhat dependent variable of the subject under the
research. In this case, the used number of dependent
variables increases for the research. The reduction of
these explanatory variables, which are correlated with
each other’s, to a single variable (latent variable) is

Number of organizations Number of partners
8,173 842,563
2,497 295,984
522 29,972
31 1,638,981
1,767 1,082,978
12,990 3,890,478

called the first component. The principal component
is a new variable (an eigenvector, represented by an
axis), resulting from the combination of the original
variables, which contribute differently (in terms
of the proportions of the variance brought by each
one of them) to form this new axis (BORCARD
et al.,2018). Variance and eigenvalue values are
checked for the first component to be used safely.
If these values are reliable, the first component can
be used as a dependent variable in the analysis. This
is called principal component analysis which is a
method that allows to reveal and predict relationships
that have not been previously revealed(OZDAMAR,
2013).In the study, the principal component analysis
was first applied to the data, and then multiple
regression analyses done using the Stata software
program. The principal component analysis is a
technique of creating new variables which means that
the linear combination of original variables. So it is
a data reduction method. Calculated as follows (1)
(SHARMA, 1996; JOHNSON & WICHERN, 2007).

PCL= X = ap X, + apXp + -+ apX,

PC, = a3X = ap Xy + X, + 0+ aypX),

PC, = alX = apXy + apXy + o+ ayX, 0
PC, PC, PCp shows the main
components, and app p" in the main component p*
represents the importance of the variable. The first
main component is the component that explains the
variance at the highest level in the analysis (2).

Var(PC1)=a31 ¥ a, 2)
Itis the component that maximizes equality.

First principal component, linear combination aiX

that maximizes (3) ( SHARMA, 1996; JOHNSON &

WICHERN, 2007);

Var (a,”X) subjectto a,’a,= 1 3)
Regression analyses are a set of statistical

techniques that allow one to assess the relationship
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between one dependent and several independent
variables (TABACHNICK & FIDELL, 2007). It is
formulated as follows (4):
Y=B+B,X+B, X +..... + B X +e @
represents the dependent variable, f3; is
a constant, By...B, are the regression coefficients of
the variables, X;...X,, are the independent variables,
and represents the error term.

The research aimed to determine the
perceptions of farmersregarding the contribution
of cooperatives towards increasing income from
agricultural production.In this context, to determine
perceptions, the statements were given to the farmers
and asked to indicate their degree of participation.
Accordingly, cooperatives help provide easy
and cheap inputs,timely supply of inputs used in
production, help in making agriculture better and
sustainable, marketing and production risks have
decreased with cooperatives and cooperatives are
effective in selling products at competitive prices
were chosen as givenvariables.These variables, which

Table 2 - Results of the multiple regression analysis.

Socio-economic Independent Variables Coef.
Age 0.025
Marital Status 0.886
Number of households -0.014
Number of individuals engaged in agriculture

in the family -0.038
Number of individuals working in non-
agricultural works in the family -0.240
Education Level -0.168
Non-agricultural income 0.648
Ln Income -0.660
Farming experience 0.026
Social security 0.580
Farmer Registration System membership 0.835
Union membership -0.540
Cooperative membership 0.780
Ln Land amount 0.479
Does the farmer lease his land? 0.403
Constant 2.975
R-squared 0.283

F-test 9.788

White test 143.55

Mean VIF 1.88

are given as a positive expression that will provide
income increase based on agricultural organization,
can turn into a single factor that directly affects the
agricultural income of the farmer when they become
a whole.Then, these given variables were converted
to one variable through the first component, which
became the dependent variable. That isagricultural
cooperatives contribute positively to increasing
the agricultural income of the farmer. Thesocio-
economicindependent variables used in the model are
given in table 2.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The sample volume comprised only male
farmers due to the culture and patriarchal structure
of the research area. Almost 85% of the participants
were in the farmer registration system and 59% were
members of farmers’ associations (irrigation union,
producer and breeder associations, etc.), while the
membership rate for agricultural cooperatives was

St. Err. t-value p-value Sig. Beta
0.012 2.09 0.037 " 0.159
0317 2.80 0.005 0.133
0.044 -0.31 0.758 -0.017
0.056 -0.69 0.490 -0.036
0.207 -1.16 0.246 -0.061
0.081 2.06 0.040 . -0.112
0.246 2.63 0.009 0.145
0.144 -4.59 0.000 -0.332
0.012 2.19 0.029 ” 0.159
0.209 278 0.006 0.143
0.268 3.11 0.002 0.156
0.235 2.29 0.022 ” -0.137
0.263 2.96 0.003 0.197
0.114 421 0.000 0.318
0.283 1.43 0.155 0.064
1399 2.13 0.034 .

Number of obs 388.000
Prob > F 0.000
Prob>chi2 0.149

" P<0.01, ™ P<0.05, " P<0.1
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39.7% and more than half of them stated that they
were not active members. The descriptive statistics of
the participants are given in table 3.

The degree of participation of the farmers
in the given statements which are response variables
is shown in table 4. The Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient
is used for the reliability analysis of the answers given
by the participants. If it is greater than 0.8, it indicates
that the survey has high reliability. It was found for
these given variables as 0.914.

In a study conducted in Romania, it was
determined that one of the most important reasons
why farmers became members of cooperatives was to
reduce input costs. Farmers, as cooperative members,
significantly reduced costs because they used
machines and equipment belonging to the cooperative
(TUREK et al., 2012). In a study conducted in
Nicaragua, farmers benefit from cooperative activities
ranging from input supply to marketing and that these
benefits positively affected the farmers’ views about
cooperatives (KROEKER, 1995). Similar positive
results were obtained in studies conducted in Thailand
and Ethiopia (FRANCESCONI & HEERINK,

Table 3 - The descriptive statistics of the participants.

2010; THUVACHOTE, 2011). The positive effect
varies with farm size, distance to the market, and
the availability of labour in the household and
could be turned to be negative for very small farms
(VERHOFSTADT &MAERTENS, 2015). It has also
been determined that cooperatives, which are not
managed by competent persons and are not subject to
a transparent audit, cannot provide their partners with
benefits such as reduction of input costs, marketing
advantage, and income increase (KOROGLU, 2003).

The variables (given statements) showed a
high correlation among themselves. For this reason,
the principal component analysis was applied with
the idea that these variables could be collected under
a single component (PRIMPAS et al., 2010; BERNI et
al., 2011). As a result of the analysis, it was determined
that the explained variance rate of the first component
was 0.746. At the same time, the eigen value of this
component was 3.731, which is greater than 1 and
explains more than 2/3 of the total variance. In line
with these results (SHARMA, 1996; TABACHNICK
& FIDELL, 2007, OZDAMAR, 2013), the analysis
was continued with the scores of the first component.

Variable Definition Mean Std. Dev
Age Year 45.75 12.306
Marital Status If the farmer: single 1 (9.28%), if not 0 (90.72%) 0.09 0.290
Household Number The household number of the farmer’s family 6.71 2.444
Szrmklfr?; Tj Zgriscfllf:fe The household number of agriculture workers 2.30 1.846
E‘ﬁi;‘g&"al workers If yes=1 (41.75), no=0 (58.25) 0.41 0.493
The education level of the farmer , if illiterate 1, 2 for literate, 3 for primary
Education school graduates, 4 for secondary school graduates, 5 for high school 3.46 1.290
graduates, 6 for university graduates
Non-agricultural income If the farmer has non-agricultural income is 1 (25.26%), if not is 0 (74.74%). 0.25 0.435
Income Average annual agricultural income (TL/year) 120,716 150,201
Experience Farmer’s experience of farming (year) 22.29 11.72
Social security If yes=1(65.21%), no=0 (34.79%) 0.65 0.476
f;g:jf rr:eg;:;a:slﬁf‘p If yes 1 (84.54%), no=0 (15.46%) 0.84 0.362
Membership of an If the farmer has a membership of any agricultural association is 1 (58.51%), if
agricultural association there is no membership is 0 (41.49%). 0.58 0493
Membership of If the farmer has a membership of any agricultural cooperative is 1 (39.69%), 039 0.489
agricultural cooperatives if there is no membership is 0 (60.31%).
Land Amount Amount of land cultivated by the farmer (Hectare) 23.611 536.877
Does the farmer lease his If yes=1 (10.57%), no=0 (89.43%) 0.10 0307

land?
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Table 4 - The degree of participation (responsens) of the farmers in the given statements.

Given statements to farmers to indicate their participation (%)

Cooperatives help provide easy and cheap inputs
Cooperatives provide timely supply of inputs used in production
Cooperatives help in making agriculture better and sustainable

Marketing and production risks have decreased with cooperatives

Cooperatives are effective in selling products at competitive prices

In the study, multiple regression analysis
was applied to the index values (the scores of the
first component created based on five variables, i.e.
given statements)of the contribution of cooperatives
to increasing the agricultural income of the farmers.
Results of this analysis are given in table 2.

Intable 2, the R? value is 0.283 which shows
how much of the change in the dependent variable
is explained by the socio-economic independent
variables as a percentage. It explains the effect of the
selected socio-economic independent variables on the
dependent variable in the model. The F value, which
tests the significance of the model as a whole, is
9.788 and its p-value is 0.000<0.05. According to this
result, it can be said that the model was meaningful
as a whole. The White test helps us to understand if
there was a variance problem. Since the p-value of it
is greater than 0.149>0.05, it is seen that there was no
variance problem in the model. VIF values help us to
understand whether there were multiple connection
problems. If the VIF values were between 1 and 5,
there would be no need for correction in the model.
The maximum VIF value obtained from the model
was 3.01 and the average of the VIF values was 1.88.
According to this value, it is possible to say that there
was no multiple connection problem in the model. To
determine which of the socio-economic independent
variables in the model had the most effect on the
dependent variable which was one of the aims of the
research. For this, the coefficients compare as absolute
values if the measurement units of the independent
and the dependent variables were the same. But if the
independent and dependent variables had different
units of measurement, then it would not be correct
to compare the coefficient sizes. This required
calculating beta values (standardized regression
coefficients) which shows the importance order of
the independent variables regardless of the value sign
(MERT, 2016). The socio-economic independent
variable that takes the highest absolute value is the

Yes Undecided No
35.1 34.6 30.3
28.8 37.1 34.1
322 37.9 29.9
26.9 38 35.1
28.5 36.5 35

most effective. According to the results obtained,
the socio-economic independent variable with the
highest beta value in the model was the income and
followed by the land. Finally, t and p values in the
table help us to understand the significance level of
the independent variables included in the model.

The coefficients of the variables in table 2
were examined. Accordingly, it was determined that
a statistically positive and significant relationship
existed between age (p=0.037; coef.=0.025) and
the dependent variable. In a study conducted in
Ethiopia, gender and age were strong determinants
of membership of agricultural cooperatives, where
middle-aged and older men tended to belong to
cooperatives (ABEBAW & HAILE, 2013). In
other studies conducted in Ethiopia, age was again
determined to be an effective factor in the participation
of farmers in the organization of agricultural
cooperatives (BERNARD et al., 2008; BERNARD &
SPIELMAN, 2009). In a study conducted in Poland,
age was found to be an effective factor in cooperative
membership and management (BANASZAK, 2008).
In a study conducted in the TRA region of Turkey,
there was a greater positive perception of cooperative
activities with increasing age of farmers, who
preferred to solve problems they encountered in food
production in partnership with organizations as they
got older (ERTEK et al., 2016). A similar result was
obtained from a study in China, and the attitudes of
young farmers towards cooperative activities were
negative (MA & ABDULAI 2016). In a study of
rice producers in China, it was found that the older
farmers viewed cooperative activities more positively
(HOKEN & SU, 2018). There was a statistically
positive significant relationship between marital status
(p=0.005; coef.=0.886) and the dependent variable.
In a study conducted in Poland, it was determined
that marital status is an effective factor in cooperative
membership and management (BANASZAK, 2008).
A statistically significant positive relationship was
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found between non-agricultural income (p=0.009;
coef.=0.648) and the dependent variable. A study of
the economic structure of all cooperative partners in
Turkey was carried out and Sanlwurfa generated the
highest non-agricultural income from membership of
cooperatives by its farmers (SAHIN et al., 2013).

A statistically  significant  positive
correlation was found between a farming experience
(p=0.029; coef.=0.026) and the dependent variable.
In studies conducted in Ethiopia, farmer’s experience
have a positive effect on participation in a cooperative
organization (BERNARD et al., 2008; BERNARD
& SPIELMAN, 2009; ABEBAW & HAILE,
2013). There were positive statistically significant
relationships between the dependent variable and
each of the following independent variables: social
security (p=0.006; coef.=0.580), farmer registration
system membership (p=0.002; coef.=0.835), and
cooperative membership (p=0.003; coef.=0.780). In
a study conducted in Sudan, it was determined that
membership of cooperatives positively influenced
farmers’ attitudes. The comparison between
agricultural cooperative members and non-members
showed that members earned higher incomes than
non-members (ABDELRAHMAN & SMITH,
1996). Social environment and togetherness are
important in cooperative membership and affect
the attitudes of members. In Turkey, one of the
factors that positively influence farmers’ decisions
to join cooperatives in the Southeastern Anatolia
Region is the need to have effective communication
and great social relationships with other farmers
(KARLI et al., 2006). A study was conducted to
determine the functions and benefits of cooperatives
in Nicaragua. According to the results obtained, in
some cooperatives, the members were only united
by the joint credit, services, machinery, transport,
or marketing. Nevertheless, in many cooperatives,
they shared almost everything(KROEKER, 1995).
In a study conducted in Thailand, it was determined
that agricultural cooperatives had a positive effect on
rural development, increased the agricultural income
of farmers, and created positive changes in social
security in rural areas (THUVACHOTE, 2011).

A statistically  positive  significant
relationship was found between land amount (p=0.479;
coef.=0.000) and the dependent variable, contributing
to an increase in the agricultural income of farmers.
In a study conducted in Kenya, it was determined that
the amount of land had some effect on cooperative
membership. The size of the landholding had a
positive and significant effect on the membership,
and each additional acre of land owned increased the

probability of membership by almost 4.3%. But the
probability of membership started to decrease again
for farms larger than 11 acres (FISCHER & QAIM,
2012). In Turkey, the land amount is an effective
factor in cooperative membership in the Southeastern
Anatolia Region based on derived income (KARLI
et al., 2006). In a survey of the province of Burdur,
which is located in the west of Turkey, the land size
was found to influence cooperative membership
(ALCICEK & KARLI, 2016). Conversely, a study in
Ethiopia reported that a member must have at least
a medium-sized piece of land to obtain sufficient
commercial income from the cooperative. In other
words, cooperatives should not be seen as a means
to ensure the participation of the poorest of the poor
farmers (FRANCESCONI & HEERINK, 2010).

There was a statistically negative
significant relationship between the dependent
variable and each of the following independent
variables: education (p=0.040; coef= -0.168),
agricultural income (p=0.000; coef= -0.660),
and farmers’ union membership (p=0.022; coef.=
-0.540). Similar results were obtained by studies
on cooperatives in Southeastern Anatolia and the
province of Burdur, both in Turkey. As education
and income increased, farmers’ attitudes towards
cooperative activities became more negative (KARLI
et al., 2006; ALCICEK & KARLI, 2016). On the
contrary, studies conducted in Ethiopia reported a
positive relationship between educational status and
membership of cooperatives (BERNARD et al.,
2008; BERNARD & SPIELMAN, 2009; ABEBAW
& HAILE, 2013). Again, in a study conducted in
Poland, education was found to be one of the positive
factors affecting cooperative membership and
management (BANASZAK, 2008).

Finally, there was no statistically significant
relationship between the dependent variable and any
of the following independent variables: the size of
a farmer’s households (p=0.780; coef.= -0.014), the
number of individuals engaged in agriculture in a
farmer’s family (p=0.490; coef.= -0.038), the number
of individuals working in non-agricultural jobs in the
family (p=0.246; coef.= -0.240 ), and the tenure on
which the farmland is held (p=0.155; coef.= -0.403).

CONCLUSION

Agricultural cooperatives exist in almost
every country in the world, regardless of their levels
of development. These cooperatives make important
contributions to food security, rural development, and
poverty reduction in the countries where they exist.
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Cooperatives play important roles in agriculture
— at all stages of food production, distribution, and
marketing. They provide very important support
especially for small-scale enterprises and low-income
farmers from production to marketing. Conversely,
organized structures like cooperatives are one of the
important indicators in the democratization process
of a country.

Given that cooperation and solidarity hold
an important place in Sanlwrfa’s and the whole of
Turkey’s socio-cultural structure, it is surprising that
cooperative activities, which essentially serve the
same purpose of cooperation and solidarity, are not
sufficiently widespread and have not developed to the
desired extent, both in Sanlurfa and entire Turkey.
Although, there are many reasons for this, trust,
transparent management, and inadequate participation
based on lack of information about cooperatives
are among the most important reasons. When the
profiles of farmers in Sanlurfa were evaluated
regarding agricultural membership records, the least
membership found in agricultural cooperatives by
almost 40% among the others and more than half of
them stated that they were not active members. Even
though Sanliurfa is the province with the third-highest
agricultural potential in Turkey, the participation of
its farmers in agricultural cooperative activities is
quite limited.

According to the results of this research,
barely one in every three farmers believes that
cooperatives have a positive effect on agricultural
income and displays a positive perception.
Conversely, approximately one-third of farmers do
not believe that cooperatives contribute to an increase
in the agricultural income of farmers, that is, they
showed negative perception. Again, more than one-
third of farmers are undecided about the impact
of cooperatives on farmers’ agricultural income.
Agricultural extension activities need to be intensified
for undecided farmers on matters such as cooperative
membership rights and benefits. Undecided farmers
mostly do not know exactly what cooperatives
are meant for, what services they provide, how to
become a member, or how members can benefit
from cooperatives. During the field research, farmers
with negative perceptions about cooperatives stated
that the administration of cooperatives often did not
make the right economic decisions about protecting
farmers’ rights and was not transparent enough.
Besides, a few farmers complained about the
procedures of becoming a member. The farmers also
stated that cooperative administrations are generally
formed to agree with the tribal structure in the region

the cooperative serves. The conclusion we can draw
from this is that the decisions and representations are
not sufficiently fair and democratic. In other words,
there is a problem of trust among farmers.

A statistically  positive  significant
relationship was found between each of the variables
— age, marital status, non-agricultural income,
experience, social security, farmer registration
system, cooperative membership, and land — and
the farmers’ perception concerning the dependent
variable. Conversely, a negative relationship was
reported between each of the variables — education,
income, and membership of other farmers’ unions
— and the dependent variable. No statistically
significant relationship was reported between any
of the variables — size of a farmer’s household, the
number of individuals engaged in agriculture in a
farmer’s family, the number of individuals working
in non-agricultural jobs in the family, and the tenure
on which the land was held — and the dependent
variable. The perceptions towards cooperatives have
a negative relationship with farmers’ agricultural
income and a positive relationship with land quantity.
As agricultural income increases, farmer’s need
for cooperative decreases. It is also possible to say
the opposite. Those who have non-agricultural
income were around 25% and this income was not
sufficient for their livelihoodis said by the farmers
during the survey. For this reason, this group has a
positive perception to generate more income based on
agriculture. According to the observations obtained
from the researches, large land assets do not mean
more income. Therefore, special attention should be
paid to farmers who have large pieces of land but
low income. This is because farmers’ decisions about
cooperatives mostly driven by land and income.

Rural organizational models, which are
in the form of cooperatives, can positively change
the agricultural income and welfare levels of
farmers. With these changes, positive socio-cultural
contributions can be made to the social structure. A
cooperative partnership can be made successful with
the democratic participation and free expression of
rational thinking individuals. However, the tribal
structure, which has taken strong roots in the rural
areas of Sanliurfa, poses serious challenges to the
positive changes that may occur in the social structure.
A tribal system is a form of social and political
organization that individuals create to meet their
economic needs and ensure the security of life against
external dangers. This organization model derives its
power from the culture of obedience. Therefore, the
presence of rational and free thinkers and democratic
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decision-makers in cooperative organizations is very
rare in the rural area of Sanliurfa. This situation
adversely affects the establishment, membership, and
sustainability of cooperatives.

As a result, there are conceptual, regional,
cultural, educational, and structural problems faced by
cooperatives in Sanlurfa. To increase the participation
of farmers, first of all, trust, transparent management,
and public control are required. Then, awareness and
training are required through agricultural extension
services. These issues need to be given more attention
by the public.This study is the first on this subject to
be conducted in Sanlmrfa. It is hoped that the results
will provide useful information for researchers,
decision-makers, and policy-makers in regions with
similar socio-economic characteristics.
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