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Abstract 

 

The aim of this study is to research the economic sustainability of agricultural enterprises and 

the effect of public support on them. Konya province, which is one of the most important 

agricultural areas in Turkey, was chosen as the study area. A survey was undertaken covering 

181 enterprises identified using the stratified sampling method. The phenomenon of 

sustainable income was defined in order to determine the economic sustainability of 

agricultural enterprises. The study results, based on the average, suggest that sustainable 

income can be achieved without public support. However, the level of sustainable income 

differs by enterprise size group. It was observed that enterprises in the first and second groups 

(0-50 da, 51-150 da) are not economically sustainable despite public support. However, some 

enterprises that have applied intensive farming and livestock production did achieve a 

sustainable income level. Rural industry must be promoted and demand created, to ensure 

economic sustainability and prevent socio-economic problems by including livestock 

production activities, utilizing economies of scale, raising awareness of organizational 

behavior, developing products suitable for the region’s ecology and economic structure with 

contract production and dissemination of alternative income-generating production activities.     
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1. Introduction 

 

Agriculture with its focus on food security, rural development, structural adjustment, 

income and the environment is a strategically important sector in terms of social and 

economic structure (Maendle, 1971; Açıl, 1980; Topçu, 2008). Agricultural production faces 

greater risk and uncertainty due to its dependence on natural factors. Supply and demand for 

agricultural products are inelastic. The agricultural product market is unstable. The rate of 

return on capital is slow in agriculture. Agriculture is less attractive for investment. Storage 

and marketing opportunities for agricultural products are limited. However, the sustainability 

of the agricultural sector can be achieved, in the face of these disadvantages, with public 

support. 

The agricultural sector is supported in many countries because of its strategic 

importance and the disadvantages it faces. The main purpose of agricultural policy is to create 

a sustainable agricultural sector that is well organized, highly competitive and that is 

considered part of economic, social, environmental and international development as a whole. 

Resources must be used effectively to achieve this goal (OECD, 2003; Abay et al., 2005).  

The development of the national economy is possible with the development of 

economic sectors. In addition, sectoral developments depend on the development of 

enterprises. Accordingly, enterprises underpin the economy. “Although the development is a 

macroeconomic case, the tools that are used in solving problems are microeconomic”. 

Agricultural enterprises need to be developed in order to solve the structural problems of the 

agricultural sector. The income of agricultural enterprises is low due to the inherent 

disadvantages of agricultural activities. The existence of these enterprises is threatened by 

agricultural risks. Public support is given by the government to maintain the existence of 

these enterprises and the sustainability of agricultural production. The main objective of this 

study is to investigate whether the public support provided is sufficient for the existence or 

economic sustainability of these enterprises. 
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2. The Concept of Sustainability and Agricultural Supports 

 

The concept of sustainability generally refers to the sustainable capacity of a situation 

or process throughout indefinite period of time (WordNet, 2008; Yavuz, 2010). In this general 

meaning, sustainability can be perceived and identified in many different ways. The concept 

of sustainability, which is often used in agriculture, tourism, architecture, business and 

economy, is defined as a participant process provided all resources of human, natural, 

scientific, cultural and social by economising, and created a social perspective under the 

respecting (Gladwin et al., 1995; Sarıkaya and Kara, 2007). 

The issue that is given the greatest emphasis in sustainability work is environmental 

sustainability (Jongboed and Lenis, 1992; INEGI, 2000; Konaklı Arısoy, 2013). Although the 

multidimensionality of sustainability has been considered, it has been debated as an 

environmental issue over the past 30 years (Drexhage and Murphy, 2010). Besides, some 

studies have also covered social and economic sustainability (Rigby et. al., 2000; Garcia et. al. 

2004).  

Sustainability is discussed in the related literature (micro and macro) in a wide range 

in terms of economics (Rigby et al. 2000; Europa Comission 2001; Pezikoğlu, 2006; Gürlük, 

2010). Because of the different nature of the sectors constituting the economy, it is not 

possible to develop a single approach to the concept of sustainability and size. There are 

different approaches for different sectors and purposes (Lutz, 1998; Garcia et al. 2004; 

Gençler 2009). Gomez et al. (1996) defined sustainability as meeting the needs of the 

business while protecting natural resources. 

In economics, especially in terms of neo-classical economic theory, sustainability is 

defined as welfare maximization (Haris, 2000). Reaching the highest welfare level in the 

agricultural sector is refers to sustainability, because the sustainability of the business is 

directly proportional to its economic structure. It is easier to provide the environmental, social 

and technical sustainability of a business with a high level of economic development (Yavuz, 

2010; Kuşat, 2012; Bayramoğlu et al., 2015). Besides, food security in the world depends on 

the sustainability of agricultural enterprises. For these reasons, the main subject of this study 

is the effect of the agricultural public supports on the economic sustainability of agricultural 

enterprises.  

Despite a period of liberalization in the world, the agricultural sector is strongly 

supported by the vast majority of countries (Semerci, 2016). Resources allocated solely for 
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agricultural support by OECD countries in 2012 amounted to $415 billion (OECD, 2014). In 

particular, the extent of agricultural support in developed countries leads to unfair competition 

in term of world trade and affects the trade of other countries (Semerci, 2013; Jensen and 

Shin, 2014). To that effect agricultural subsidies have increased by approximately 40% during 

the period 1995-2005 in EU15 (EurostatPocketbook, 2007).  Garmann (2014) investigated the 

effects of globalization on protectionism in the agricultural sector by using empirical methods. 

He determined that countries need more agricultural protectionism in the face of increasing 

globalization. 

Agricultural support has increased, although the importance of the agricultural sector 

in developed countries has decreased. Governments in developing countries tend to tax 

farmers in order to subsidise consumers, even though the agricultural sector is more important 

than the other sectors. This situation is referred to as the "development paradox" by 

researchers (Lindert, 1991; Anderson, 1993; Barrett, 1999; Bellemare et al., 2013; Bellemare 

and Carnes, 2015). 

The need to support the agricultural sector in developing countries is greater than in 

developed countries. The agricultural sector in developing countries has a number of 

important functions, such as the supply of investment capital for other sectors, the supply of 

raw materials for industry, the provision of exports and a contribution to GDP, and the 

provision of employment opportunities. In addition, the structural development of the 

agricultural sector is not yet complete in developing countries. Turkey is one of the 

developing countries that is relevant in this case. Turkey has an important agricultural 

potential with about 3 million agricultural enterprises. However, the average size of these 

enterprises is insufficient (6.01 ha) and agricultural lands are fragmented. Inputs are used 

inefficiently and the level of mechanization is low. The agricultural enterprises generally 

comprise small and medium-sized family farms. 64.82% of these farms have 5 or less 

hectares of land and 83.35% have 10 or less hectares of land (TÜİK, 2014). Besides the 

capital turnover in the agriculture sector the saving rate is low within these small enterprises 

(Bojnec and Latruffe, 2013). Therefore, agricultural enterprises are placed at financial risk if 

any sectoral fluctuations occur. Indeed, yield fluctuations resulting from natural growing 

conditions and risk factors such as pests/diseases, the price fluctuations that occur owing to 

similarities to a perfect competition market and inadequate technology constitute risk in terms 

of the sustainability of agricultural enterprises. Risk is an effective factor in producer 
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decisions and has a negative effect on producer income. The high-risk in agricultural 

production is one of the major reasons for financial support (Rodrik, 2011; Garmann, 2014). 

In Turkey, the agricultural support budget was $3.5 billion in 2012. This amount is 

categorized into the following percentages: 32.89% premium payment; 27.63% livestock 

support; 18.42% diesel, fertilizer and soil analysis support; 3.95 % rural development support; 

3.83 % agricultural insurance support; 1.91 % certified seed, seedling and sapling support; 

11.37 % other support. (GTHB, 2012). The share of the agricultural sector in gross national 

product (GNP) has decreased annually and constituted 7.98. (TOBB, 2012). The proportion of 

GNP has been determined as 0.5 % for agricultural support. However, article 21 of the 5488 

Law on Agriculture says that the proportion of the budget cannot be less than 1% of GNP for 

agricultural support (Kandemir, 2011). In developed countries, this proportion was 0.97 % in 

the USA and 0.68 % in the EU (OECD, 2012). Although Turkey has more agricultural 

enterprises, a greater population density in agriculture and lower GNP, agricultural support is 

insufficient in Turkey compared to the developed countries.   

Konya province has been identified as the study area. Konya is the largest city in 

Turkey in terms of its land area and agricultural land assets. Konya has 1,924,164 ha 

agricultural land which represents 8 % of the total agricultural land in Turkey. Production in 

Konya accounts for 71 % of Turkey’s total production for carrots, 29 % for sugar beet, 12 % 

for barley, 11% for wheat, 6 % for cherries and 4 % for strawberries. Konya supplies 2.83 % 

of the vegetables and 1.64 % of the fruit produced in Turkey. There are 518,291 cows in 

Konya (10.89 % of the total for Turkey), 868,236 sheep (7.51 % of the total for Turkey), 

64,990 goats (2.14 % of the total for Turkey) (TÜİK, 2012). Therefore, the economic 

sustainability of the agricultural enterprises in this area has a multifaceted effect in terms of 

the national economy.   

 

3. Material and Methods 

 

The main material for this study consists of primary data obtained via a face-to-face 

survey of the enterprises. Demographic information, active and passive capital structure of the 

enterprises, costs, income and expenses that make up their annual subsistence needs was 

collected using this survey form. The research survey data belongs to the 2014 production 

period. Relevant research, records of various organizations and statistical data were used 

alongside the survey data. 
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Topography differences are observed in Konya province because of the large surface 

area, thereby changing the ecological structure and concordantly changing the productive 

activities of the enterprises. Therefore, the identification of enterprises for the survey 

considered agro- ecological sub-regions determined by the Republic of Turkey Ministry of 

Food, Agriculture and Livestock. The districts of Çumra, Hadim, Ereğli, Seydişehir and 

Kadınhanı were selected as they represent each of the agro-ecological sub-regions in the 

Konya province. Accordingly, the population consists of 23,854 enterprises. The Stratified 

Random Sampling Method was used to determine the number of enterprises to be used in the 

survey (Yamane, 1967). 

Enterprises were examined in 4 groups according to the size of their cultivation area 

(1. group: 0-50 da, 2. group: 51-150 da, 3. group: 151-250 da, 4. group: 251-999 da.) With a 

5% error margin and a 99% reliability limit, the number of enterprises to represent the 

population was determined to be 181 (Group 1: 24 surveyed, Group 2: 73 surveyed, Group 3: 

47 surveyed, Group 4: 37 surveyed). 

The required income to ensure the economic sustainability of the agricultural 

enterprises was defined based on three components. These include the income to supply the 

subsistence needs of the people dependent on the enterprises, depreciation and interest costs. 

It is expected that the income obtained by means of economic activities over a year, must 

supply the subsistence needs of the people dependent on the enterprise, the depreciation costs 

and the interest on fixed capital. The market prices of goods and services produced during a 

production period in the enterprises and their value give the gross proceeds (GDP). This 

concept is referred to as gross revenue/product (Laur, 1947; Howald and Laur, 1962; Talim, 

1999; OECD, 2003) in the general business literature and it consists of the following items 

(Açıl and Köylü, 1971; Harsh et al., 1981; Gölge, 1996). 

-Revenue obtained from the sale of vegetables, crops and animal products produced by 

the enterprise 

-Value of the products produced by the enterprise and consumed by farm families, 

-Value of the products produced by the enterprise and given to other people, 

-The value of inventories for capital gain dependent on production activities, 

-The income provided from agricultural activities such as agricultural labor and tool-

machine services provided outside the enterprise, 
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-The rent money from resident workers at the enterprise and the business managers 

and their families. 

The net income is obtained by subtracting the production costs from the gross 

proceeds (Nebiker, 1959; Howald and Laur, 1962). The production costs include labor costs, 

material costs, reductions in inventory assets, the depreciation of fixed capital and fixed 

capital interest costs. 

However, the production costs include the depreciation and interest on fixed capital 

and family labour costs. Within this study, these three cost elements were removed from the 

production cost as they are considered to be components of economically sustainable income. 

Therefore, income that provides economic sustainability is referred to as “sustainable income” 

and was calculated as follows: (Bayramoğlu et al., 2015). 

Sustainable Income (SI) = The Gross Proceeds – Production Costs (excluding remuneration 

for family labor, the depreciation of fixed capital and interest on fixed capital) 

The Sustainable Income includes remuneration for family labor, rent for equity capital, 

the entrepreneur’s profit, the depreciation of fixed capital and the interest on fixed capital. 

If SI ≥ NI + DC + I, the agricultural enterprise is economically sustainable. 

If SI < NI + DC + I, the agricultural enterprise is not economically sustainable. 

Public support data for agricultural enterprises were obtained by questionnaire. The 

amount of public support and whether it contributes to the economic sustainability of 

enterprises is determined by the following equations. 

Thus, the hypothesis of this study comprises the following equations: 

If SI ≥ NI + DC + I + PS, public support has contributed to the economic sustainability of 

agricultural enterprises 

If SI < NI + DC + I+PS, public support has not contributed to the economic sustainability of 

agricultural enterprises 

SI: Sustainable Income,  

NI: The income to supply the annual subsistence needs of the people dependent on the 

agricultural enterprise,  

DC: The depreciation cost of fixed capital,  
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I: The interest on fixed capital 

PS: Total public support given to agricultural enterprises 

The data used to calculate the subsistence income of agricultural enterprises were 

obtained by questionnaire. The annual expenditure of the people dependent on the enterprises 

for food, clothing, shelter, education, health, social and cultural activities and transport and 

communication was collected. 

In order to calculate the interest on fixed capital, the value of half of the capital value 

was considered. In calculating the interest costs, operating at over half of the fixed capital 

assets is found to be associated with depreciation. When a linear method is used in 

depreciation calculations, the average investment amount for fixed capital assets during their 

economic life is equal to half of their cost. Therefore, the interest calculation is undertaken for 

half the value of the fixed capital assets, subject to depreciation (Kıral et al., 1999). The real 

interest rate was used in both equations for calculating the accumulated value of capital by the 

end period, based on a fixed capital element of 5% (İnan, 2008). 

The fixed capital elements that are subject to depreciation and are involved in 

production by agricultural enterprises are land improvement capital, buildings, fruit trees, 

tools, machines and livestock (Hopkins and Heady, 1969; Aras, 1988). The depreciation of 

fixed assets was used by the Revenue Administration Presidency for calculating the 

depreciation rates (GİB, 2012). 

 

4. Research Findings 

4.1. General characteristics of the enterprises studied 

  

 Population and level of education are important factors in ensuring the sustainability 

of agricultural enterprises. The average population per enterprise, in the study area, was 

identified as 3.23. In terms of educational attainment, 64.83% of the population were educated 

to primary school level, 12.34% to secondary school level, 16.08% were high school 

graduates and, 6.75% were university graduates. The existence and level of knowledge and its 

usage status is important for both the effectiveness of labor and the effectiveness of decisions 

taken by entrepreneurs (Bayramoğlu, 2014).   Therefore, education level affects the efficiency 

of enterprise implementation and the adoption of new agricultural techniques. Thus, it affects 

enterprise success (Ceylan, 1988; Sezgin vd., 2010; Hasdemir, 2011; Karadavut vd., 2011). 
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The adoption of innovations, production and investment decisions, marketing strategy 

improvement, business financing procurance, important decisions and implementation in 

terms of consignment and administration have an important effect on the sustainability of 

enterprises. The level of education and the age of the enterpreneur is determinant of these 

effects (Uzunöz and Çiçek, 2003). The average age of the enterpreneur in the enterprises is 

50.51. The majority of enterpreneurs (63.54 %) were primary school graduates; this ratio 

reflects the overall picture for agribusiness in Turkey. The low education level of the people 

working in the agricultural sector suggests that going into agriculture is not an ambition for 

most people. Indeed, people who are unable to access education opportunities are engaged in 

agriculture in order to maintain their livelihoods. Studies showed that the level of socio-

economic satisfaction is lowest in the agricultural sector (Günden and Miran, 2008). This 

explains that those working in agriculture are doing so under obligation. It is important to 

provide economic sustainability and meet the social needs of trained people who have 

expectations and want to build a future for themselves. 

 

4.2. Production pattern of enterprises studied 

 

The type of land tenure is important for the sustainability of enterprises. The average 

land assets per enterprise have been identified as 197.96 da.  71.85 % of the total farmland is 

freehold, 25.23 % is rented, and 2.93 % is used for sharecropping. It has been observed that 

enterprises that operate as freehold estates have a higher agricultural income.  

 With regard to the type of agricultural activity undertaken by the enterprises, plant 

production was divided into annual and perennial crops. Among the annual crops wheat 

production has the highest proportion of production activity at 32.24%. This is followed by 

barley (15.26%), sugar beet (8.81 %), corn (7.47 %), corn silage (3.8 %), carrots (3.6 %), 

sunflowers (3.05%), beans (2.89 %) etc., respectively. Perennial crops constitute about 1% of 

the total business area for the average enterprise.  

 

4.3. Active capital for the enterprises studied 

  

 Active capital refers to the monetary value of the assets that enterprises use for 

production (Hopkins and Heady, 1969; Harsh et al., 1981). Active capital and its components 

are important for the sustainability of the enterprise. 
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The total active capital asset per enterprise in the enterprises studied was identified as 

$306,435. Land capital represented the highest proportion of active capital (65.04%). This 

was followed by building capital (13.41%), machine tool capital (11.30 %), livestock capital 

(4.93 %), plant capital (1.54%), land improvement capital (1.51 %), financial capital (1.20%), 

and material capital (1.08 %). 

 Active capital distribution in rational working enterprises is projected to be 25% for 

land capital, 25% for building capital, 25% for livestock capital, 10% for machine tool capital, 

10% for material capital and 5% for financial capital (Erkuş et al., 1995). However, farmland 

in Turkey has reached the limits of arable land. In parallel, population growth is continuing, 

demand for food and therefore the demands on agricultural production and land are 

increasing. The demand for land is also increasing, except for the purposes of agricultural 

production. Indeed, the demand for land for purposes other than agriculture has increased 

during a period of rapid development and urbanization. This situation has created demand 

pressures and has led to an increase in the value of land. Therefore, the proportion of active 

capital in land is greater than it should be. In fact, previous studies have also reached the same 

conclusion (İnan, 1997; Bayramoğlu, 2003; Altuntaş and Akçay, 2007). 

 Liabilities per enterprise were identified as $12,013 for the enterprises studied. The 

debt was 43.57 % in the short-term and 56.43 % for the medium and long-term. This situation 

varied according to the enterprise group. The debts of small enterprises were proportionally 

higher. 

 Foreign capital is comprised of enterprise debt and arbitrary debt. Arbitrary debts 

relate to production by the enterprise and include the provision of farmed lands under rent or 

partnership as part of the passive capital. In fact, the value of the land that is cultivated under 

rental and sharecropping has been incorporated within the land capital in active capital. This 

is arbitrary debt within passive capital. Arbitrary debt constituted 66.24% of foreign capital in 

the enterprises studied.  If the arbitrary debt is high, this means that the land cultivated under 

rental and sharecropping agreements is high. This situation means that a significant 

proportion of enterprise income can be allocated to rental or sharecropping. Cultivation 

(agricultural production) on land that has a high rental value may pose a risk for the 

sustainability of an enterprise. The arbitrary debt ratio is much higher in large enterprises. 

 Passive capital consists of foreign capital and equity capital and its total value must be 

equal to active capital. Indeed, passive capital explains the source of capital assets. The 

structure of the passive capital provides information not only about the financial structure of 

http://www.custoseagronegocioonline.com.br/


The Effect of Agricultural Support on the Economic Sustainability of Agricultural Enterprises 

Arisoy, H.; Bayramoglu, Z.; Karakayaci, Z.; Oguz, C. 
 

Custos e @gronegócio on line - v. 13, n. 3, Jul/Set - 2017.                                     ISSN 1808-2882 

www.custoseagronegocioonline.com.br 

 

243 

the enterprise, but also about the income of the third party in terms of operating income. A 

significant proportion of high debts and the income of the enterprise from cultivating on 

leased land is allocated as interest for the land of foreign investors and the rental value of the 

leased land. Therefore, high foreign capital within passive capital is a major risk factor. This 

situation changes in line with the ratio of foreign capital and it poses a serious threat to the 

sustainability of the enterprise.  

 The proportion of foreign capital within passive capital is determined as 26.26% for 

the enterprises studied. This situation varies according to enterprise groups and regions. 

 

 

4.4. Economic operating results for agricultural enterprises 

 

 GDP per enterprise was determined as $54,223 for the enterprises studied. This was 

constituted as 83.20% gross production value, 4.32% housing rent, 11% non-agricultural 

income and 1.47 % as the value of the agricultural products used by the enterprise. 

 Gross profit (GP) is determined by subtracting the operating expenses from GDP and 

is considered as active capital income. The GP per enterprise was determined as $19,960 and 

increased with enterprise size. The GP per enterprise land unit changed according to the 

enterprise group, and is higher in small enterprises. This situation is due to the proportionally 

higher livestock income from small enterprises. 

 The agricultural income of the enterprises was $8,490 per enterprise. Agricultural 

income explains the income received by the owner as a result of operating activities. The 

owner’s profit, the interest on equity and remuneration for family labor were considered part 

of this. Remuneration for family labor, as well as the success of the enterprise activity, are 

determinants of a high agricultural income. However, the high debt interest and rent expenses 

have a negative effect on agricultural income. 

 Net profit per enterprise for the enterprises studied was determined as $4,638. Net 

profit for the first group is higher than for the second group. The success of the activities 

being undertaken is decided by the size of the net profit. This also indicates the efficient use 

of resources. 
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Table 1: Analysis of economic operating results 

  

Groups 

Average 1. Group 

1. 

Group 1. Group 1. Group 

Active Capital ($) 94.805 190.979 323.445 649.895 306.435 

Equity Capital ($) 79.199 145.669 226.158 436.111 217.128 

GDP ($) 19.634 32.776 62.492 108.467 54.245 

Operating Expenses ($) 13.114 22.077 40.436 62.979 34.285 

Production Costs ($) 17.854 31.626 56.608 95.474 49.607 

Net Income ($) 1.780 1.150 5.883 12.994 4.638 

Gross Profit 
($) 6.925 11.956 22.779 45.502 19.960 

($/ha) 2.234 1.280 1.126 1.212 1.167 

Agricultural 

Income 

($) 5.623 6.826 9.508 12.337 8.490 

($/ha) 1.814 731 470 329 496 

 

 

4.5. Public support 

 It is important to ensure the sustainability of agricultural production in terms of human 

nutrition.  Agriculture is a sector that incorporates many economic and social risk factors, and 

is supported by countries. The necessity of supporting agriculture across the world continues 

to be debated. Although support given to agricultural production changes according to the 

economic and political structure in a country, the support tools are similar.  

In Turkey, the agricultural sector is supported by different policy tools such as input 

subsidies, livestock support, supported purchases, premium payments, agricultural loan 

interest subsidies, disaster payments, public services (research, education, extension, 

control...), agricultural infrastructure investments and investment incentives. Public support 

per enterprise is identified as $2,525, the largest proportion of which is for livestock 

production. This is followed by fertilizer and fuel support (Table 2). 

 

Table 2: Paid public support for enterprises (%) 

  

Groups 
Average 

1. Group 2. Group 3. Group 4. Group 

Fuel subsidies 3,69 8,98 10,23 12,86 9,79 

Fertilizer subsidies 4,39 10,37 10,39 12,85 10,53 

Soil analysis supports 0,95 3,79 3,7 4,95 3,47 

Seed subsidies 1,21 3,13 7,2 6,81 4,38 

Livestock support (bovine) 37,97 19,77 18,21 7,65 17,94 

Supports for calf 6,87 5 3,15 1,68 3,81 

Livestock support (ovine) 18,64 2,27 1,75 6,65 5,78 

Milk premium 7,71 13,61 11,43 9,27 11,79 

Artificial insemination support 6 4,28 1,98 1,39 3,09 

Forage plants support 5,16 6,04 7,62 6,34 5,43 
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Other 7,41 22,75 24,35 29,56 23,99 

TOTAL ($) 900 1.320 2.892 5.492 2.525 

 

 

4.6. Determining the economic sustainability of agricultural enterprises 

  

 In this study, the enterprises were examined in three categories according to their 

sustainability. A: Economically sustainable enterprises without public support. B: 

economically sustainable enterprises with public support. C: economically unsustainable 

enterprises even with public support  

 Economically sustainable enterprises without public support (A) are enterprises that 

can supply the subsistence needs of the people dependent on them, the depreciation cost of 

fixed capital, the interest on fixed capital and the production costs (excluding remuneration 

for family labor). It is determined that the enterprises studied are sustainable in accordance 

with category (A) on the basis of the mean. However, the situation is different when 

sustainability is assessed by enterprise group. The third and fourth groups of enterprises were 

determined as sustainable enterprises under category (A). The first and second groups of 

enterprises were determined to be economically unsustainable even with public support - 

category (C). The income level of enterprises in the first group was $11,062, with public 

support amounting to $900 or 8.13% of income. These enterprises could not achieve the 

$11,700 income level to meet sustainability requirements despite receiving public support. 

However, if the proportion of public support was targeted at enterprises in the first group and 

the proportion of operating income was increased from 8.13% to 13.14%, these enterprises 

would achieve economic sustainability with public support – category (B). Similarly, this rate 

was 9.22% in the second group, but if the rate increased to 10.62% these enterprises would 

also achieve economic sustainability in category (B). 

 The average land size for the enterprises in the first and second groups was identified 

as 32.75 da and 109.40 da respectively. The average land size for these enterprises is small, 

but they are numerous. In fact, 83.35 % of agricultural enterprises in Turkey have 100 da or 

less in terms of land area. Land assets for these enterprises represent 42% of the total land 

assets in Turkey (TÜİK, 2014). It is important to conduct an evaluation in terms of the 

population associated with the enterprise and the land cultivated. The average land area for 

the enterprises in the third and fourth groups constitutes 219.95 da and 440.44 da respectively. 
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This result indicates that enterprises with a land area of 200 da or more can achieve a 

sustainable income if there is no change to the current support policy in the Konya province.  

 

 

 

Table 3: Determining the economic sustainability of agricultural enterprises  

  

Groups 

Average 1. 

Group 

2. 

Group 

3. 

Group 

4. 

Group 

Subsistence income (X) 
($) 8.063 8.126 9.829 10.926 9.132 

(%) 68,92 55,89 53,22 39,96 51,30 

The depreciation cost of fixed 

capital (Y) 

($) 2.645 4.874 6.484 12.552 6.566 

(%) 22,61 33,53 35,10 45,90 36,89 

The interest on fixed capital (Z) 
($) 992 1.538 2.158 3.867 2.103 

(%) 8,48 10,58 11,68 14,14 11,81 

Sustainable Income Level of The 

Enterprises (X+Y+Z) 
($) 11.700 14.539 18.471 27.344 17.801 

Typology of Sustainable Enterprises C C A A A 

Sustainable Income Level of the 

Enterprises within This Study  

((L-M)+K) 

($) 11.062 14.316 24.269 42.569 22.244 

Public support (K) 
($) 900 1.320 2.892 5.492 2.525 

(%) 8,13 9,22 11,92 12,90 11,35 

GDP (L) ($) 19.634 32.776 62.492 108.468 54.223 

Production costs (M) ($) 9.471 19.781 41.115 71.390 34.504 

A: Economically sustainable enterprises without public support.        B: economically sustainable enterprise with public support.                  
C: economically unsustainable enterprises even with public support 

 

 

5. Results 

 

Agricultural production has very different risk and uncertainty conditions. These risks 

create annual fluctuations in producers' income. In the long term, this situation leads to the 

migration of farmers. Thus, countries have been adversely affected in terms of agricultural 

self-sufficiency. Agricultural enterprises have been supported in different ways by 

governments to address these negative factors. The aim of this study is to investigate whether 

the public support provided is sufficient for the existence or economic sustainability of the 

agricultural enterprises. Public support is provided in different ways, in relation to the 

production area, the production quantity or per head of livestock. Average public support for 
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agricultural enterprises within the scope of this study was determined to be $2,525. This 

situation is variable depending on enterprise group. 

Agricultural enterprises are economic units that have socio-economic features. Their 

sustainability should be examined from a social, economic, ecological, and technical 

perspective. Many factors that affect the sustainability of agricultural enterprises, such as 

ecological factors, cannot be controlled. Therefore, the economic sustainability of agricultural 

enterprises is discussed in this study. Accordingly, the average annual income level for 

agricultural enterprises has been determined as $22,244 to achieve economic sustainability 

without public support. 

This situation varied according to the enterprise groups. The enterprises in the third 

and fourth groups achieved a sustainable income level without public support. However, 

public support has been inadequate for the enterprises in the first and second groups to 

achieve the level of a sustainable income. The enterprises in these groups have a cultivation 

area of 150 da or less. In addition to cultivation area, production intensity and diversification 

of production activities also affect the level of sustainable income. Indeed, unlike the average, 

some enterprises in the first and second groups which focus on livestock production have 

achieved a sustainable income level with public support.  

Small-scale enterprises are generally considered to be economically unsustainable. Fixed 

capital investments have a significant impact in achieving this outcome. Modern construction 

in rural areas, in conjunction with the fixed costs of investment in high-value mechanization, 

is the cause of this outcome. 

Some policies should be developed for increasing production efficiency and providing 

a sustainable income level for the enterprises in the first and second groups which have a 

cultivation area of less than 150 da. There is a need to extend alternative production activities 

(especially cattle, sheep and poultry farming) and to develop an awareness of the 

organizational behavior of producers. Benefits could be gained from economies of scale. 

Products that are suitable for the ecological and economic structure of the region should be 

expanded with contract production (by guaranteeing purchases). Alternative income-

generating production activities should be expanded to create demand in order to promote 

rural industry. 
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