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Abstract  

 

In this research where paddy farming costs are calculated, some farming factors which are 
considered to be explanatory in changes in paddy farming amount are taken into account, and 
econometric analysis was also made. The data collected through surveys made with 116 
enterprises in paddy farming was used in the research. The average enterprise yield per decar 
in paddy farming was calculated as 653.04 kg in research area. In this research, gross income 
was calculated as 862.25 TL, where net income as 134.46 TL, proportional profit as 1.17 TL 
and the cost of 1 kg of paddy was calculated as 1.22 TL in paddy farming. In regression 
analysis, the changes in the independent variables in the equation (providing that the 
combination of the variables in the equation remain unchanged) was found to be proficient in 
explaining the changes in the dependent variable (Y) with 99.5% rate while male labour force 
amount, fertilizer amount, paddy yield and seed amount which are among the used variables 
were found to be proficient in statistically explaining the output. 
 

Keywords: Paddy. Cost. Econometrical analysis 

 

1. Introduction 

 

Agriculture is one of the leading sectors in Turkey since the country’s geographical 

conditions, soil structure and the advantages provided by the biological diversity. The main 

purpose in agricultural farming is to provide the best productive way of resource using for the 

agricultural enterprises so as to increase the enterprises’ productivity, production amount and 

the farmers’ level of income to enhance the enterprises’ contribution to the national income. 

(Gündoğmuş 1998). The development of agricultural sector depends on finding out the 

production plans which provide ways to benefit from the limited current resources most 

effectively, alongside applying the yield increasing methods. (Kumbasaroğlu and Dağdemir 

2010). Paddy comes right after wheat as the most used products in human nutrition. In this 

respect, it plays such an important role in Turkey’s agriculture. (Dönmez 2007). 
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Paddy’s production share in world’s total cultivated areas is 22.87% in 2013. 

According to 2013 data, the total paddy production amount in the world is 745709788 tons, 

leaded by China, India, Indonesia and Bangladesh respectively. Turkey comes 39th in world 

ranking in paddy farming. (FAO, 2015). 

Paddy farming in Turkey is mostly carried out in Marmara region. The important 

paddy farming cities in Marmara region are Edirne, Balıkesir and Çanakkale. Çanakkale 

comes as 4th in cultivating sites in paddy farming in Turkey. In Çanakkale, paddt farming is 

carried out in 113477 fields while 86.21% of these fields belong to Biga county. (TUİK, 

2015). 

The suitability of the used inputs during the production phase and the optimum use of 

these increase the yield and effect the cost in a decreasing manner. (Gündoğmuş1998). The 

usage of the cost accounting methods is the most effective approach in agricultural 

production. Since the agricultural enterprises in Turkey are small scale enterprises, accounting 

records are not being kept. (Kumbasaroğlu ve Dağdemir 2010). For this reason, there is a 

need for studies to determine the farmers’ input usage levels. (Gündoğmuş 1998). Since the 

cost studies lose their validity a year later, cost calculations need to be done every year 

periodically. (Kaya and Kızıloğlu 2008). 

Due to many reasons (undercapitalization, lack of technical knowledge, etc.), farmers 

can’t use the optimum level production factors and this effects the yield and correspondingly 

current output and profit negatively. Since this, the studies determining the farmers’ input 

usage levels should be made individually for each product. 

 In this study, it is aimed to determine the input usage levels, the effect of the factors 

on current output and establish the unit cost in paddy farming, which is a highly productive 

and of high quality product. The fact that there’s not a former study made in Biga county of 

Çanakkale city, where paddy farming holds an important role, makes this study remarkable. 

 

2. Material and Method 

 

The surveys made with the paddy farmers in Biga county of Çanakkale city form the 

main material of the research. The survey forms are filled by the researcher with the data 

collected from the sampling farmers in August (2014), considering the data of 2013 

production period. 
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During sampling, in the research area, the records of the Ministry of Food, Agriculture 

and Livestock and the opinions of the technical staff were taken into account. The main 

population of the study is formed by 20 enterprises in the county and 1546 in the village. 

Gümüşçay, Yeniçiftlik and Danişment villages are purposedly chosen since 40% of the 

farmers reside in those places and 20% of them (116 enterprises) were interviewed. The 

enterprises to be surveyed are chosen by the help of random numbers table. Agricultural 

enterprises are divided into two layers (1st group in 0-50, 2nd group in 51 and higher) 

pursuant to paddy cultivation sites. Research  results are evaluated as this layering and the 

entire enterprises mean. 

Along with TÜİK and FAO data, the former studies about the subject were utilised as 

well. 

The methods in this study which are applied in paddy farming are explained below 

shortly. 

The labour force which is used in paddy farming in the examined enterprises is 

converted into Male Labour Force Unit (MLFU). (Açıl ve Demirci 1984). Considering the 

valid labour fees in the research area, the labour cost in paddy farming was calculated.  

The tractor drivers’ labour use is calculated together with the human labour force in 

soil preparation and maintenance enterprises as changeable costs in production costs chart. In 

different enterprises such as plowing, fertilization, contention, harvest etc. İn paddy farming, 

the used tractor fuel and oil in enterprises was calculated with respect to the current market 

value, based on the information taken from the farmers.  

In the mentioned period, the business premises is calculated by summing up the 

amount of properties of possessions, rent and sharecropping. 

The input amounts in paddy farming were calculated by taking the barn yard prices 

into account. The production cost was evaluated through considering the amount of use of 

inputs per unit(da). In circulating capital interest calculation, half of T.C Ziraat Bank’s 

vegetative cultivation loan rate(10%) was taken for evaluation. In determination of the cost of 

1 kg paddy, the sum of production costs per decare was proportioned to yield per decare. 

Econometric analysis was made also, considering that the changes in paddy farming 

would be explained by some production factors and the variables in the analysis are given 

below: 

 

Y = Paddy production amount(kg) 
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X1 = Used male labour force(male labour hour) 

X2 = Used agricultural pesticide amount(kg) 

X3 = Used fertiliser amount(kg) 

X4 = Paddy yield(kg/da) 

X5 = Used seed amount(kg) 

 

Cobb-Douglas production function, which is already supported (Gündoğmuş 1998; 

Karkacıer 2001) of being suitable for agricultural activities, is applied to the specified data. 

The function is given below: Cobb-Douglas üretim fonksiyonu belirtilen verilere 

uygulanmıştır. 

 

Y=aX1b1.X2b2.X3b3 .........Xnbn. 

 

When logarithm is applied to both sides of the function, the equation shifts to; 

 

log Y = log a +b1logX1+b2 logX2+.......+bnlogXn. 

 

3. Findings and Discussion 

 

All the applicants in the survey are male and when these people’s educational status 

are examined, more than half of both groups are found out to be primary school graduates. In 

the 1st group, though being very few, some two-year degrees and bachelor degrees were 

found yet none of such were found in the 2nd group.  

 

Table 1: Education, Age and Paddy Farming Duration in the Examined Enterprises 
 1.GROUP (64) 2. GROUP (52) TOTAL (116) 

Frequency 
(unit) 

Rate (%) Frequency 
(unit) 

Rate (%) Frequency 
(unit) 

Rate (%) 

Education Primary 
School 

35 54.69 29 55.77 64 55.17 

Secondary 
School 

12 18.75 9 17.31 21 18.10 

High 
School 

13 20.31 14 26.92 27 23.28 

Graduate 
School 

3 4.69 - - 3 2.59 

University 1 1.56 - - 1 0.86 
Total 64 100.00 52 100.00 116 100.00 

Age 26-50 26 40.62 26 50.00 52 44.83 
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51-+ 38 59.38 26 50.00 64 55.17 
Total 64 100.00 52 100.00 116 100.00 

Average 50.69 48.04 49.50 
Paddy 

Farming 
Duration 

(year) 

0-10 49 76.56 30 57.69 79 68.10 

11-+ 15 23.44 22 42.31 37 31.90 
Total 64 100.00 52 100.00 116 100.00 

Average 8.22 12.93 10.33 

 

The average of age in the examined enterprises was calculated as 49.50, while in more 

than half of the enterprise owners (55.17%) are over 50 years old. In both groups, the 

enterprises where paddy farming term is less than 10 years outnumber the others. 

 

Table 2: The used area, Total Agricultural Area and Income for Paddy in the Examined 

Enterprises 
         1.GROUP  

              (64) 
2.GROUP 

(52) 
TOTAL 

(116) 
Total Agricultural Area (da) 76.45 289.19 171.82 
Total Agricultural Income (TL) 23296.88 96730.77 56215.52 
Paddy Area (da) 27,66 184,62 98,02 
Income From Paddy 12428.13 53923.08 31029.31 

 

In the examined enterprises, the mean area per enterprise is 171.82 da and the rate of 

paddy farming usage for these areas is 98.02%. In the enterprises, agricultural income per 

enterprise is 562115.52 TL/year and only 5.52% of this income is by paddy. 

When the property situation of the surveyed enterprises is examined, the rate of mutual 

area are found in the 2nd group, which is very few, while none as such was found in the 1st 

group. Generally, when the enterprises are examined, the rate of self-ownership is 56.90%. 

The amount of area of self-owned enterprises in enterprises average is 28.50, while this value 

is 64.03 in amount of rented areas, which is significant.  

 

Table 3: The Situation of Ownership in the Examined Enterprises 
 1.GROUP 

(64) 
2.GROUP 

(52) 
TOTAL  

(116) 
Frequency 

(unit) 
Rate 
(%) 

da Frequency  
(unit) 

Rate 
(%) 

da Frequency 
 (unit) 

Rate 
(%) 

da 

Ownership
* 

Own 33 51.56 21.88 33 63.4
6 

78.30 66 56.9
0 

28.50 

Rent 50 78.13 20.95 46 88.4
6 

138.72 96 82.7
6 

64.03 

Joint - - - 2 3.85 317.50 2 1.72 5.47 

*The total is over 100% since the answers were given more than once. 
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In the examined enterprises, it was discovered that there was different kinds of grown 

paddy. Osmancık was much more preferred in 1st group while Baldo was the most common 

in the 2nd group, yet more than half of the farmers grow Osmancık (59.48%) and Baldo 

(57.76%) and Gala (1.72%), which is kind of few but stil existent. 92.24% of the surveyed 

farmers state that no problem was encountered in seed supply. 

When the loan usages in the surveyed enterprises are examined; the differences among 

the groups were notified such as the loan usage rate in the 1st group is 28.13% while the same 

rate in the 2nd group is 51.92% and in the enterprises average the same rate is 61.21%. It was 

discovered that none of the surveyed formers participated in contractual farming. All of the 

farmers stated that none took part in any cooperatives or unions which operated in paddy 

farming. 

 

Table 4: Variety and Seed Supply in the Examined Enterprises 
 1. Group(64) 2.Group (52) TOTAL (116) 

Frequency(unit) Rate(%) Frequency(unit) Rate(%) Frequency(unit) Rate(%) 
The 

Grown 
Kind* 

Baldo 31 48.44 36 69.23 67 57.76 
Osmancık 37 57.81 32 61.54 69 59.48 

Gala 1 1.56 1 1.93 2 1.72 
Seed 

Supply 
Easy 59 92.19 48 92.31 107 92.24 

Difficult 5 7.81 4 7.69 9 7.76 
Total 64 100.00 52 100.00 116 100.00 

*The total is over 100% since the answers were given more than once. 

 

In the examined enterprises, 66.67% of the farmers take loan from Agricultural Credit 

Cooperative, 40.00% of them from Ziraat Bank and 4.44% of them from a private bank 

(Deniz Bank). The loan amount per enterprise in 1st group is 18000 TL while this value is 

66185.19 TL in the 2nd group. 68.97% of the attendants stated that the supporting efforts in 

paddy farming are insufficient. 

 

Table 5: Loan Usage and The Condition of Sufficiency of Support in Paddy  
 1.GROUP 

(64) 
2. GROUP  

(52) 
TOTAL 

(116) 
Frequency 

(unit) 
Rate 
(%) 

Frequency 
(unit) 

Rate 
(%) 

Frequency 
(unit) 

Rate 
(%) 

Loan Usage for Paddy Used 18 28.13 27 51.92 45 38.79 
Not Used 46 71.87 25 48.08 71 61.21 

Total 64 100.00 52 100.0
0 

116 100.00 

 How Much 18000 66185.19 39600.26 
If Used 
Loan 

From 
Where* 

Tkk 13 72.22 17 62.96 30 66.67 
Ziraat 4 22.22 14 51.85 18 40.00 

Denizbank 1 5.56 1 3.70 2 4.44 
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Condition of 
Sufficiency 
of Support 
in Paddy 

Yes Sufficient 17 26.56 19 36.54 36 31.03 

No Not Sufficient 47 73.44 33 63.46 80 68.97 

Total 64 100.00 52 100.0
0 

116 100.0
0 

*The total is over 100% since the answers were given more than once. 

 

It was determined that 65.52% the farmers sell the paddy they grow in city, while 

35.34% of them sell it to the neighbour cities and 0.86% of them sell it to further cities 

outside the region. When the after-harvest sales were examined, the biggest sharewas held by 

merchants with 79.31%, followed by paddy factories with 31.03%. 

 

Table 6: The Location of Selling and the Location of Selling After Harvest in the 

Examined Enterprises 
 1.GROUP (64) 2.GROUP (52) TOTAL  

Frequency 
(unit) 

Rate 
(%) 

Frequency 
(unit) 

Rate 
(%) 

Frequency 
(unit) 

Rate 
(%) 

Where is the 
Paddy Sold? 

In City 47 73.44 29 55.77 76 65.52 
In-Region Cities 16 25.00 25 48.08 41 35.34 

Outside Region Cities 1 1.56 - - 1 0.86 
The 

Location of 
Selling 
After 

Harvest * 

Paddy Factory 11 17.19 25 48.08 36 31.03 
Merchant 57 89.06 35 67.31 92 79.31 

*The total is over 100% since the answers were given more than once.. 

 

In the examined enterprises, more than half of the 1st group (56.25%) and 75% of the 

2nd group made agricultural insurance on the paddy they grew. 

 

Table 7: Insurance in Paddy, Watering, Drying and the Condition of Education about 

Paddy in Region in the Examined Enterprises 
 1.GROUP 2.GROUP TOTAL (116) 

Frequency(unit) Rate(%) Frequency(adet) Rate(%) Frequency(unit) Rate(%) 
Paddy 

Insurance 
Yes 36 56.25 39 75.00 75 64.66 
No 28 43.75 13 25.00 41 35.34 

Total 64 100.00 52 100.00 116 100.00 
Used 

Watering 
Method 

Cut 13 20.31 17 32.69 30 25.86 
Permanent 51 79.69 35 67.31 86 74.14 

Total 64 100.00 52 100.00 116 100.00 
Used 

Drying 
Method 

Classic 6 9.38 -  - 6 5.17 
Modern 58 90.62 52 100.00 110 94.83 

Total 64 100.00 52 100.00 116 100.00 
Condition 

of 
Education 

Yes 19 29.69 16 30.77 35 30.17 
No 45 70.31 36 69.23 81 69.83 
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about 
Paddy in 
Region 

Total 64 100.00 52 100.00 116 100.00 

 

When the watering methods of the applicants were examined, 74.14% were found out 

to be applying permanent watering method. 94.83% of the farmers were found out to be 

applying modern driyng method as paddy drying method. 69.83% of the surveyed farmers 

stated that there was not any kind of educational activity in the name of paddy farming in the 

region they operated. 

In the examined enterprises, the production costs were given as absolute, proportional 

and per decare by enterprise groups examination. 

 

Table  8:  Branch of production costs of paddy growing enterprises surveyed (TL da1) 

and proportional distribution (%) 

 
 

When the productions costs in paddy farming were examined, it was seen that the 

share of the changeable costs sum in the production costs sum didn’t change, due to the 

enterprises size groups. According to the enterprises average, 71.60% of the calculated value 

of 799.39 TL/enterprise as production costs sum was formed by changeable costs while 

28.40% of it was formed by permanent costs. The highest production cost per decare was 

discovered in 1st group yet there was no big differences between. 

EXPENSE ITEMS 
ENTERPRISE GROUPS 

Ent.Avg. (116) 
1. Group (64) 2. Group (52)  

Value % Value % Value % 
Tillage+seed bed preparation 164.07 20.48 127.39 15.98 147.63 18.46 
Seed+ planting 22.26 2.78 20.80 2.61 21.61 2.71 
Fertilizer + fertilization 13.15 1.64 15.72 1.98 14.31 1.79 
Water + watering 85.66 10.69 76.02 9.54 81.34 10.18 
Pesticide + disinfestation 161.30 20.13 215.85 27.09 185.75 23.24 
Harvest 52.23 6.52 48.30 6.06 50.47 6.31 
Transportation 6.29 0.78 4.76 0.60 5.60 0.70 
Drying 41.43 5.17 34.60 4.34 38.37 4.80 
Circulating Capital Interest (0.05) 27.32 3.41 27.17 3.41 27.25 3.41 
VARIABLE EXPENSES SUM (A) 573.71 71.59 570.61 71.60 572.33 71.60 
General Administrative Expenses 
(A*0.03) 17.21 2.15 17.12 2.15 17.17 2.15 
Field Rent 126.69 15.81 120.41 15.11 123.87 15.50 
License Cost 2.2 0.27 2.20 0.28 2.20 0.28 
Insurance Premium 5.21 0.65 6.46 0.81 5.77 0.72 
Tool-Machine Fund Depreciation 28.63 3.57 30.05 3.77 29.27 3.66 
Tool-Machine Fund Interest 47.72 5.95 50.09 6.29 48.78 6.10 
Permanent Expenses Sum (B) 227.66 28.41 226.33 28.40 227.06 28.40 
Production Expenses Sum (A + B) 801.37 100.00 796.94 100.00 799.39 100.00 
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The biggest expense item in the production costs is agricultural pest control with 

23.34%, followed by 21.17% with soil cultivation, seeding and maintenance, 15.50% with 

field rent, 10.18% with watering, 7.01% with harvest and transportation, 6.10% with tool-

machine fund interest, 4.80% with drying, 3.66% with tool-machine fund depreciation, 3.41% 

with circulating capital interest, 2.15% with general administrative expenses, 1.79% with 

fertilization, 0.72% with insurance premium and 0.28% with license cost expenses. 

 

Table 9:  The cost of 1 kg of paddy enterprises surveyed (TL/kg) 
 ENTERPRISE GROUPS Ent.Avg. (116) 

1. Group (64) 2. Group (52)  
Yield (kg/da)                                  A 671.75 630.01 653.04 
Sale price(TL/kg)                           B 1.38 1.50 1.43 
Production cost (TL/da)                 C 801.37 796.94 799.39 
Gross production value (TL/da)   A*B=G 927.02 945.02 933.85 
Unit cost (TL/kg)                   C/A=D 1.19 1.26 1.22 
Net profit per unit (TL/kg)                   B-D 0.19 0.24 0.21 
Net profit per decare (TL/da)                  G-C 125.65 148.08 134.46 
Proportional Profit                                     B/D 1.16 1.19 1.17 

 

 

Agricultural pesticide control and field rent expenses hold the biggest share in whole 

expenses by means of all enterprise groups, both in changeable and permanent expenses. In 

the research area, yield per decare in paddy was determined as 671.75 kg in the 1st group and 

630.01 kg in the 2nd group and 653.04 kg in enterprises average. Different yield values are at 

stake in different regions of Turkey in paddy farming. Paddy yield was determined as 295 

kg/da in Ankara-Kızılcahamam, 375 kg/da in Ankara-Nallıhan, 360 kg/da in Kastamonu-

Tosya, 540 kg/da in İzmir-Gediz, 506 kg/da in Amasya, 457 kg/da in Samsun and 600 kg/da 

in Edirne. (Koral and Altun 2005). In this research, gross profit was calculated as 862.25 

TL/da, net profit as 134.46 TL/da and proportional profit as 1.17 TL in paddy farming. 

In the examined enterprises, by means of enterprise groups, the cost of 1 kg paddy 

seems to be increasing as the enterprises grow (Table 9). According to the enterprises 

average, the cost of 1 kg paddy was calculated as 1.19 TL in the 1st group, 1.25 TL in the 2nd 

group and 1.22 TL in general average. In the examined enterprises, the equation related to the 

specified production method is given as expontential pattern below:  

 

Y = -1,20 +  X1
0,0507- X 2

0,0118+  X3
0,0451 + X4

0,999+ X5
0,901 
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The descriptive statistics of the equation are given in Table 10. 

 

Table 10:  The variables used in the regression analysis and their descriptions 
Variables Average(Mean) Standard Deviation 

(StDev) 
Maximum Minimum 

Y 4.5268 0.4604 6.0212 3.3983 
X1 2.2555 0.4982 3.4840 1.2175 

X2 
1.5880 0.5297 3.2175 0.3010 

X3 
1.7504 0.5067 3.1761 0.3010 

X4 
2.8140 0.0908 2.9777 2.4771 

X5 
3.0459 0.4659 4.4771 1.7782 

 

 

The parameteres related to the production function are given in Table 11 and variance 

analysis of the function is given in Table 12. 

 

Table 11:  Elasticities of production factors in the production function and level of 

importance 
Independent 
Variables 

Regression 
Coefficients (bi) 

Standard Deviation of 
Regression Coefficients 
(Sbi) 

t-calculation 
value 

Level of 
Importance(P) 

Constant term (a) -1.2030 0.1036 -11.62 0.000 
X1 0.05070 0.02082 2.44 0.016 
X2 -0.01179 0.01169 -1.01 0.315 
X3 0.04510 0.01931 2.33 0.021 
X4 0.99909 0.03344 29.88 0.000 
X5 0.90080 0.02674 33.68 0.000 

S = 0.031965              R2 = 0.995             R2 (adj) = 0.995 

     
Table 12: Variance Analysis of the Production Function 
Source DF SS MS = SS /DF F P 
Regression 5 24.2659 4.8532 4750.55 0.000 
Fault 110 0.1124 0.0010   
Total 115 24.3783    

 

When Table 11 is examined; the multiple determination coefficient of the equation 

(R2) can be seen as 0.995. This result can be interpreted into the fact that the variation in the 

independent variables in the equation (provided that the union of the variables in the equation 

would stay fixed) can explain 99.5% of the variation in the dependent variable (Y). The 

recovered multiple determination coefficient of the equation (R2) was calculated as 0.995 and 

the Standard error of the equation  (S) as 0.031965. 
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In the committed F statistics test, the model was found to be non zero in 1% level 

(Fhes:4750.55> F0.01:2.90), in other words statistically meaningful. Meaning the function, as a 

whole, is meaningful in a 1% statistical level. 

It was tested whether each of the partial regression coefficients that took part in the 

function was meaningful or not. According to the student-t test made, the used labour amount 

(X1) 1.6%, the used pesticide amount (X2) %31.5, fertilizer amount (X3) %2.1, paddy yield 

(X4) %0.1, seed amount (X5) %0.1  is significant in those specified levels.  

The marginal production elasticities belonging to production factors, in other words 

partial regression coefficients can be explained as below: 

X1 (The used male labour amount): This production factor which has a positive sign 

coefficient was found to be meaningful for explaining the production amount statistically. 1 

unit increase in the used male labour amount (provided that the other production factors stay 

fixed) provides 0.05070 unit increase in production amount.  

X2 (The used pesticide amount): This production factor’s coefficient was not found to 

be meaningful. 

 X3 (The used fertilizer amount): This production factor which has a positive sign 

coefficient was found to be meaninful for explaining the paddy production amount 

statistically. With the condition of the other production factors staying fixed, 1 unit increase in 

the used fertilizer amount provides 0.04510 unit increase in production amount. 

X4 (Paddy yield): This production factor has a positive sign coefficient. 1 unit increase 

in paddy yield (provided that the other factors stay fixed) provides 0.99909 unit increase in 

production amount.  

 X5 (The used seed amount): This production factor has a positive sign coefficient. 

Provided that the other factors stay fixed, 1 unit increase in seed amount provides 0.90080 

unit increase in production amount. 

The sum of the marginal production elasticities specifies the return to scale. In Cobb-

Douglas type functions, the coefficients of the variables in the function give the marginal 

production elasticity of the production factors (Zoral 1984). Production flexibility was 

calculated as 1.9839 in the estimated equation. This result shows that the production amount 

would increase 1.98% if all the independent variables would be increased by 1%. Namely, 

there is an increasing returns to scale. 
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4. Result 

 

In the cost analysis for paddy growing made in the research area, after all the expenses 

in the enterprises were covered (farmer’s land tenure, machine, family labour fee cash cover 

and interest demands for their own capital),  it was determined that a significant amount of net 

profit per decare was fixed up. The gross profit level of the enterprises in paddy farming was 

also determined to be high. According to this, it is noted as essential that the changing 

production expenses in the enterprises are covered so that the farmers would keep on with 

their paddy farming activities which is necessary fort he sake of managerial principles.  

Though the gross and net profit were satisfactory in the research area, some aspects 

should be taken into consideration which would help with the increase in quality production, 

decrease in cost and increase in profitability, exporting opportunities and improvement of 

modern paddy farming.  

Instead of the constant watering system which is widely used in the region, cut 

watering technique should be encouraged, which is thought to be a key role in significant 

decrease in cost.  

In the examined enterprises in paddy farming, the excess of pesticide use and the 

amount of used pesticide increases the agricultural pesticide expenses in production expenses 

significantly. Based on this, it can be said that there is a serious lack of education about 

agricultural pest control and pesticide use in the research area. Educational programs on 

agricultural pest control should be initiated and the educational studies should be speeded up. 

Healthy and certificated seed usage should be encouraged in paddy farming and 

studies based on certificated seed production should be speeded up fort his. 

Exporting should be increased with farming of new kinds of breeds, which are chosen 

specifically for exporting. 
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