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l. | NTRODUCTI ON
1. In this study, the Turkish agricultural hol dings were classified

according to their type of farnming and economc size. The EU typol ogy system
was applied to Turkish agricultural holdings, in order to conpare the
simlarities as well as the differences between the Turkish agricul tural

hol di ngs and the EU s.

. SOQURCES OF DATA

2. Most of the agricultural holdings in Turkey do not keep accounts.
Therefore, in order to determne gross nargins and specific variable costs,
the 1994 Orop Budget Information Form conpil ed by provincial branches of the
Bank of Agriculture were used. In addition, the results of the survey on

i nput use and costs of tenporary crops for the year of 1994 carried out at the
provincial |evel by General Directorate of Agricultural Cops and | nprovenent
of the Mnistry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs were also utilized for the
mssing crops in the first survey.

1 Docunent prepared by Ms. Aype Arslan, Departnent of Agriculture an
I ndustry Statistics.
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3. The Agricultural Hol di ngs (Househol ds) Survey of the 1991 General
Agricultural Census (G A C) conducted by the State Institute of Statistics
was used as the farmstructure survey. This survey was carried out in 4,000
sanpl e settlenents. Fromeach settlenent, 8 households were drawn by the
systematic sanpl e selection method. Fromthe total of 31, 762 househol ds
surveyed, 31,695 hol dings were enployed in this study.

[11. CALCULATI ON OF STANDARD GROSS MARG NS

4. For all enterprises, gross nmargin is the difference between the nonetary
val ue of agricultural production (gross production) and the nmain specific
costs corresponding to the production concerned. G oss production is the sum
of the value of the principal products and of the secondary products.

5. For crops, gross production was cal cul ated by multiplying average yield
by average sales price of crop concerned in each province. The value of straw
was included in cereal s concerned.

6. Secific costs for crops changing fromone crop to another consist of:

- seed and seedl i ngs;

- inocul ant;

- fertilizer;

- nitrogen,

- pot assi um

- phosphor us,

- conposed

- manure;

- crop protection products;
- herbi ci des,

- insecticides,

- fungi ci des

- packagi ng nateri al ;

- water for irrigation purposes.

7. For greenhouses, specific costs consist of:

- seed and seedl i ngs;

- soil for seedlings;

- bag for seedlings;

- soil funigation;

- manure;

- chemcal fertilizer;

- nitrogen,

- pot assi um

- phosphor us,

- hor none

- crop protection products;
- water for irrigation purposes;
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- packagi ng nateri al ;

- covering naterial

- heating (wood, oil, etc.);
- plastic rope

8. The standard gross margins (SGW) were only cal cul ated for breeding

li vest ock. Breeding bovine animal s were broken down as cul ture, cross-breed
and donestic. The gross production for breeding bovine animals is the val ue
of the nilk and young animals. The gross production for sheep is the val ue of
the mlk, young animals, and wool, for angora goats, it is the value of the

m | k, kids and angora, and for ordinary goats, it is the value of the nilKk,
kids and hair.

9. For breeding |ivestock, specific costs consist of:

- feed;

- concentrated feeding,
- barley,

- bran,

- dried hay,

- bagasse,

- silage,

- salt-nmarbl e dust,

- straw

- energy and water;

- health and hygi ene (vacci ne, nedicine, veterinarian);
- other specific costs.

10. The SGAW correspond to a production period of 12 nmonths (cal endar year).
Al though SGw are calculated fromarithnetic averages for three years or three
agricultural production years in the EU typology system for this study, SGW
were calculated only for the year of 1994.

11. The SAGWw for crops were determned on the basis of area expressed in
decare. The SGw related to livestock were determ ned by head.

12. The SGW relating to all enterprises were cal cul ated on the basis of 9
agricultural regions. The gross nmargin of each individual enterprise was
firstly conputed on the basis of province, and then the arithnetic mean of
gross nmargin of each individual enterprise was used to obtain the standard
gross nmargin of it at regional level. The 9 agricultural regions and

provi nces covered in each region are given in Appendi x 1.

13. For sone characteristics in the list of characteristics for the farm
structure survey, SGW were not cal cul ated, since those characteristics were
not reported in the Agricultural Hol di ngs (Househol ds) Survey or gross
production or specific costs related to those characteristics were not
conpi |l ed. Those characteristics are as follows: Fodder roots and brassicas
(D12); Flowers and ornanental plants (D16 and D17); Arable |and, seed and
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seedlings (D19); Qther arable |and crops (D20); Nurseries (Q05); Permanent
crops under glass (Q7); Mishroons (102); Equidea (JO1); Pigs (J11, J12 and
J13); Poultry (J14, J15, J16 and J17); Bees (J18). The data for J0O2 to J10
was nodi fied according to availabl e data since the nunber of aninals obtained
fromthe Agricul tural Hol dings Survey was not appropriate for age groups in
the list of characteristics. For this study, type of aninmals and age groups

are:
- Breedi ng bovine ani mal s
- Cattle
i) Cow (culture), two years and ol der
ii) Cow (cross-breed), two years and ol der
iii) Cow (domestic), two years and ol der
- Sheep and Goats
- Sheep
i) Fenal e, one year and ol der
- Odinary goats,
i) Fenal e, one year and ol der
- Angora goats
i) Fenal e, one year and ol der
14. Standard Gross Margins calculated are given in Table 1. The standard

gross nargin of market garden was used for both melon and water mel on and the
standard gross nmargin of citrus fruit was applied to mandarin, |enmon and sour
orange. The standard gross nargins of other vegetables and other fruits were
used for all vegetables and fruits grown, but the standard gross margi ns were
not cal cul ated, in each region

15. Standard gross margins in TL are converted to ECU by usi ng the exchange

rate of 1994:
1 EQU = 35,535 TL  (ERurostat, 1995)

16. Usi ng SGW cal cul ated by region, the 31,695 hol di ngs sel ected by the
sanpling method in the Agricultural Holdings Survey were classified according
to their type of farm ng and econonic size. The nunber of sanpl e hol di ngs
classified were then expanded to regional and national |evels, to obtain the
econonm ¢ size and type of farming for 4,059, 586 hol di ngs in Turkey.

17. Speci al cases
i) Oly one SGMwas cal cul ated for each crop without differentiating
for types.
ii) For holding with cattle, cow vetches, alfalfa, sainfoin and beets

for fodder were treated as if they had a SGV val ue of zero. The
cost of these crops was deducted when the SGM val ue was cal cul at ed
for cattle. For holding with no cattle, any fodder crops were
nornally treated in the sane way as ot her crops and correspondi ng
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SGM val ues were applied

iii) The sane SGM val ues were used for the first cultivation and the
second cul tivation of crops concerned.

iv) The standard gross margin for permanent pasture and meadow
(FO1/ FO2) was assumed to be 1 ECU.

V) In the Agricultural Hol di ngs (Househol ds) Survey of the 1991 GAC
if a holding had two or nore different fruits in the same orchard
the area of this orchard was considered as the area of the fruit
havi ng the | argest nunber of trees. So standard gross margi n was
applied only for this fruit and the others were di sregarded.

Vi) Dry onion and dry garlic were classified as field crops.

Eurostat, (1995). Basic Statistics of the EU Conparison with the Principa
Partners of the European Union. 5E Luxenbourg.

V. DETERM NATI ON OF THE ECONOM C Sl ZE OF AGRI CULTURAL HOLDI NGS

18. To derive the econom c size of holdings in ESU, the scale of each
enterprise in decare or by head was determned for each hol ding. The scale of
each enterprise was multiplied by the appropriate SGMto find out the
enterprise SGM The total standard gross margin of each hol di ng was conput ed
by summing up the different enterprise standard gross nmargins. Then, the
econoni ¢ size of each holding in ESU was obtai ned by dividing total standard
gross nmargins by 1200 ECU. The hol dings were classified into one of nine size
cl asses.

19. The nunber of hol dings in Turkey by their econom c size at regional
level are given in Table 2. According to the results, 90.69 percent of the
hol dings in Turkey are in the size class of less than 4 ESU. It neans that
the annual gross nmargin of these holdings is approximtely less than 170
billion TL for 1994. |In accordance with the EU typol ogy system these type of
hol di ngs are very snmal |l hol di ngs.

V. DETERM NATI ON OF TYPE OF FARM NG OF AGRI CULTURAL HOLDI NGS

20. The type of farning of a holding was determined by the relative
contribution of the various types of enterprise to its total standard gross
margi n. The speci alized hol dings on crop farm ng were cl assified by general

and principal types of farming. Since the data is not available in the detai

of the list of characteristics, a different kind of classification fromthe EU
typol ogy systemwas adopted for the aninal husbandry. The farmng types used
are given bel ow,
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1. Specialist field crops
11. Speci al i st cereal s
12. General field cropping
2. Speci ali st horticulture
20. Speci ali st horticulture
3. Speci al i st permanent crops
31. Speci al i st vi neyards
32. Specialist fruit and citrus fruit
33. Speci al i st olives
34. Vari ous permanent crops conbi ned
4. Speci al i st grazing |ivestock
Speci alist cattle
Speci al i st sheep and goats
Various |ivestock conbined
6. M xed croppi ng
60. M xed croppi ng
8. M xed crops - |ivestock
21. The nunber of agricultural holdings in Turkey by general and principa
types of farnming is given in Table 3 and Table 4 at national and regi ona
levels. In Turkey, m xed cropping-livestock hol dings constitute a sizable

proportion. According to the results, the nunber of these holdings is

1, 039, 207 which represents 25.60 percent of the total. This group is foll owed
by the groups of m xed cropping with 14.76 percent, specialist cattle with

13. 45 percent and general field cropping with 13.21 percent.

22. The nunber of hol di ngs by general type of farmng and | and size is
presented in Table 5. Wen the nunber of hol dings by |and size is considered,
it is observed that the nunber of specialist grazing |livestock and m xed
croppi ng-1 i vest ock hol di ngs concentrates in holdings with | ess than 19
decares. In the 50-999 decare group, holdings are nostly specialized on field
crops and nixed crop-livestock activities. Mst of hol dings operating nore
than 1,000 decares of |land are specialized on field crops.

VI . COVMENTS

23. New studi es such as setting up a threshold that excludes small farns,
establishing farmregi sters and redesi gning the avail abl e questionnaire
considering the list of characteristics or designing a new questionnaire
should be carried out to be able to adopt the EU typol ogy system

24. I nput subsidies are an inportant conponent of agricultural support
policies in Turkey. Therefore, the specific costs deducted from gross
producti on are biased downwards and small. So it seens that we mght have the

same results by using the gross production for each enterprise.

25. In this EU system it appears that the econonic size classes are not
appropriate to economcally anal yze the agricultural holdings in the countries
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i ke Turkey, where the agricultural holdings concentrate in the size class of
| ess than 4 ESU.



