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Abstract 

Main objective of this study is to calculate the gross margin for the dairy cattle enterprises in 
the Hatay Province in the Mediterranean Region of Turkey. Main material of the study 
consists of the primary data compiled by the surveys from 141 dairy cattle breeder enterprises 
which are determined by layered random sampling method. Data obtained from the research 
area in 2013 is reviewed according to the enterprises’ size groups and enterprises’ fair average 
on the basis of the number of suckling cow. According to the results of the study, in the 
enterprises reviewed, there is an average of 4.87 heads suckling cow and 7.85 Large Animal 
Unit (LAU) per enterprise. In the enterprises it is determined that an average of 27 tons of 
milk is produced in one lactation period. Milk yield per suckling cow is 5.6 ton/lactation. 
Among the enterprises surveyed, 59% of them had 1-4 head, 33% had 5-9 head and 8% had 
10 head and above suckling cows. It has been also determined that the feed cost was the 
highest as 81.6% in the variable costs in the dairy cattle breeder enterprises according to the 
enterprise mean values. Following this, there were the veterinary-medicine costs (8.2%), 
electricity costs (2.4%), variable labour costs (1.8%), water and cleaning supplies (1.8%), 
artificial insemination costs (1.6%) and other costs (2.6 %). When the dairy cattle breeder 
enterprises are examined according to their size groups, it is seen that large enterprises (10 
head and above) have produced more milk per suckling cow and gained higher milk yield and 
more gross margin compared to the small (1-4 head) and middle (5-9 head) enterprises.  
 
Keywords: Dairy. Variable cost. Gross margin.Turkey. 
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1. Introduction 
 

Livestock breeding activities mainly serve to reduce risk factor by dividing it, to meet 

the cash needs of the enterprise, to use the labour force in a balanced way and to make use of 

the products gained in the enterprises in a better way (Yurdakul and Ören, 1995). Animal 

husbandry activity has a great significance for making use of the inactive labour force and 

feed, providing a regular cash flow, decreasing the risk factor in the enterprise and reducing 

the migration from the rural areas. As a sub-sector of agriculture in Turkey, animal husbandry 

is an indispensable branch of areas (Öztürk and Karkacıer, 2008). As for the 2011 data, of the 

total world milk production (7301000000 ton); 83.08% is cow milk, 12.74% is water buffalo 

milk, 2.16% is goat milk, 1.26% sheep milk and 0.75% is milk from other species. According 

to 2012 FAO data, world’s cow milk production is 625753801 ton and Turkey’s share is 

2.55% (FAO, 2014). In 2013, of the milk production in Turkey, 91.39% is cow milk (TÜİK, 

2014).  

According to the 2012 FAO data, while per cow milk yield in USA is 9841 lt, in EU 

(average of 27 countries) 6466 lt, in Denmark 8529 lt, in Netherland 7577 lt, in Germany 

7280 lt and world’s average is at a level of 2319 lt, on the other hand, in Turkey this value is 

2991 lt (FAO 2014). As for the 2009 data, it is determined that, in the 27 EU countries, milk 

yield per enterprise is in average 227 tons (Denmark 1020 ton/enterprise), family labour 

average to the total is 85% (Belgium 98%), milk value is 284 €/ton and milk revenue share in 

the sector is 78% (EU Report for Dairy Cattle Enterprises, 2013). Basic values determined for 

the Dairy Cattle breeding operations clearly indicate significant differences between Turkey 

and developed countries.  

Throughout the world, there is a number of studies with different characteristics 

carried out where productivity and profitability in dairy cattle breeding enterprises are 

determined and also enterprises are compared according to their economic and technical 

analysis and their sizes. Information on these studies are summarized below;  

 In one study carried out in Slovakia by Dano and Gazikova (1993) and another in 

Colombia by Aldana-Vargas (1990), productivity and profitability in milk yield are focused 

on. In the study carried out by Kanechanacharoen (1993) in Thailand, enterprises have been 

divided into three groups as small, middle and large size and operations of the milk 
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enterprises have been analyzed. In the study, Profit/Cost Ratio, Net Present Value and Internal 

Rate of Return have been calculated and enterprises in the groups have been examined in 

terms of economics and financial. As a result of the study, it has been seen that middle sized 

enterprises have made more profitable production comparing with the other sized enterprises.  

 Dano and Huba (1997), in their study in Slovakia, determined that the highest yield 

from 102 milk cows in 3 lactation periods is 4548 lt and the lowest feed cost is SK6741. As 

for Kopecek’s (2002) study carried out in 135 farming enterprises in the Czech Republic, 

correlation between results of milk yield level and dairy cattle breeding operations 

considering the economic and technical data have been analyzed. In the study carried out by 

Wieck and Heckelei (2007), it has been aimed to reveal the variation on the marginal costs in 

dairy cattle breeding enterprises in different European countries. In the same study, effects of 

regional differences in the research area on the input and output prices and also the effects of 

constant factors on the marginal costs have been revealed. Gonçalves et al. (2008) analyzed 

technical productivity and scale productivity in the different phases of milk production in their 

study carried out in Minas Gerais region of Brazil.  

In the study of Aktürk et al. (2010), conducted in Biga District of Çanakkale Province, 

it is aimed to examine the relations between the milk production and factors used in milk 

production and also to calculate the milk production cost. In the study, it has been determined 

that forage and concentrated forage costs compose 57% of the total production costs and 71% 

of the variable expenses. Besides, It has been also determined that the dairy cattle breeding 

production division of the costs belong to 20.99% of productive stock value (PSV), 76.31% of 

milk production and 2.7% of manure production and 1 kg milk cost has been calculated as            

€0.197. 

Keskin and Dellal (2011) have conducted a study for estimating the gross margin in 

dairy cattle breeding in the Thrace Region of Turkey. According to the results of the study, it 

has been determined that, in the farms there were 5.5 suckling cows and 10 Large Animal 

Unit (LAU) in the average. The milk production was 32 tons per farm and 5.8 tons per 

suckling cow during lactation period. Of the total variable expenses in the average of 

enterprises, the feed cost was the highest as 86%. Following this there are the veterinary-

medicine (5.6%), artificial insemination (2.1%), electric (2%), water (1.9%) and variable 

labour (1.3%) costs, respectively. In the study, Gross Production Value (GPV) and Gross 

Margin (GM) values have also been estimated and they have been interpreted according to the 

sizes of the enterprises.  
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Venkatesh and Sangeetha (2011) have put emphasis on the cost structure of the dairy 

cattle breeding enterprises and resource utilization efficiency in their study conducted in 

Madurai Province of Tamil Nadu State of India. Alvarez et al. (2014) have conducted a study 

on efficiency analysis in dairy cattle breeding enterprises in Galicia in the north Spain.  

The most significant cost factor in the milk production is feed input. The fact that the 

imported feed raw materials have higher prices is one of the factors which increase the cost in 

milk production. Taking measures attempting to decrease the costs is significant in order to 

have sustainability of production in the animal husbandry sector.  

Since the producers in Turkey are disorganized, primarily price formation and then the 

effect of the producers on the market are at an insignificant level. When compared with the 

EU countries, Turkey is the country with the lowest producer income and with the biggest gap 

between consumer and producer prices (Kuyululu and Güngör, 2007). The fact that the 

producers do not have a sufficient level of organizing net and their competitive capacity is 

low becomes the leading reason for the continuing of flaws in the milk market.  

In this study, it is aimed to estimate the gross margin in the milk production in the 

province of Hatay, one of the most significant milk production areas of Turkey. Gross margin 

is acknowledged as an important standard of success in the determination of the competitive 

forces of production operations and is used in the comparison of enterprises in the scope of 

Farm Accounting Data Network (FADN) throughout the EU (Keskin and Dellal, 2011). 

Findings gained in the study have been presented in compare with the other findings of 

researches conducted previously on dairy cattle breeding.  

 
2. Materials and Methods 

 

Main materials of the study consist of cross section data collected in 2013 from 141 

milk dairy cattle breeding enterprises, which have been determined as a result of sampling 

research and which facilitate in the dairy cattle breeding operations in the province of Hatay. 

In the review and analysis process of the data, suitable statistical software is used. In the 

study, only dairy cattle breeding operations are examined in the enterprises. Being one of the 

Layered Random Sampling Methods, “Neyman Method” is used in the determination of 

sample number (volume) and sampling frame in the study and its formula is given below 

(Yamane, 2010).  
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                         Σ  (Nh Sh) 2 

           n =                                         
                   N2 D2 +  Σ Nh (Sh) 2 

 

n= Sample volume 

S= Standard deviation 

N= Total unit number belonging to the sampling frame 

D= Acceptable the margin of error toll (d/z) 

d= Deviation from the average (%) 

z= Degree of freedom (N-1) in the t-distribution frame and “t-value” belonging to a 

specific confidence limit  

 
In determining the sample volume, the work is conducted with a 3.5% error margin 

and within a 95% confidence interval. 141 animal husbandry enterprises have been 

determined as to be surveyed at the end of the sampling work. Fieldwork, animal husbandry 

economy and survey practice all have been completed in December 2013. Since, in the study, 

it is aimed to estimate the gross margin (GM) of the enterprises, questions directed to the 

estimation of the product yield and variable expenses have been prepared by the researchers 

and asked to the producers. Gross Margin value belonging to the enterprises examined in the 

study has been found by subtracting variable expenses from Gross Production values. 

Calculating the milk yield and variable in the analysis has been performed according to the 

equations below (Kıral et al., 1999).  

 

Gross Production Value (GPV) = (Milk Production Amount * Milk Price Paid to the 

Farmer (MPPF) + Productive Stock Value (PSV) + Animal Manure Income 

 

Productive Stock Value (PSV) = (year end stock value + value of the sold stock + 

value of the stock slaughtered) - (value of the stock at the beginning of year + value of the 

stock bought) 

 

Variable Expenses in Milk Production  = roughage costs + concentrate feed costs + 

veterinary and medicine costs + artificial insemination costs + variable labour costs + salt 

costs + electricity costs + water costs + other costs (cleaning etc.). 
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Gross margin is the value obtained by subtracting variable expenses from the gross 

production value. This value represents an interest deposited on a capital by the proprietor, 

labour provision of the proprietor and family members and naturally the sum of a profit 

(Erkuş and Demirci, 1996). Since gross margin is not effected by the size and type of the 

enterprise, it is one of the most suitable criterion used for the comparison of the operations of 

an enterprise. For a gross margin analysis, accounting entity should be sufficient and 

distribution of the variable expenses should be easy. Determining the gross margin is crucial 

for the enterprise planning. According to planning assumptions, as the level of the enterprise 

operation rises, there will be a linear rise in the gross margin. In the gross margin analysis, it 

is a significant advantage that there is no need for a distribution of fixed costs to the enterprise 

operations. Thus, gross margin analysis has been embraced more in time and has been used 

largely. When the difficulty in distribution of fixed costs is considered, why gross margin 

analysis has been favoured is more clearly understood (İnan, 2008).  

Data of the 141 surveys conducted in the research area has been evaluated according 

to the enterprise sizes formed with the suckled cow numbers – 1-4 head (84 enterprises), 5-9 

head (46 enterprises) and 10 head and more (11 enterprises) – and also according to the 

culture crossbred stock number in the enterprises and the average of the enterprises. Gross 

margin and variable expenses are also estimated according to these classifications. Also stock 

assets of the enterprises have been converted to the Large Animal Unit (LAU) and one part of 

the evaluation has been carried out according to this LAU (Erkuş, 1995).  

 Whether there is a statistical difference between the enterprise groups according to the 

milk yield, variable expenses and gross margin value, is investigated by using variance 

analysis and “Tukey HSD” test. “Tukey’s HSD Test”, which is used in the determination of 

differences of averages belonging to different groups, is known as “Tukey’s Honestly 

Significant Differences Test” (Çakıcı et al., 2003). In the study, in order to estimate the costs 

and gross margin according to the sizes of the enterprises, suitable statistical software is used.  

 
3. Results and Discussions  

3.1. Key indicators in the operations of dairy cattle 
 

Technical specifications belonging to dairy cattle operations in the enterprises under 

question in the province of Hatay, determined as the research area, are given in table 1. 

According to this, stock number in second group enterprises which have 5-9 suckling cows 

and total stock number (Large Animal Unit) in the enterprises are higher than the other two 
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groups. It has been determined that of all the milk produced in enterprises studied in 2013, 

38.26% is produced by second group, 32.70% by first group and 28.04% by the third group.  

 
Table 1: Technical specifications of the suckling stock in the enterprises examined.  

Technical specifications 1-4 head 5-9 head 10+ head Total 
Number of enterprises 84 46 11 141 
Stock number (suckling cow) 239 270 178 687 
LAU 396.54 437.52 272.42 1106.48 
Lactation period (day) 300 300 300 300 
Average milk yield per enterprise 
(lt/year) 

15028.571 32945.393 98374.675 27375.954 

Total milk yield (ton) 1262.400 1515.488 1082.122 3860.010 

 
 

It is found that of all the enterprises examined, 59.57% has 1-4 head, 32.63% has 5-9 

head and 7.80% has 10 head and above. It is seen that enterprises in the first group has a share 

of 34.79% out of the total stock assets, and the second group has %39,30 and the third group 

has the share of 25.91%.  

 Milk yield values according to the suckling cow number in the surveyed enterprises 

are given in table 2. While the daily milk yield per suckling stock is 20.3 kg in the enterprises 

with 10 and more head where the lactation period is evaluated as 300 days, this value is at a 

lower level of 1.3 lt and 2.4 lt for the other enterprise groups. It has been determined that the 

average suckling cow number for the enterprises is 4.87 head, LAU is 7.85 and average milk 

yield is 18.7 lt/head.  

 

Table 2: Milk yield according to suckling cow number 
Milk Yield 1-4 Head 5-9 Head 10+ Head Enterprise 

Average 
Stock number (head) 2.85 5.87 16.18 4.87 
LAU 4.72 9.51 24.77 7.85 
Milk yield (lt/day) 17.607 18.710 20.264 18.729 
Lactation yield (lt/head) 5282.01 5612.92 6079.33 5618.65 

 
According to the Agricultural Structure Research Survey results, conducted in 2006, 

of all the enterprises operating in bovine stockbreeding throughout Turkey, 60% has 1-4 head. 

Enterprises with more than 10 bovine stock has a share of only 19% (Keskin and Delal, 

2011). When this data is compared according to the enterprise size, it is seen that in the 

enterprises examined, there is a similarity with the classification conducted for the number of 

the suckling cow in the enterprises.  
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3.2. Input usage 
 
It has been determined that, of all the variable expenses in the enterprises examined, 

feed costs had the highest ratio with 81.60% and following this veterinary and medicine costs, 

electricity, variable labour, water-cleaning and disinfectant costs and artificial insemination 

costs come (Table 3).  

 
Table 3: Distribution of the variable expenses in the enterprise average (%)  

Cost factors 1-4 head 5-9 head 10+ head Enterprise 
Average 

Share (%) 

Feed 3346 7667 22238 6230 81.60 
     Concentrate feed 2771 6212 150054 4852 - 
     Roughage 575 1455 7184 1378 - 
Temporary labor 39 76 1150 138 1.81 
Veterinary -medicine 367 827 1662 619 8.11 
Artificial insemination 74 158 411 127 1.66 
Electricity 131 246 391 189 2.48 
Water-cleaning and 
disinfectant materials 

56 211 430 135 1.77 

Others 50 151 1512 197 2.58 
Total Variable Expenses 4063 9336 27794 7635 100.00 

 
It has been seen that there are significant differences between the feed and concentrate 

feed costs in the enterprises operating in dairy cattle. Average concentrate feed cost per 

suckling cow is US$996 and feed cost is US$283 in the enterprises examined. It is found that 

of all the enterprises, 5-9 head enterprise group had the highest concentrate feed cost while 10 

head and above group had the highest feed cost (Table 4).  

 
Table 4: Variable expenses according to suckling cow number (US$/suckling cow) 

Cost Factors 1-4 head 5-9 head 10+ head Enterprise 
Average 

Feed 1174 1306 1374 1279 
     Concentrate feed 972 1058 930 996 
     Roughage  202 248 444 283 
Temporary labor 14 13 71 28 
Veterinary -medicine 129 141 103 127 
Artificial insemination 26 27 25 26 
Electricity 46 42 24 39 
Water-cleaning and disinfectant 
materials 

20 36 27 28 

Others 18 26 93 41 
Total Variable Expenses 1427 1591 1717 1568 

 
The highest variable cost value per suckling cow has been found with the third group 

enterprises. However, being one of the most significant factors affecting the productivity, in 

artificial insemination, a significant difference has not been viewed.  
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3.3. Gross margin  
 

In dairy cattle production, milk yield constitutes the primary production and 

Productive Stock Value (PSV) and animal manure income together constitute the secondary 

production. It has been determined that the average GPV is US$14539. In GPV, milk yield 

comes first with a rate of 80.42%, PSV is second with 15.72% and animal manure income is 

the last (Table 5).  
 

Table 5: Gross Margin of the Enterprises (US$/Enterprise) 
GPV and Variable expenses 1-4 head 5-9 head 10+ head Enterprise 

Average 
Gross production value (GPV) 8055 17418 52796 14539 
Milk yield 6180 14178 43938 11692 
Productive stock value (PSV) 1535 2546 7103 2285 
Animal manure income 339 693 1756 562 
Variable expenses (VC) 4063 93337 27794 7635 
Gross Margin (GM) 3991 8080 25003 6904 
GPV per 1 lt  0.5359 0.5287 0.5367 0.5311 
VC per 1 lt  0.2704 0.2834 0.2825 0.2789 
GM per1 lt  0.2656 0.2453 0.2542 0.2522 

 
Highest gross margin value determined for the produced milk in enterprises has been 

obtained from the enterprises with 1-4 head suckling cow. After a general review, it has been 

found that GPV per 1 lt milk is US$0.53, variable expenses is US$0.28 and gross margin is 

US$0.25.  

Gross margin per suckling cow and values per lt gained from the dairy cattle 

production of the enterprises are shown in table 6. It has been estimated that average GPV for 

the enterprises examined is US$1567 and gross margin is US$1417. When enterprise sizes are 

considered, it is seen that the highest GPV per suckling cow, variable expenses and gross 

margins have been obtained from the enterprises with 10 head and above stocks. Average 

gross margin per lt in the enterprises is estimated as US$0.25.  
 

Table 6: Gross Margin per suckling cow and lt. (US$/suckling cow) 
GPV and Variable 

expenses 

1-4 head 5-9 head 10+ head Enterprise Average 

GPV 2831 2967 3263 2984 

VE 1428 1591 1718 1567 

GM 1403 1376 1545 1417 

GPV per 1 lt  0.5038 0.5617 0.5813 0.5311 

VE per 1 lt  0.2541 0.3012 0.3061 0.2789 

GM per1 lt  0.2497 0.2605 0.2753 0.2522 

GPV: Gross Production Value, VE: Variable expenses, GM: Gross Margin  



Gross margin analysis in dairy cattle: a case study of Hatay Province, Turkey. 
Semerci, A.; Parlakay, O.; Çelik, A.D. 

Custos e @gronegócio on line - v. 10, n. 4 – Out/Dez - 2014.                                         ISSN 1808-2882 
www.custoseagronegocioonline.com.br 

 

163

 

When enterprise sizes are considered, it is seen that the enterprises with 10 head and 

more stocks have the first place with an average gross margin of US$0.28. This shows the fact 

that, in the big sized enterprises, milk income is higher depending on the milk yield obtained 

and variable expenses per lt are lower when compared with the other enterprise groups. In 

other words, enterprises with 10 head and more suckling cows operate in a higher productivity 

level in contrast to the small sized enterprises and they make use of their productive sources 

in a more efficient way.  

General specifications belonging to the enterprises examined are given in table 7. 

When data gathered from the enterprises are reviewed, in the enterprises with 10 head and 

more stocks, ratio of the suckling cow to both total stock number and to the Bovine Stock 

Unit is higher than the other groups of enterprises. In enterprises with this kind of structure, 

costs made can return as income to the enterprise in a shorter period.  

 

Table 7: General specifications of the dairy cattle operations of the enterprises 
examined.  

Variables  1-4 head 5-9 head 10+ head Total 
Total stock number (head) (1) 586 626 353 1565 
Suckling stock number (head) (2) 239 270 178 687 
(2)/(1) 40.78 43.13 50.42 43.90 
Large animal unit –LAU-(3) 396.54 437.52 272.42 1106.48 
(2)/(3) 60.27 61.71 65.34 62.09 
Gross margin (total) (4) 335244 371680 275033 973.464 
(4)/(3) 845.42 849.52 1009.59 879.79 
Milk yield (total) (5) 519144 646147 483313 1648604 
(5)/(2) 2172.15 2393.14 2715.24 2399.71 

 

 

Data in the table 7, which indicate the general condition of the enterprises seem to be 

reinforcing the data in Table 6. Research results put forward that enterprises with 10 head and 

more suckling cow operate a more profitable milk production than the other groups owing to 

the recovery value of the scale economy in the enterprises.  

 

3.4. Multiple comparisons analysis  

 

Data from the enterprises under examination in the study have been evaluated in three 

different groups according to their suckling cow assets as follows; first group enterprises (1-4 

head), second group (5-9 head) and third group (10 head and above). In the multiple 
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comparison analysis, the question of whether there is a difference between the groups of 

enterprises from the point of statistics is investigated (Table 8).  

In the analysis, among the enterprise sizes, differences of rate of suckling cow to the 

total animal number (%), milk yield obtained in one lactation period (300 days) per suckling 

cow and annual milk yield per suckling cow (US$/year) have been investigated.  

 

Table 8: Multiple Comparison Analysis of the enterprises on the basis of enterprise 
groups.  

 
Dependent 
Variable 

(I) 
group 

(J) 
group 

Mean 
Difference (I-J) 

Std. Error Sig (*) 95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Cow/Total 
animal number 
(%) 

1,00 
2,00 -,01636536 ,01829644 ,645 -,0597146 ,0269839 

3,00 -,08187758* ,03198447 ,031 -,1576575 -,0060977 

2,00 
1,00 ,01636536 ,01829644 ,645 -,0269839 ,0597146 

3,00 -,06551221 ,03347924 ,127 -,1448336 ,0138092 

3,00 
1,00 ,08187758* ,03198447 ,031 ,0060977 ,1576575 

2,00 ,06551221 ,03347924 ,127 -,0138092 ,1448336 

Cow/Large 
animal unit (%) 

1,00 
2,00 ,00287634 ,02098188 ,990 -,0468355 ,0525881 

3,00 -,03016442 ,03667898 ,690 -,1170669 ,0567381 

2,00 
1,00 -,00287634 ,02098188 ,990 -,0525881 ,0468355 

3,00 -,03304075 ,03839313 ,666 -,1240045 ,0579230 

3,00 
1,00 ,03016442 ,03667898 ,690 -,0567381 ,1170669 

2,00 ,03304075 ,03839313 ,666 -,0579230 ,1240045 

Lt/year/cow  
 

1,00 
2,00 -343,20649 162,34444 ,091 -727,8447 41,4317 

3,00 -871,50987* 283,79852 ,007 -1543,9058 -199,1139 

2,00 
1,00 343,20649 162,34444 ,091 -41,4317 727,8447 

3,00 -528,30338 297,06157 ,181 -1232,1231 175,5164 

3,00 
1,00 871,50987* 283,79852 ,007 199,1139 1543,9058 

2,00 528,30338 297,06157 ,181 -175,5164 1232,1231 

Milk Yield / 
cow / year 

1,00 
2,00 -228,00642 97,62133 ,054 -459,2980 3,2851 

3,00 -541,76330* 170,65438 ,005 -946,0900 -137,4366 

2,00 
1,00 228,00642 97,62133 ,054 -3,2851 459,2980 

3,00 -313,75688 178,62975 ,188 -736,9794 109,4656 

3,00 
1,00 541,76330* 170,65438 ,005 137,4366 946,0900 

2,00 313,75688 178,62975 ,188 -109,4656 736,9794 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 

As a result of the analysis, it has been determined that first group of enterprises and 

the third group had a 1% significance level difference, first group and second group had 
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nearly 5% in milk yield per cow (lt/year) and milk yield per suckling cow. Also it has been 

estimated that first group and third group enterprises had a difference of 5% significance level 

in the ratio of suckling cow to the total animal number. In the other analysis, the differences in 

the values of Gross Production Value (GPV), Variable Expenses (VE) and Gross Margin 

(GM) per suckling cow have been investigated (Table 9).  

 

Table 9: Multiple Comparison analysis on the basis of enterprise groups according to 
GPV,  VE and GM per suckling cow of the enterprises examined.  
 
Dependent 
Variable 

(I) 
grup 

(J) grup Mean 
Difference (I-

J) 

Std. Error Sig(*) 95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

VE/Cow  

1,00 
2,00 -126,25639 90,99960 ,350 -341,8592 89,3465 

3,00 -201,61050 159,07876 ,416 -578,5114 175,2904 

2,00 
1,00 126,25639 90,99960 ,350 -89,3465 341,8592 

3,00 -75,35411 166,51315 ,893 -469,8691 319,1609 

3,00 
1,00 201,61050 159,07876 ,416 -175,2904 578,5114 

2,00 75,35411 166,51315 ,893 -319,1609 469,8691 

GPV/LAU 

1,00 
2,00 -88,85279 92,11547 ,600 -307,0994 129,3938 

3,00 -358,07402 161,02944 ,071 -739,5966 23,4486 

2,00 
1,00 88,85279 92,11547 ,600 -129,3938 307,0994 

3,00 -269,22123 168,55499 ,250 -668,5739 130,1315 

3,00 
1,00 358,07402 161,02944 ,071 -23,4486 739,5966 

2,00 269,22123 168,55499 ,250 -130,1315 668,5739 

GPV/Cow 

1,00 
2,00 -132,34167 158,74434 ,683 -508,4502 243,7669 

3,00 -404,86894 277,50509 ,314 -1062,3541 252,6162 

2,00 
1,00 132,34167 158,74434 ,683 -243,7669 508,4502 

3,00 -272,52727 290,47403 ,617 -960,7393 415,6848 

3,00 
1,00 404,86894 277,50509 ,314 -252,6162 1062,3541 

2,00 272,52727 290,47403 ,617 -415,6848 960,7393 

GM/Cow 

1,00 
2,00 -6,08459 166,50228 ,999 -400,5738 388,4047 

3,00 -203,25706 291,06694 ,765 -892,8739 486,3598 

2,00 
1,00 6,08459 166,50228 ,999 -388,4047 400,5738 

3,00 -197,17247 304,66968 ,794 -919,0179 524,6730 

3,00 
1,00 203,25706 291,06694 ,765 -486,3598 892,8739 

2,00 197,17247 304,66968 ,794 -524,6730 919,0179 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 
According to the analysis results, it has been understood that there is not a significant 

difference from the statistical point in gross production value per suckling cow and large 

animal unit, variable expenses per cow and gross margin values on the basis of enterprise 

groups.  
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4. Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

There is a burden of data collection from the enterprises in Turkey by using surveys in 

researches depending on the cost and income since practices related with a data network 

where enterprise records can be found are not conducted rapidly and there is no obligation on 

keeping records on the level of producer. Data used in this study is also obtained with the 

survey method.  

Although support for animal breeding has risen in recent years, the fact that there is 

not a price stability on the markets and issues experienced in the marketing channels have 

been the most important factors hindering the dairy cattle farming to reach the desired level. 

There are fluctuations in the price among the enterprises owing to the fact that producer 

organizations are not as much as effective in determining the price on the milk market and 

there is not a regulatory mechanism determining the milk price. Within the research area, as 

of the year 2013, unit price of the milk of the similar quality varies between US$0.37-0.47. 

Even this condition is same for the milk quality and yield amount, there may be differences in 

the production value. This unfavourable condition in the marketing has a negative effect on 

the gross margin value in milk production.  

In this study, analysis of the gross margin for the dairy cattle enterprises in the Hatay 

Province in the Mediterranean Region of Turkey has been conducted. Average stock assets 

for the enterprises under examination is found to be 7.85 LAU, lesser than both EU (24 head) 

and USA (111 head). On the other hand, milk yield for the enterprises under question is found 

to be higher than the Turkey’s average (2758 lt/cow) and is near the productivity of EU 

(5850lt/ cow) (Kirner, 2003; Keskin and Dellal, 2011).  

 It has been determined that the feed costs has a share of 81.60% of all variable 

expense in the enterprises examined. Keskin and Della (2011) estimated the ratio of feed costs 

out of variable expenses as to be 86%, and the same share was estimated by Aktürk et al. in a 

study (2005) as 87.5% and in another study it is found to be 71.3% (2010). In a study 

conducted by Nizam (2006) in the province of Aydın, with the increase of enterprise size 

group there seems an increase in the feed costs and average of the enterprises is found to be as 

72.8%. In another study in the province of  Tokat, it has been determined that as the size of 

the enterprise increases, share of the feed costs in the variable expenses decreases and share of 

the variable expenses on average of the enterprises becomes 67.2% (Öztürk and Karkacıer, 
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2008). Şahin (2001) has found the share of feed costs in the variable expenses as 86.6% for 

the dairy cattle enterprises in the province of Kayseri.  

Findings of the study reveal that there is significant statistical difference between the 

different groups of enterprises from the point of milk yield obtained from per suckling cow 

and milk income. This shows that care and feeding operations applied to the suckling cows 

according to the sizes of the enterprises are also different from the point of technical 

stockbreeding.  

As the enterprises are examined from the point of size groups, it has been determined 

that enterprises with 10 head and more suckling cows have a higher level of gross margin 

value per lt when compared to the small (1-4 head) and middle (5-9 head) group of 

enterprises. Likewise, in the same group, the rate of suckling cow number to the total stock 

number and to the large animal unit (LAU) kind number is higher than the other two groups. 

Besides, the value of the feed given to the stocks in the enterprises in this group is again 

higher than the other enterprises. This reveals itself clearly in the milk yield per suckling cow 

as well. Thus, in order to practise a profitable dairy cattle business, results of the study put 

forward that enterprises with the number of stocks above a certain level could continue their 

operations profitably.  

In the study, it has been pointed out that there are differences in the costs owing to the 

size of the enterprises and this is disadvantageous for the enterprises. It is concluded that an 

efficient producer organisation is obligatory in order to decrease the disadvantages of the 

small enterprises.  
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