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Abstract 

 

Supporting of agricultural production is one of the up to date issues throughout the world. The 

part of the society, which is engaged in agricultural production sectors, is supported with 

different kinds of instruments and on different levels according to their unique agricultural 

conditions.  World Trade Organisation regulates the supporting of agriculture with some 

rules. The countries that violate these rules are exposed to different sanctions. In parallel with 

the developments in the supporting of agriculture, there is effort for liberalisation of this 

support from production in Turkey.  In 2012, Producer Support Estimate, used as an 

indication of the agricultural support among OECD countries, has been carried out 7% in the 

United States, 19.4% in EU, 11.6% OECD-wide and 22% in Turkey.  Whereas only 2% of the 

2015 budget of Turkey has been reserved for agricultural supports, this share constituted 42% 

of the EU budget in 2013.   In the USA, however, the amount reserved for the agricultural 

supports was above 100 billion USD.  In Turkey, the amount reserved for the agricultural 

supports in Turkey in 2015 is US$3.7 billion.  Yet, the share for agricultural supports 

according to Agriculture Act accepted in 2006 was needed to be at least US$7.2 billion.  In 

the present study, it is confirmed that agricultural support amount per enterprise in Turkey is 

4.3 times lesser than EU average.  Agricultural supports do have product cost reducing and 

producer revenue increasing effect.  In Turkey, the wheat crop’s share in total supports in 

2013 is 23.58% and the sunflower crop’s share is 34.21%.  The supports provided an increase 

of 7.58% in wheat producers’ revenue and an increase of 20.83% in sunflower producers’ 

revenue.   In order to secure the food offer and quality, to ensure an increase in the producer’s 

welfare and help consumers to obtain food for reasonable prices, it is inevitable that the 

applied agricultural support policies should be long termed, based on planning, suitable for 

World Trade Organisation’s rules and compatible with the EU Partner Agriculture Policy.  In 

this context, reserving sufficient budget for agricultural support practices, determining the 

agricultural support unit prices more realistically without effecting the market prices and 

production level will play a significant role in making agriculture sector open to competition 

with other nations as well as reducing crop costs, in other words increasing the producers’ 

revenues. 
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1. Introduction  

 

Policies aimed at supporting agricultural sector maintain despite the liberalisation 

trends throughout the world.  Specifically in many developed countries, agriculture maintains 

its position as the most favored sector (Civan 2010). 

Due to its disadvantaged features, agriculture comes first of the sectors which have 

been protected with supporting policies in all countries, especially in the developed ones.  As 

is the case for other countries, agricultural policies in Turkey have various objectives such as; 

increasing the producers’ income and welfare, rising the consumer’s welfare by providing 

cheap food, providing self-sufficiency, rural recovery and foreign exchange savings (Tan et 

al., 2015). 

Basic aims of the implemented agricultural policies may vary according to countries.  

Because each country would like her farmer to reach higher income and welfare level, to 

make the agricultural product prices lower and to enable the agricultural industry 

entrepreneurs reach plentiful products at cheaper prices.  Consumers ask for food products to 

be abundant, cheap and available.  Also the fact that the natural sources in the country would 

pass to future generations via proper farming, in other words the concept of sustainability is 

another term all the countries of the world agree upon.  In this context, the aims of the 

agricultural policies are briefly; the objective of employment and revenue, self-sufficiency 

objective, productivity objective, export objective and others  (İnan, 2016). The tools used in 

the agricultural policies are basically grouped under two headings; tools bringing revenue for 

the producers with intervening the market prices and tools bringing revenue for producers 

without intervening the market prices.   

Throughout the world, there are various studies directed at the supporting of the 

agricultural production.  In literature, the studies carried out in a global scale originate seem to 

originate from OECD and FAO.  Here, information on recent studies especially carried out in 

various countries are provided. Smith (1990) examined the policies implemented with 

agricultural subsidies in Britain and their development process.  Piccinini and Loseby (2001)  

tried to project agricultural policies in the USA and EU and the situation of dilemma that the 

farmers had found themselves between agricultural supports and the market.  Anderson et 

al.(2006) focused on relative significance of agricultural subsidies and market access on a 

global scale in their study. Babcock and Hart (2002) investigated agricultural supports in the 

USA under the rules of World Trade Organisation.  Dorward and Morrison (2015)  examined 
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the effects of agricultural supports on food security and poverty reduction.  In his study, 

Josling (2015)  investigated the changes related with the agricultural supports, focused on the 

supports which had effects in good or bad ways and clarified the issues of sustainable 

development and supporting the consumers and using of biofuel.  Tedesco et al. (2015) 

emphasised upon the agricultural supports and poverty rates in low income countries being 

member of OECD.  Drabenstott (2015) urged an answer to the question whether the 

agricultural support payments would promote the rural economic growth.   

In this study, it is aimed to address the agricultural supports applied throughout the 

world especially with their figurative sizes.  In this context, agricultural support practices have 

been compared by using the Producers Support Estimate rate (PSE) in OECD countries in 

general and the USA, EU and Turkey instinctively.  Besides, a summary of the agricultural 

supporting system, which is used, and figurative sizes in base of subject matter has been 

made.  The differences between the rate which takes place in the Agriculture Act passed in 

2006 and needs to be reserved for the agriculture supporting and the rate which really takes 

place (producers loss) have been revealed considering the period between 2006-2014.  In the 

last section of the study, the effects of the supports which have been made on the basis of 

products and producers revenue have been examined.  

 

2. Materials and Methods  

 

The main study material of the present study consists of official data gained from the 

relevant ministry units in Turkey and data belonging to the OECD, EU and the USA.  For the 

basic statistics belonging to Turkey in this study, data from the Turkish Statistics Institute 

(TSI) and Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Livestock (MFAL) are utilised.   For the data 

concerning the Total Support Estimate (TSE) and Producer Support Estimate (PSE), records 

of Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) have been used.   

Agricultural supports ad national budget in Turkey have been given in USD for the 

study.  For the exchange rates between TL( ) and US$, the archive of Turkish Republic 

Central Bank (TRCB, 2016) has been referred to.  In the study total agricultural support 

amount given to the producers in Turkey and the amount of agricultural support per enterprise 

have been given in compare to some other countries.   

In calculating the agricultural support payments in Turkey, arithmetic mean method 

has been used.  Total support payments for the years determined in the calculation have been 
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computed by dividing them to the enterprise number registered in the Farmer’s Registration 

System (FRS).  In the study, support amount per farming area (ha) has been left out of 

assessment since the amount reserved for animal farming in total supports is not known and 

there has not been a full distinction of the animal farming enterprise number from the total. 

Thus, misinterpretation of the data would be prevented.   

There has been an effort to give the most possible up-to-date form of the supports for 

the agriculture in Turkey and some other countries in the study.  Figures related with the 

agricultural supports and prepared by the OECD have been used in the study.  Besides, with 

the help of the data which have been reached in general of the study, comparisons between 

Turkey and the countries having the most significant place in food trade such as the USA, EU 

countries and the OECD countries have been carried out.   

 

3. Results and Discussions  

3.1. Place and significance of agricultural sector in country’s economy  

 

The place of agriculture in a country’s economy could generally be examined under 

six groups such as; contribution to the population and workforce, contribution to production 

and yield, contribution to national income and foreign trade.   

According to the TSI 2014 data, Turkey’s population is 77.7 million.  The rate of rural 

population to the total is 8.2%.  Annual population growth is 1.33%.  The distribution of the 

active population in 2013 according to sectors is; for service sector 57.4%, for agriculture 

sector 23.5% and for industry sector 19.1%.   

Turkey’s export value for the year of 2004 is US$63167000000 and the share for 

agriculture and food products from this amount is 9.45%.  In 2014, these values are 

US$157628000000 and 11.37%, respectively.  Turkey’s import value for the year of 2004 is 

US$97540000000 and the share for agriculture and food products from this amount is 3.29%.  

In 2014, these values are US$242183000000 and 5.09%, respectively.   For the year 2014, 

Turkey’s foreign trade of agriculture and food products has a surplus of US$5590000000 in 

the budget.  However, considering the trad of agricultural products only, it shows up that 

Turkey’s situation is different than the general view.  Because, while Turkey’s import of 

agricultural products is US$8589000000 in 2014, the export of agricultural products stayed in 

the level of US$6031000000.  In other words, Turkey’s foreign trade deficit for the stated 

year reached a record level of US$2558000000 (TSI, 2016).  To emphasise briefly, although 
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Turkey is in the 1st place in terms of gross national income in Europe and 7
th

 in the world, 

there is the question of a deficit in Turkey’s foreign trade of agricultural products.   In case of 

including food products and processed agricultural products for this deficit has a surplus in 

the budget.   

 

3.2. Agricultural substructure 

3.2.1. Plant production 

 

According to the General Farming Census (GFC) carried out by the TSI in 2001, the 

total number of enterprises in the country is 3022000 and there are 54523 enterprises (farms) 

which do not have farming land and thus are not included in this figure.  Enterprises with 20 

ha and below land has a share of 94.2% out of total and the rate of farming land of these 

enterprises to the total farming land is 65.8% (TSI, 2001).  According to 2013 data, amount of 

land registered to the Farmer Registration System (FRS) is 14729324 ha, farmer number is 

2183270, farming land per farmer 6.75 ha, number of parcel per farmer is 6.7 (MFAL, 2014).  

In some of the leading countries in respect to agricultural production, basic data 

regarding the agricultural infrastructure is as follows:  According to the 2007 data, the number 

of farming enterprises is 13.7 million and average enterprise size is 13.6 ha.  As for the same 

year’s data, amount of land per enterprise in France is 52.1 ha, in Germany 45.7 ha and in 

Spain 23.8 ha.  (Acar and Aytüre, 2014; İnan, 2016). According to 2014 data, amount of land 

per enterprise in the USA is 168 ha and the number of farmers is 2.2 million  (Penson et al., 

2014).  

According to the Study of Agricultural Enterprise Structure by TSI in 2006, 62.3% of 

the farming enterprises in Turkey carry out both plantal and livestock production together. 

The ratio of enterprises carrying out only plantal production is 37.2% and the ratio of 

enterprises carrying out livestock production is 0.5% (İnan, 2016).   

 

3.2.2. Animal production 

 

When we examine size group of the enterprises having bovine animal (cattle and water 

ox) with respect to the number of bovine animals, enterprises are concentrated in the group of 

enterprise size having 1-4 head with the ratio of 59.7% and the number of animals is 

concentrated in the enterprise size with 25.4% and 10-19 heads.  The agricultural enterprises 
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with small cattle (sheep and goat) are concentrated in the group of 25.3% and with 20-49 

heads and the number of animals is concentrated in the enterprise group with 36.1% and 50-

149 heads (TSI, 2008; Uzunöz, 2012).  

Especially when we consider the potential membership of Turkey to the EU where the 

cattle asset per enterprise is about 30 heads, the fact that the herd width and the enterprise size 

is small will decrease the competition chance to a large extent.   Accordingly, increasing the 

the number of integrated plants having bovine animals as well as the number of stock farming 

and dairy cattle enterprises having the advantage of scale are both of vital importance.  With 

this aim, it is also important that the investments in the industry scale has shown development 

and supports for the livestock farming have risen in Turkey  (IAER, 2009).  

The above mentioned data concerning the agricultural infrastructure of Turkey reveals 

such facts; business scale of the agricultural enterprises is quite small and has a multipartite 

structure, their specialisation level on animal production is low, plantal production outweigh 

in the enterprises running plantal and animal production, and also the cattle breeding activities 

in these enterprises are carried out as an auxiliary production activity.  

 

3.3. Agricultural supports in the world 

3.3.1. Criteria used in the measurement of agricultural supports   

 

In measuring of the agricultural supports in OECD countries, basically two criteria are 

used. The first of these is The Total Support Estimate (TSE).  TSE is briefly defined as; “TSE 

is an indicator of the annual monetary value of all gross transfers from taxpayers and 

consumers arising from policy measures which support agriculture, net of the associated 

budgetary receipts, regardless of their objectives and impact on farm production and income, 

or consumption of farm products”. In Figure 1, annual average growth ratio between the total 

support estimate (TSE) of the 1995-97 period and 2012-14 period in some of the OECD 

countries is given.  
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Figure 1: Evoluation of Total Support Estimate, 1995-97 to 2012-14 

(Average annual real growth rate) 

 

In Figure 2,  Total Support Estimates (TSE) between the 1995-97 period and 2012-14 

period and their share in the GDP are given.   

 

 

Figure 2: Total Support Estimate by country, 1995-97 and 2012-14 

(Percentage of GDP) 
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 In Figure 3, country shares in total agricultural GDP and total TSE in the 1995-97 and 

2012-14 periods are given.  

 

Figure 3: Country shares in total agricultural GDP and in total TSE, 1995-97  

and 2012-14 

 

Another criteria used to measure agricultural support is The Producer Support 

Estimate (PSE). PSE can be described briefly as follows: “PSE is an indicator of the annual 

monetary value of gross transfers from consumers and taxpayers to support agricultural 

producers, measured at farm gate level, arising from policy measures, regardless of their 

nature, objectives or impacts on farm production or income (OECD, 2016).  The PSE 

estimated according to the OECD criteria represent the payments made to the agricultural 

producers from consumers and taxpayers and resourcing from the policy measures supporting 

the agriculture. PSE comprises of market price support, direct payments, input supports, 

interest subsidies, general services and payments concerning the incentives.  

PSE demonstrates the ratio of the support provided for the producer to the total 

production value, which is calculated by the domestic prices,   of the total support made to the 

producers and which is another criteria providing international comparisons (Acar and Bulut, 

2009). PSE includes market price support made to the farmers by the government and budget 

payments.  PSE explains the share of the agricultural supports in the total agricultural 

revenue. Therefor, it  is an important criterion. Being an OECD support calculation form, PSE 
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is obtained by dividing the agricultural supports to the total agriculture revenue (Acar and 

Aytüre, 2014). 

According to OECD data, Turkey is the only country where the producers’ support 

increased between the periods of 1986-88 and 2007-09 within the OECD countries.  The PSE 

increased from 20% to 34% between the periods 1986-88 and 2007-09 period in Turkey.   

This rate is quite above the OECD average (22%).  According to the market price support, 

Turkey’s support share is considerably higher than the OECD average.  The primary reason 

for this is the increase in the production which rises the base that the support is applied and 

the increase in the market price support for each unit product.  Whereas the share for market 

price support in OECD region for the 2007-09 period decreased, this increased in Turkey and 

reached 88% in 2009.  In the same year, this rate was 46% in OECD countries. (OECD, 

2011). According to data for the year of 2012,  the PSE reached 18.6% across the OECD 

countries, 7% in the United States, 19.4% in the EU and 22% in Turkey (Acar and Aytüre, 

2014).  The PSE value of Turkey in the period of 2012-14 had some similarity with period of 

1986-88 and reached 21%.  During the specified periods, this ratio happened to be 18% 

(OECD, 2015).   

 

3.3.2. Shares reserved for agricultural supports  

 

The EU and the United States, besides their production volume, because of their role 

in world trade, play a significant role in world agricultural trade.  In terms of the share 

allocated for the supports, these countries take frontier places compared to the others since 

protective agricultural policies are applied and a great deal of revenue transfer is made to the 

producers.   

Concerning the OECD data, annual average transfer amount which consists of the 

88% of the agricultural added value created in the global scale of 49 countries in the years of 

2012-14 according to the Producer Support Estimate (PSE) is US$601 billion and an 

additional of US$135 billion is transferred under general services (OECD, 2015).  

According to the MFAL data, while the share of agricultural supports in Gross 

Domestic Product (GDP) is 0.8% in the period of 2011-13 in OECD countries, this share in 

Turkey 2.3% in 2011, 1.9% in 2012 and 2.0% in 2013 respectively (Bugem, 2016).  

In 2015, approximately 2% of the state budget is reserved for the agricultural supports 

in Turkey.  Besides, the share of support given to the agriculture is kept minimum, although it 
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is high compared to the OECD countries, more than four times of this amount is given to the 

farmers by domestic and foreign banks as agricultural credits (İnan, 2016).  

Expenditure made in the scope of Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is covered from 

the EU budget.  The resource is transferred to the EU budget according to the criteria 

determined by the member states.  The share reserved for CAP from the EU budget which is 

created by the gathering of these resources is distributed according to the agricultural structure 

of the member states (Samsun, 2005).  In 2013, 42% of the EU budget (US$167 billion) is 

reserved for the agricultural supports (MFA, 2016).  Out of this EU budget, 31% consists of 

the direct grants and expenditure related with the market and 11% consists of the rural 

development expenses.   

In terms of agricultural supports, in 2014, US$2.4 billion is given to the farmers as 

support in Turkey while it is between US$50-60 billion in EU and over US$100 billion in the 

USA (İnan, 2016).  Besides, there is no other financing policy directed for the agricultural 

production, a share between 1% and 1.5% of the GDP is reserved for the supporting of the 

agricultural production. Also, because of the extensive technology usage in agriculture and 

high productivity level, the USA is able to export agricultural products to the whole world 

(Gaytancıoğlu, 2009).  The specified tokens show that the USA is protecting agricultural 

producers extensively.   

 

3.3.3. Supports given per enterprise  

 

According to the data from a study in 2007, it is determined that the average 

agricultural support amount per enterprise in Turkey is US$1723, but US$7434 in EU-25.  

While the support amount per hectare is US$272 in Turkey, this amount is determined as 

US$366 in EU-25 (Arısoy and Gül, 2011).   These values reveal tangibly that the support 

amount reserved for the agricultural production is lower in Turkey compared to the EU states.    

Agricultural supports and the amount of support per enterprise in Turkey for the 

period of 2006-14 is given in Table 1.  Considering the MFAL data, it is understood that the 

Agricultural Gross Revenue (AGR) value in Turkey in the period of 2006-12 increased in 

parallel with the rise of agricultural production per enterprise, yet it showed a decrease in 

2014.   

 

 



Effects of agricultural supports on farmer’s revenue and product costs: the case of Turkey 

Semerci, A. 
 

Custos e @gronegócio on line - v. 12, n. 3 – Jul/Sep - 2016.                                         ISSN 1808-2882 

www.custoseagronegocioonline.com.br 

 

81 

Table 1:  Agricultural Supports in Turkey and Amount of Support per Enterprise  

Years 

Farmer 

Figure 

(Number)  

Area   

(ha) 

Agricultural 

Gross 

Revenue (GR) 

(US$000)  

Agricultural  

Supports 

(US$000) 

AGR 

(USD) per 

Enterprise 

Amount of 

Agricultural 

Support Per 

Enterprise 

(US$)  

2006 2609723 16493026 43493774 3292158 16666 1262 

2008 2380284 15769464 56421833 4567525 23704 919 

2010 2318506 15630939 61743729 3915446 26631 1689 

2012 2214537 15344905 61980577 4236959 27988 1913 

2014 2206874 14927689 56968432 4140832 25814 1876 

Reference:  MFAL (2016).  Farmers Registration System (FRS) and Agricultural Production Value Data.   

(available at: http://www.tarim.gov.tr/Konular/Makro-Ekonomik-Gostergeler; 

http://www.tarim.gov.tr/sgb/Belgeler/SagMenuVeriler/BUGEM.pdf; ) 

 

 

All agricultural supports in Turkey are given according to Farmer Registration System 

(FRS).  When we consider the number of registered farmer and agricultural supports 

payments, it is seen that the support amount per farmer in the period of 2006-2014 varies 

between US$919 and US$1913.  The maximum value is reached in 2012 with the amount of 

US$1913.  The average support amount per enterprise is US$1732 for the period 2006-14.  

Considering this value, it appears that the support amount per enterprise in EU is 4.3 times 

higher than in Turkey.   

 

3.3.4. The effect of domestic practices on Turkey 

 

The main rules put forward by the World Trade Organisation (WTO) concerning the 

trade of agricultural products and supporting of the production are declared in 5 articles.  

These are briefly; market-entry principle, export subventions, domestic supports, conformity 

provision and health measures (Özalp and Ören, 2014).  In this study, domestic supports 

given to the agricultural production are considered.  According to the Agriculture Framework 

Agreement, it is foreseen to decrease all domestic supports reserved for the agricultural 

production %20% in developed countries in 6 years and 13.3% in developing countries in 10 

years grounding on the 1986-88 period.  The domestic support based on the product is 

allowed as it would not pass 5% of the product value in developed countries and 10% of it in 

developing countries  (de minimis rule).   

In the calculation of domestic supports, “Collective Support Measurement” which 

depends on the multipying of production amount with the difference between the domestic 

http://www.tarim.gov.tr/Konular/Makro-Ekonomik-Gostergeler
http://www.tarim.gov.tr/sgb/Belgeler/SagMenuVeriler/BUGEM.pdf
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price and the world price, which is basically called the reference price.  Classification of the 

domestic supports is determined with colours. Expenditure such as rural development, RE-

DE, infrastructure expenditure, which have minimal effect of spoiling the price and trade, are 

evaluated in the scope of green box and free.  In the base of blue box, there are the constant 

field and payments partly independent from production connected with yield animal number.  

Blue box sum of supports will not pass over 2.5% of total agricultural production value for 

developed countries and 5% for developing countries.  For supports in the green box, a 

discount is not necessary.  Because of the “peace provision” added in the agreement, an 

investigation cannot be conducted upon the countries practicing this type of supports.  

Measures affecting the price and trade directly are considered within the red box and a 

discount is obligatory (Çakmak et al., 1999).  

As a result of the Doha Negotiations on December 6, 2008, upon the current 

commitments with the document published at the end of the Uruguay Round, it is projected to 

make significant amount of discounts on the domestic supports by the member states.   

Since the input supports, price supports and premiums in the red box comprise a very 

small budget in the total support budget, it is clear that the projected 10% exemption for red 

box supports would not affect Turkey.  However, provided that the minimum support (de 

minimis) is decreased below 10%, in terms of plants for which the premium support is applied 

such as cotton, sunflower and soy bean, there can be some shortages.  For the blue box 

supports, a reduction could be in question in a way that it cannot pass 5% of the production 

value.  Since supports in this group in Turkey comprise a sum of low financial value, there 

seems no problem for the supports in this box.  Green box supports, however, are among the 

supports which are not subject to reduction.   

Turkey is attentive to the conforming with the rules of WTO directed to the support of 

production related with the domestic supports since these rules focus on practices which can 

provide the marketing of agricultural products in more favorable terms and encourage 

yielding more from the unit field rather than supporting agriculture in Turkey by pricing.    
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3.4. Agricultural support practices in Turkey 

3.4.1. The legal framework of agricultural support practices   

 

For the first time in 2006, Agriculture Law is prepared in Turkey in order to determine 

the necessary policies for the development and supporting of agriculture sector and rural areas 

in accordance with the development plan and strategies and to make the regulations.    

In the 18 Article of the Agriculture Law, which was enacted by the publication of the 

Official Gazette dated 18.04.2006 and numbered 5488, it reads that “The aim of agricultural 

supports is; to contribute to the solution of the prior issues of agriculture sector, to increase 

the efficiency of the policies practiced and to ease the harmonisation of the sector to these 

policies.  Agricultural support policies are applied to the programmes which can provide 

economic and social efficiency and productivity conditions.  Payments are carried out 

depending on the quality of the programmes and within the budget potentials after the 

necessary inspections and controls are completed”. In the relevant Law, the following 

articles should be considered in determining the agricultural support programmes.     

I. Contributing the fulfilment of the agricultural policy objectives,  

II. Conformity with the European Union legislation and international commitments, 

III. Execution of the manufacturers' activities within market conditions, 

IV. The resource should be in a structure that it will be reserved for the producers 

effectively and fairly, 

V. It will show a balanced distribution on the subsectors of agriculture.   

Agricultural support devices in Agriculture Law are ranged as; Direct Revenue 

Support (abolished in 2008), Deficiency Payment, Compensating Payments, Livestock 

Farming Supports, Agricultural Insurance Payments, Rural Development Supports, 

Environmental Protection of Agricultural Land (EPAL) programme supports and other 

supports (Official Gazette, 2006).   

In Article 21 of the law, it reads “Financing of the agricultural support 

programmes are supplied from budget resources and foreign resources.  The resource to 

be reserved from the budget cannot be lower than 1% of the GDP”.   Therefore, with the 

relevant law it is resolved that the ratio of the supports to the national revenue can not be 

lower than 1%.  However, in this study, it is determined that the specified ratio was never 

achieved in the agricultural support practices between the years 2006-2015.    

 



Effects of agricultural supports on farmer’s revenue and product costs: the case of Turkey 

Semerci, A. 
 

Custos e @gronegócio on line - v. 12, n. 3 – Jul/Sep - 2016.                                         ISSN 1808-2882 

www.custoseagronegocioonline.com.br 

 

84 

3.4.2. Reorganisation of MFAL  

 

MFAL had to reorganise its structure depending on the economic, social and cultural 

changes in the world.  In this context, especially in the post 2003 period, 17 fundamental 

laws, including the Agriculture Law, have been passed focusing on structural change and 

transformation in agriculture (MFAL, 2013).  

In order to realise the basic objectives of the agriculture policy determined in the 

Agriculture Law by the MFAL, Agriculture Strategy Documents were prepared and put into 

practice. The first one was covering the 2006-2010 period, the second was for 2010-2014 

period and the third one for 2013-2017 period.  Strategic domains determined for the third 

period:   

a. Agricultural Production and Security of Supply, Food Security,   

b. Plant Health,   

c. Animal Health and Welfare,   

d. Agricultural Infrastructure and Rural Development,  

e. Corporate Capacity.   

However, the “2023 vision” has been created in order to make Agricultural Gross 

Domestic Value (AGDS) and Gross Domestic Product (GDP) reach higher levels and to 

maintain its importance on a global scale. In 2023 vision, an agricultural income of US$150 

billion for agriculture sector and an export of US$40 billion of agricultural products are 

aimed.  Among the targets set, in the context of the regulation of agricultural infrastructure, it 

is planned to complete a land consolidation in 14 million hectares of land and to open 8.5 

million ha of irrigable agricultural field for modern irrigation techniques. On the issues of 

meat and dairy, “National Dairy Council" and "National Council of Red Meat” were 

established in 2008 and 2010, respectively.   

Under the command of the Ministry of Food , Agriculture and Livestock, Rural 

Development Plan (2010-2013) was put into force with the aim of providing sustainable 

development in rural areas, increasing employment and restoration of the living conditions 

(Acar and Aytüre, 2014).   

In Turkey, within the scale of agricultural support practices Field Based Supports, 

Deficiency Payments, Livestock Supports, Environmental Protection of Agricultural Lands 

Supports, Agriculture Insurance Supports, Supports within  Compensating Payments, Other 

Agriculture Oriented Supports, Import Policy Devices with Interest Discounted Agricultural 
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Credits, Agricultural Infrastructure Investments and Rural Development Supports are carried 

out by the institutions and organisations assigned by the law.  

Practices relating the Deficiency Payments within the agricultural supports have been 

carried out through the Farmer’s Registration System (FRS)  specifically in the 30 basins 

which have been created as part of the “Production and Support Model for Turkish 

Agricultural Basins” since 2010.   

Conducting the agricultural policies properly is only possible with the existence of a 

regular registration system. In Turkey, until the beginning of the 2000s, there was not an 

agricultural data base in use.   A loan agreement with the World Bank was signed on the basis 

of creating an agricultural data base. Thus, for the first time in 2001, Farmer’s Registration 

System (FRS) was put into practice.  Since then, agricultural supports have been given 

through the FRS (Gaytancıoğlu, 2009).  According to MFAL data for the year 2014, in FRS, 

there are 2206874 producers and 14927689 ha of farming land used by these farmers 

registered in the system (MFAL, 2016).   

In Turkey, Production and Supporting Model of Agricultural Basins (PSMAB) is one 

of the most significant policy implementation tools, which was put into force in 2010.  The 

model consists of five components namely data base, demand forecasting, basin, support and 

portal (system bearer).  Prerequisite of benefiting from the model is to produce in the 

specified basins and to be registered in the Farmers Registration System (FRS).  In the model, 

basin is determined as “the regions having ecologically similar structure, being fit for the 

administrative structuring of the state, being in a manageable size and being economically and 

ecologically proper for the cultivation of agricultural products”.  In this context, for 17 

products, which are seen significant strategically and of which there is the supply deficit of 

Turkey, premium supports are given through deficiency payments.  In the calculation of the 

premium, the difference between the target price and world prices is taken into consideration.   

 

3.4.3. The deficiency payments system (Premium System) 

 

The deficiency payment system is defined as a system which is used to bring the 

product prices and producer revenue to a fair level, without effecting the price that the 

consumers pay, when the production costs of agricultural products are higher than the market 

prices (Çakmak et al., 1998).  In other words, The Deficiency Payment System could be 

defined as a system based on the payment of the difference by the state between the market 
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price and the prices which is calculated depending on the producer’s costs without intervening 

the production level of the agricultural product and the price formed in the market.  In the 

Deficiency Payment System, the state is bound to make a compensatory payment to the 

producers without effecting the price that the consumers pay when the production costs of the 

producers are above the market price (Kıymaz, 2008).  With the implementation of 

Deficiency Payment System, by bringing a more guaranteed price instead of the unstable 

market prices, the producer’s revenue will be guaranteed.  This could be accepted as a kind of 

product subsidy, which differs from the supporting price methods that have been practiced in 

Turkey so far.  This subsidy is paid to the producer under the name of “premium”.  Thus, the 

method is also named as “Premium System”.    

The premium system in use in Turkey was first practiced on cotton in 1993 and then 

was abandoned.  In 1998, the practice was started again on products such as cotton, 

sunflower, soy bean, canola and olive and it was implemented on 17 products in 2015 

(Official Gazette, 2015)   

 

3.4.4. Agricultural support practices in 2015 

 

In 2015, with the command of the MAFL these practices were carried out depending 

on the Farmer’s Registration System (FRS); Supporting the Usage of Domestic Certified 

Seed, Supporting the Production of Domestic Certified Seed, Supporting the Usage of 

Domestic Certified Sapling/Strawberry Seedling and Standard Sapling, Deficiency Payment 

Supports (oily seed plants, cotton unseed, unflower for oil, soy beans, canola, safflower, olive 

oil, grain corn, cereals-legume premium; wheat, barley, rye, triticale, oat, rice, beans, 

chickpea and lentil), Gasoline, Chemical Fertiliser and Soil Analysis Support, Forage Plants 

Supports, EPAL, Organic Farming Supports, Natural Disaster (Debt Relief), Biological 

Struggle Supports, Potato Wart, Nut Field Based Supports, Nut Alternative Product- Removal 

Supports.  Agricultural support payments made to the producers in 2015 are given in Table 2.  
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Table 2:  Agricultural Supports Applied in Turkey and Distribution on the Basis of 

Subjects  
Agricultural Supports Support amount (US$) Share (%) 

Area Based Supports 960248433 26.04 

Premium Payment Supports 1005120531 27.26 

Livestock Farming Supports 1080791375 29.31 

Agricultural Insurance Supports 194883155 5.29 

Supports Within Compensatory Payments 

51396240 1.39 

Other Agricultural Supports 153328787 4.16 

Rural Development Oriented Supports  121159971 3.29 

Rural Development IPARD Supports 120398083 3.27 

TOTAL 3687326576 100.00 

MFAL, 2015  Year Activities Report .  

(Available 

at:http://www.tarim.gov.tr/SGB/Belgeler/Bakanl%C4%B1k_Faaliyet_Raporlar%C4%B1/2015%20YILI%20BA

KANLIK%20FAAL%C4%B0YET%20RAPORU.pdf 
 

Turkey made a payment of US$3.7 billion in the scope of supporting agricultural 

production in 2015.  The most important part of the agricultural support payments consists of 

the livestock supports with a share of 29%.  The country’s livestock production share in the 

value of agricultural gross domestic product is much lower than the share of plantal 

production.  For this reason, in recent years, state support is in the first place within the 

livestock supports.   

The share of Deficiency Payments Supports, which have been conducted within the 

scope of “Production and Support Models of Turkey’s Agricultural Basins” that have been 

actively used since 2010, out of the total agricultural supports is approximately 27%.  Field-

based Supports have the third place in the list with a share of 26% (MFAL, 2015).  The rate of 

these three supports to the total is generally 83%.  

Turkey’s GNP belonging to the 2006-2015 period, 1% of the GNP (the cash cover for 

the statutory obligation in the Agriculture Law), paid agricultural supports and the shares of 

paid agricultural supports in the GNP are given in Table 3.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.tarim.gov.tr/SGB/Belgeler/Bakanl%C4%B1k_Faaliyet_Raporlar%C4%B1/2015%20YILI%20BAKANLIK%20FAAL%C4%B0YET%20RAPORU.pdf
http://www.tarim.gov.tr/SGB/Belgeler/Bakanl%C4%B1k_Faaliyet_Raporlar%C4%B1/2015%20YILI%20BAKANLIK%20FAAL%C4%B0YET%20RAPORU.pdf
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Table 3:  Supports Reserved for Agriculture in Turkey (USD) and Shares in GDP (%)  

Years 
GDP 

(US$000) 

GDP’s  

1% 

(US$000) 

The amount of 

agricultural support 

paid  

(US$000) 

Share of the paid 

agricultural 

support  

in GDP (%) 

The Deficiency 

Payments  to 

Farmers Under the 

Law of Agriculture 

(US$) 

2006 526429394 5264294 3292158 0.63 1972136 

2008 742094395 7420944 4567525 0.62 2853419 

2010 731608367 7316084 3915446 0.54 3400638 

2012 786282517 7862825 4236959 0.54 3625866 

2014 799369916 7993699 4140832 0.52 3852867 

2015 719967122 7199671 3687426 0.51 3512245 

Reference:  Tan, S., Hasdemir, M and Everest, B. 2015. Agricultural Support Policies in Turkey. International 

Conference on Eurasian Economies. Session 4B. Agricultural Economics.9-11 September 2015. Kazan, Russian 

Federation. p.266-270 
 

The difference between the paid agricultural supports and 1% of the GDP in 2015 is 

approximately US$3.5 billion.  In other words, half of the share defined in the Agriculture 

Law (0.51%) is paid to the farmers as agricultural supports.  As stated in the Agriculture Law, 

in case the rate of support is 1% of the national income, paying an average of US$3.5 billion 

more to the farmers, especially as gasoline and fertiliser support to the farmers, will decrease 

the costs in agricultural production significantly.  When agriculture is supported on a level it 

deserves, with the help of restructuring the agricultural sector in Turkey, recovering the 

enterprise structures and increasing the productivity, a more competitive agriculture sector 

could be created.  In this context, on the issue of adaptation to the European Union (EU) in 

terms of agricultural infrastructure and acquis, Turkey needs to support agriculture sector 

more.   

 

3.4. Effects of agricultural supports on product costs 

3.4.1. Ratio of supports to costs in agricultural production 

 

According to the MFAL 2013 data, the rates of support amount given per kg to the 

costs of 10 products is calculated as the following; for wheat 23.58%, for grain corn 12.15%, 

for cotton 44.66% and for sunflower 34.21% (Bugem, 2016) .   
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Table 4:  Ratios of Supports-Costs in Agricultural Products in Turkey    

Products 

Costs 

(US$/Kg) 

Supports 

(US$/Kg) 

Supports / Costs 

(%) 

Year 

2012 

2013 

Year 

2012 

Year 

2013 

Year 

2012 

Year 

2013 

Year 

Wheat 0.291 0.243 0.067 0.056 23.98 23.58 

Barley 0.274 0.238 0.067 0.056 24.85 22.70 

Corn 0.252 0.210 0.034 0.028 12.67 12.15 

Rice 0.560 0.448 0.073 0.061 12.51 13.12 

Red lentils 0.381 0.410 0.118 0.117 31.56 28.63 

Cotton 0.784 0.611 0.302 0.270 38.11 44.66 

Sunflower 0.577 0.499 0.174 0.173 29.71 34.21 

Soybeans 0.537 0.480 0.330 0.275 61.64 57.30 

Safflower 0.481 0.415 0.342 0.275 70.02 66.25 

Canola 0.481 0.471 0.252 0.219 52.80 46.09 

Reference:  MFAL.  2015. Supports Costs Ratios-2.  Agricultural Data.  General Directorate for Agricultural 

Researches and Policies.  Directorate of Agricultural Economy and Policy Development Institute.  March.  

Ankara.  p.6 

(available at:http://www.tarim.gov.tr/Belgeler/SagMenuVeriler/Tarimsal_Veriler.pdf) 

 

It is evident that the support/cost rates for products with supply defect in the country 

are higher than the other products.   For example, the supports applied for cotton and oily 

plants are quite higher than the others and this plays a significant role in decreasing the 

product costs or rising of the producer revenue.  

The rates of field based payments and premium payments to the product costs in 2013 

are given in Table 5.  The total of supports given per kg for the products in the table vary 

between US$0.026 -0.276.   

The rate of total supports to the product costs vary between 12.55% and 66.25% 

depending on the product.  In other words, the supports given do not change the product 

prices and provide a revenue increase for the producer between 6.56% and 50.51% per kg.   
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Table 5:  Support / Cost Ratios (%) for Some Agricultural Products in Turkey in 2013.  
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Wheat 284 0.244 0.309 0.023 0.004 0.012 0.010 0.007 0.058 23.58 

Barley 290 0.239 0.290 0.023 0.004 0.010 0.010 0.007 0.054 22.70 

Corn 894 0.211 0.286 0.019 0.001 * 0.003 0.002 0.026 12.15 

Rice 814 0.450 0.511 0.047 0.001 0.005 0.003 0.003 0.059 13.12 

K. Lentil  152 0.412 0.590 0.047 0.007 0.031 0.018 0.014 0.118 28.63 

Cotton 499 0.614 0.633 0.258 0.002 * 0.007 0.007 0.274 44.66 

Sunflower 265 0.501 0.675 0.141 0.004 0.000 0.013 0.013 0.171 34.21 

Soybeans 416 0.483 0.464 0.234 0.003 0.022 0.008 0.008 0.276 57.30 

Safflower 154 0.417 * 0.211 0.007 0.012 0.023 0.023 0.276 66.25 

Canola 328 0.473 * 0.187 0.004 0.006 0.011 0.011 0.218 46.09 

(*): Sufficient data has not been reached.  

Reference:  MFAL.  2015. Supports Costs Ratios-2.  Agricultural Data.  General Directorate for Agricultural 

Researches and Policies.  Directorate of Agricultural Economy and Policy Development Institute.  March.  

Ankara.  p.5 (http://www.tarim.gov.tr/Belgeler/SagMenuVeriler/Tarimsal_Veriler.pdf) 
 

4. Conclusions and Recommendations  

 

Turkey is one of the developing countries that supports agricultural production in 

different ways as it is worldwide.  According to the Agriculture Law enacted in 2006, the 

state must reserve 1% of the GDP value in supporting the agricultural production.  However, 

in the ten years’ period, approximately half of the share, which is stated in the law, has been 

reserved for the supporting of the agricultural production.   In 2015, 0.51% of the GDP in 

Turkey has been reserved for the supporting of agriculture and this rate has fallen to the 

lowest level of the recent years.  On the basis of enterprise, the amount of support made in 

Turkey has stayed below the 4.3 times of EU average.  These values show that Turkey’s 

supports for agriculture sector, providing that they should be compatible with the WTO 

support rules and EU Common Agricultural Policy, must be kept on a higher level.   

Insufficiency of the support payments naturally show that the producers in the country 

benefit from the agricultural supports on a lower level compared to the developed countries.  

In other words, the state does not transfer the sufficient resource from the country’s budget in 

http://www.tarim.gov.tr/Belgeler/SagMenuVeriler/Tarimsal_Veriler.pdf
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terms of supporting the agriculture.  From this point of view, it is understood that the 

governments on duty between the periods of 2006-2015 could not performed one of their 

basic duties (supporting of the agricultural production).  In fact, around the world, in nearly 

all of the developing and developed countries, agriculture sector is supported with various 

state policies and protected with different methods.  

In Turkey, the tools used for supporting the country’s agriculture in recent years are 

determined as being not directed to deviate the trade and detracting the domestic prices from 

the world prices, rather being compensating the farmers’ revenue losses and encouraging the 

productivity.  The general trend in agricultural supports throughout the world since the 

beginning of the 2000s is in the way that freeing the supporting practices from production and 

preparing the farmers to a more competitive world with transparent pricing policies.  Thus, 

thanks to the implementation of the supporting practices free from the production, the 

producer would be encouraged to make production in the direction of the pricing signals from 

the market.  Another positive aspect of the practice is that it will be easier to foresee the 

burden of the agricultural support on the state budget.   

Turkey is one of the founding members of the WTO.  In order to conform with the 

WTO rules, Turkey needs to turn the tables on herself about the rules implemented by 

applying rationalist policies.   With this aim, it is necessary to enable the industry processing 

the products, which are considered as raw materials by lowering the customs taxes, to 

compete with the foreign countries after buying all the domestically produced products from 

the producers.   

For Turkey’s gaining a more sound place in the continuously changing and developing 

world economy, Turkey needs to abandon applying short and medium termed and high cost 

policies.  Instead, Turkey should lie heavily on agricultural support policies that can be 

applied in the long term.  The basis of these policies should form policies which are coherent, 

qualified and focusing on gaining the food supply from the domestic production.   In this 

context, it is inevitable that the agricultural production support policies which are presently 

implemented and will be applied in the future should be statutory to the Agriculture Law 

enacted in 2006 and be conforming with the World Trade Organisation’s rules and European 

Union Common Agriculture Policy.    
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