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Abstract 

Farm-based education represents a relatively new concept for educational research domain. There 
are many countries where farm-based education activities are well organised, and the results are 
appreciated by both children and adults. The aim of this paper is to present the results of a survey 
applied to 303 university students from two universities of Romania and Ukraine, related to farm-
based education. The students’ majors were Agriculture, Environmental Protection, and 
Agricultural Management, because they are closely related to farm-based education. As variables 
were used age, environment, year of study and major. The analysis was realised with a SPSS 
software, and results show there are no statistically significant differences in age, year of study and 
environment, between students from Romania and from Ukraine. This aspect of the research may 
reflect that, though there are two countries with different cultural models, students think in a 
similar way, maybe as a consequence of globalization. Using ANOVA multiple comparisons, 
result present that the mean in the students majoring in Environmental protection is significantly 
different from that of the students majoring in Agricultural Management. The results may reflect 
the open-mindedness of future specialists in these domains towards farm-based education activities, 
which encourage learning in children with different behaviours and mentalities.  
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1. Introduction 

Learning is an interdisciplinary phenomenon that supposes 
behavioural, neurological, phenomenological [26] and socio-cultural aspects 
mentioned in [27]. Education develops and is influenced by numerous 
processes. In our research, in which we used the outer environment for 
educational purposes [22], [29], [23], we observed the positive effects of the 
environment on children’s cognitive processes when they were allowed to 
use all their senses. [27] Farm-based education (FBE) is a farm-based 
educational experience in which anybody can participate. Farm-based 
experiences can be formal, informal, free of charge or fee-based, depending 
on the approach by the school and the teachers. FBE is a new, effective 
form of place-based environmental and experiential education. The 
approach range can be diversified starting from kindergarten children to 
gymnasium, high school, undergraduates, and adults, all of which could be 
FBE candidates. Farm education provides all interested people a genuine 
learning environment that provides the chance to combine academic 
knowledge and real-world knowledge – people, animals, plants, and specific 
actions. [27] For adults and children from the urban environment, farm 
education can be an alternative to teaching about life on a farm and food 
production. [20] One of the pioneers of outdoor education, Dr Lloyd 
Burgess Sharp, claimed that pupils cannot truly understand unless they 
experience what they learn. [14] Experiences and opportunities provided by 
both crop and animal farms are true learning environments for those who 
try to understand the different aspects of life, no matter what this supposes: 
farm-specific activities, gardening, social aspects or such trendy topics as 
sustainable development.  [15]  

2. Problem Statement 

Education farms are rooted in Northern countries such as Norway, 
Denmark and Sweden: they started there at the beginning of the 1900s, 
adopting the American model 4-H Club (Head, Health, Heart, Hand) already 
operational in the 1890s and that promoted harmonious development in 
children and youth through “learning by doing”, mentioned by Hinshaw, 
1935; Reck, 1951, cited by [6]. Education farms promoting FBE apply the 4-
H Club principle and particularly the “learning by doing” due to the 
influence of relevant actions on self-esteem. At present, youth involve in this 
type of activities due to both their educational aspect and to their relevance 
in real life. [6]  
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Farm education helps students learn and experience genuine 
activities with genuine “actors” (farmers, animals, plants) in a genuine 
environment in which all the factors influence each other. Thus, if in school, 
they learn about BIO fruits, on a farm they can see on the sport the 
relationship between the plantation, the farmer, the fruit trees and the fruits 
that both the farmer and the students can pick [27]. Involving children in 
gardening activities can encourage them to not only eat more fruits and 
vegetables, but also to become more aware of the necessity of protecting the 
environment. [11, 16] 

It is extremely important to underline here the role of the farmer, 
who needs to be aware of the direct influence of the “educational” aspect of 
the farm on human resources. [20] Through human resources, educational 
farms become a “tool” within different projects involving the environment 
because they are privileged to unite a system of values with educational 
disciplines. [19] The farmers can make an option to turn their farms from an 
economic enterprise into an educational one that also takes into account the 
sociological perspective, sustained in. [3] 

Children can learn, from their experience with animals on a farm, 
how they can feed them, how they can help them if they are injured, how 
they can build shelters for them and, most important, how parents teach 
their little ones how to pick, to fly, to defend, or drink, with important 
consequences in real life for the parent-children relationship. Adults also 
become more sensitive due to the adult-cub activities because they 
understand better the environment in which children live [9], given that 
children cannot love what they do not understand. [10] 

Open air activities on educational farms, besides the fact that they 
help children accumulate new knowledge and skills, generate, according to 
[13], social benefits due to the interaction with other children, teachers, and 
farmers and a better cognitive functioning, according to [7] that soothes the 
impact of stress on children’s life. 

As shown by studies in the field, there is an increasing demand for 
this type of educational services [21], as well as a high availability of the 
farmers to turn their vegetal or animal farms into educational farms [24], [1].  

After reviewing farm education-related articles, we found out there is 
no research aiming at identifying agricultural or life-related university 
students’ attitude towards educational agritourism. This is the reason why we 
initiated the current research to identify students’ attitude toward this 
concept. They are potential educational agritourism promoters both in 
Romania and Ukraine.  

If [24] applied a questionnaire containing 19 items to 95 farmers, this 
study presents the results of a revised and shortened version of the 
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questionnaire (only 8 items) applied to 303 undergraduates majoring in 
Agriculture, Environmental protection, and Farm management (future farmers, farm 
managers or agronomists) from two agricultural universities in Romania and 
Ukraine. We used the Likert Scale with five steps, the most adequate for the 
measuring of the subjects’ attitude.  

The composition of the two samples was as follows: of the 150 
Romanian students, 26 were majoring in Agriculture, 63 in Environmental 
protection, and 61 in Farm management. The Ukrainian sample consisted in 25 
students majoring in Agriculture, 65 students majoring in Environmental 
protection, and 63 students majoring in Farm management. 

3. Research Questions/Aims of the research 

The goal of this research was to identify the existence of statistically 
significant differences from the perspective of the perception of educational 
activities on a farm between the two samples of students attending life-
science related universities (BUASVM Timişoara from Romania and 
NULES Kiev from Ukraine). 

To do so, we stated the following research hypotheses: 
H1: There are statistically significant gender differences of perception 

regarding farm education. 
H2: There are statistically significant environment differences of 

perception regarding farm education. 
H3: There are statistically significant majoring differences of 

perception regarding farm education. 
H4: There are statistically significant year of study differences of 

perception regarding farm education. 
H0: There is no statistically significant difference between the two 

samples of perception regarding farm education (Null hypothesis).  

4. Research Methods 

To reach the goal of this research, we used the t test for independent 
samples. This type of test is used to calculate if the means of the two sets of 
scores differ significantly given that they come from two different samples. 
Results of the t test can confirm or infirm the hypotheses. 

To extend the coverage of the t test, we used multiple comparisons 
with the ANOVA method. Multiple comparisons were used to identify the 
differences between the means of the three majors used in the research. This 
can explain which of the pairs of means differ significantly.  
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The questionnaire was applied between December 2016 and January 
2017. The students of the two universities were asked to participate in the 
research by filling in the 8-item questionnaire. The subjects volunteered for 
the study; they were asked to fill in the questionnaire during classes after we 
got the acknowledgement of their teachers, and they were informed that 
answering the questionnaire involved minimum risk. They were also 
informed that, should they feel uncomfortable while filling in the 
questionnaire or should they feel like quitting, no matter the reason, they 
could do that without any repercussion. Only the students agreeing to take 
part in the research filled in the questionnaire. They were asked to contact 
the researchers online should they have questions or suggestions related to 
the research. They were not rewarded financially for their contribution.  

5. Findings 

Hypothesis 1 supposes that there are statistically significant differences 
between the two samples of students (Romanian and Ukrainian) from the 
perspective of their gender. We used the SPSS Programme to process the 
results. After applying the t test, there were no statistically significant 
differences. Thus, we can say that, no matter the gender, the subjects have 
similar options and attitudes towards farm-based education. 

Hypothesis 2 supposes that there are statistically significant differences 
between the two student samples from the perspective of their environment. 
After applying the t test, we could not identify statistically significant 
differences between the Romanian and Ukrainian student samples. We can 
thus say that students’ environment does not influence significantly the 
choices of the subjects. Though children and youth from the urban 
environment benefit from more educational resources than those from the 
rural environment, many traits are influenced by the family and the 
environment in which they live [2]. Though educational agritourism 
addresses mainly people from the urban environment [20], the benefits of 
this type of education are also appreciated by the students from the rural 
environment who, in most cases, are directly involved in such activities.  

Hypothesis 3 supposes that there are statistically significant differences 
between Romanian and Ukrainian students from the perspective of their 
majors. In this case also we used the SPSS Programme applying the t test. 
Results point out that there are no statistically significant differences 
between the two groups. Thus, we can state that the attitude of the students 
majoring in three different domains does not differ significantly. Though the 
curricula of the three groups fifer, they are open to the idea of involving 
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children and youth in educational activities on farms; moreover, each group 
responded through the prism of their future profession: agronomists, 
environmental engineers, or farm managers. 

To extend the coverage area of the t test, we used multiple 
comparisons through ANOVA method. Results explain the differences 
between environments in the three majoring groups. 

Thus, there were significant differences only in item 3, “What 
aspects do you think are consolidated in children and youth during activities 
on an educational farm?”: 

 First point/Response variant 3.1 “Knowledge about how to prepare feed for 
the livestock”, an analysis of one-dimensional variant for independent 
scores showed significant differences between Environmental protection 
and Farm management (F = 3.99, p = 0.020).  

 Second point/Response variant 3.2 “Emotions caused by the contact with 
the nature”, an analysis of one-dimensional variant for independent 
scores showed again significant differences between Environmental 
protection and Farm management (F = 7.14, p = 0.001). 

 In the response variant 3.4, “The desire to make agricultural traditions 
known”, an analysis of one-dimensional variant for independent 
scores showed significant differences between Environmental protection 
and Farm management (F = 6.274, p = 0.002). 

 The response variant 3.6, “Understanding life in the rural area”, an 
analysis of one-dimensional variant for independent scores showed 
significant differences between Environmental protection and Agriculture 
(F = 3.91, p = 0.021). 

 The response variant 3.7, “Understanding the importance of the healthy food 
and healthy life in the healthy environment”, an analysis of one-dimensional 
variant for independent scores showed significant differences again 
between Environmental protection and Farm management (F = 3.96, p = 
0.02) 

 The response variant 3.8, “Desire of protecting the environment”, an 
analysis of one-dimensional variant for independent scores showed 
significant differences again between Environmental protection and Farm 
management (F = 3.46, p = 0.033). 
Hypothesis 4 supposes that there are statistically significant differences 

between Romanian and Ukrainian students from the perspective of their 
year of study. After applying the t test, results show no statistically significant 
difference between the two groups. For this study, we chose students in the 
3rd and 4th years of study, because they are more mature, they have more 
information regarding their future profession and are able to understand that 
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they can become actors in the promotion of this type of education and in 
the transformation of the farms in which they will work into educational 
ones, given the openness of the farmers towards this idea [24]. 

Null hypothesis supposes there is no difference between the two 
samples regarding farm-based education. Results analysis for hypotheses 1-4 
shows that the null hypothesis is not confirmed given the partial 
confirmation of hypothesis 3.  

6. Discussions 

As far as the information of hypothesis 1 is concerned, results show 
the lack of information specific to educational agritourism in both genders. 
Thus, 98.03% of Romanian students chose for item 1,”What do you understand 
by educational farm?” only the response variant ”an educational experience on 
a farm, agricultural-related, for all ages”, probably by applying a logical 
connexion with the question without knowing that it means ”a farm 
entertainment” in the same. [3] 

Results parallel the studies claiming that female farmers are able to 
manage farms particularly when supported by their children or extended 
families [17], activities that contribute to the increase of self-confidence. [25] 

As for hypothesis 2, people from the rural area are also considered 
beneficiaries of farm education, but in an indirect way, through the 
development of local economies, through the promotion of local products 
and culture, and through the support of healthy food among children and 
youth (supplying fresh fruits and vegetables to school cafeterias through 
such programmes as ”farm-to-school”. [28]   

As for hypothesis 3, it is necessary to mention that students’ majors 
were selected for this study because of their possible involvement as genuine 
”actors” in farm educational activities. [27] To get a general view, the 
questionnaire should also by applied to educational ”actors” (pre-service and 
in-service teachers) to find out their opinions and availability to get involved 
in farm-based educational activities. [30] 

As for the results in the variant 3.1, we need to mention the interest 
of future specialists to transfer towards the young generation knowledge on 
the preparation of animal feed to understand the way in which feeding 
animals has an effect on animal food. 

Variant 3.2 explains the positive effects of the environment on 
children and youth as shown by numerous studies [4], [31]. Developing a 
positive relationship with the nature, increases the chances to develop a pro-
environment attitude in adulthood. [31] Involvement for five days in nature 
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activities without technology, [29] sustain that improves in teenagers skills in 
nonverbal emotions.  

Variant 3.4 also reflects the wish of the young generation to know 
and transfer to future generations what is representative for the area and the 
old technologies used in gardening or food processing. Results confirm 
research in the field [12], claiming that farmers are for traditional farming. 

Variant 3.6 represents the only difference between students majoring 
in Environmental protection and students majoring in Agriculture, nothing could 
be more natural given than the rural area has numerous positive aspects such 
a clean air, greens, animals, wide areas [5], that charm the children but that 
also have negative aspects for the youth who perceive the rural area as 
intrusive and constraining, particularly for the females. [8] 

In the variant 3.7, the interest in promoting healthy nutrition in 
schools to prevent obesity is increasing according to the studies in the field. 
[1], [28], [13] We can affirm that there are significant differences between 
students majoring in Environmental protection and in Farm management, but they 
are not significantly different. 

Variant 3.8 is supported by numerous studies concluding that 
children and youth are willing to protect the environment after carrying out 
farm-based educational activities. [22], [18] 

For hypothesis 4, results show that there is a wide vision on 
education and open-mindedness regarding youth education through the 
connection with real life no matter the curricula of the students. Family 
experiences could be a possible explanation for the lack of differences in 
attitude towards farm-based education. 

Null hypothesis did not confirm because of the differences between 
the students’ majors. 

A possible explanation for the few significant differences between 
the two student samples could be multiculturality (intensely promoted these 
last years) and the possibility of testing cultural differences through different 
educational programmes in Romania Ukraine (Erasmus+) may help the 
students to have a common vision opened towards activities that support 
education in a natural environment, closer to real life. 

Though the numbers of students per year of study and per majors 
were very similar, the results may be affected by the fact that students 
majoring in Agriculture was much lower than that of the students majoring in 
Environmental protection or Farm management. The authors could ensure that 
there are no difference in the composition of the groups, but they could not 
control the number of students involved in the study. A lower number of 
students equal with those majoring in Agriculture would have influenced in a 
negative way the statistical power.  
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7. Conclusions 

This research evaluated the attitude towards farm-based education in 
students from two universities: BUASVM from Timisoara, Romania, and 
NULES from Kiev, Ukraine. Students were selected from majors related to 
this type of education (Agriculture, Environmental protection and Farm 
management). 

Statistics analysis was done with the SPSS Programme applying the t 
test for independent samples: hypotheses 1, 2, 4 and H0 did not confirm. 
Thus, there were not significant differences in students’ attitude towards 
farm-based education from the perspectives of gender, environment, or year 
of study.  

The single hypothesis confirmed is hypothesis 3 claiming that there 
are differences in attitude towards farm-based education from the 
perspective of the students’ majors. There were significant differences only 
after applying multiple comparisons with the ANOVA method between 
students majoring in Environmental protection and students majoring in 
Farm management. 
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