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INTRODUCT ION

This report represents a first attempt to analyse the state
of agriculture revenue at community level. It is particularly
concerned with getting a more precise idea of the complex and changeable

realities of the agricultural sectors.

Agriculture in the enlarged Community involves more than 10
million working people, that is to say 10.5% of the total work-force.
It makes use of almost 100 million hectares, or, in other terms,

approximately % of the total area of land (Table 00).

The particular characteristic of agriculture in the Community is its
extreme diversity, for it is made up of a multitude of small enterprises;
there are, in fact, more than 6 million agricultural holdings, 4 million
of these representing the main job of the person in charge of them,

that is to say, his basic source of income.

Agricultural revenue is oreof the most difficult subjects to
understand and to analyse, for it is dependent on the complex interplay
of numerous factors, which involwe variables and dissimilar aspects both
in space and time: natural factors, structural factors, human factors, etc...
In addition to this, it is in the sphere of agricultural revenue that

statistical information is mest seriously deficient.

In the course of recent ygars efforts have heen made to improve
the information available on agricultural revenue. The work that has
been carried out on this subject, as much at community level as within

each member-state, permits us, here and now to take the firststep towards a better



knowledge of agricultural revenue.

The network of Accountable Agricultural Information of the E.E.C.,
in particular, has been able to fill some of the gaps in our
knowledge, although in its present state of development the data that
it provides is far from being either exact or complete. In this
report we will be referring most particularly to the first analysable
results from the above network in order to describe the state of the
revenue of the Six. These sets of data will finally be completed
for the three n€w member-states with statistical information from the
national networks which have as far as possible been brought into line

with the data relating to the community as a whole.

We will, moreover, make considerable use of the generally
available statistical data, and more particularly of the statistical
data published by the Statistical Office of the European Communities
for the six original member-states, notably the results of the
Community Enquiry of 1966-1967 into the structure of agricultural

holdings.

Where community statistics are not available, we will refer to
national statistics, particularly with regard to the three new member

states.

Revenue in the agricultural sector will be studied both from
a macro-economic and a micro-economic angle. The macro-economic
approach will enable us to determine as aggregates the present levels
of agricultural revenue and also to compare them with those that have
been established in other economic sectors; as for the micro-economic
approach, it will cast light on the differences existing within the
agricultural sector itself, at the level of the individual holdings.

These two approaches meet and become oneat the regional level.
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Knowledge of the revenue coming from agricultural activity 4is not,
however, of itself, a sufficient basis for us to appreciate fully the
economic situation of those who work in agriculture and even less their

standard of living.

To do this we have to take into account many other equally
important aspects, such as income coming from activities outside of
agriculture, the redistribution of income effected by the bias of
national insurance benefits, by taxation and the question of private
incomes etc. Finally it is equally necessary to take into account
certain aspects which very often cannot in any way be quantified, such
as the advantages and obligations which are part and parcel of the
particular framework within which agricultural work is carried out, as

well as the way of life of the agricultural workers themselves.

This report on the agricultural revenue of the enlarged community
has been preceded by two other reports by the Council Commission,

relating to the Six:

- the 1972 report on the agricultural situation and agricultural

markets in the European Economic Community (COM(72)900 completed
12 September 1972).

- the report on the results for 1968-1969 and 1970 from the Network
of Accountable Agricultural Information of the European Economic
Community. (SEC(72) 2800 completed 26 September 1972)

It preceeds by several weeks the proposals of agricultural prices
for the year 1973/1974.
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T. AGRICULTURAL REVENUE AT COMMUNITY LEVEL

The community has chosen revenue from work (labour income) as the
standard of reference for the orientation of the common agricultural
policy. There is not, however, a macro- economic concept which
corresponds exactly to this idea; it is therefore necessary to make
use of a concept which, at this level, best reflects revenue from work,

or at least approaches it as closely as possible.

Net value added per Y.W.U. (Year Work Unit) or per person working in Agriculture

The concept of net value added at factor cost seems to be the
most adequate criterion; it corresponds to the remuneration of labour as
well as of the two other factors of production (land and capital). From
an aggregate viewpoint there is a close correlation between net value
added and revenue from work; in fact, the rates of correlation between these
two criteria are always greater than 0,80. The coefficient of regression
is certainly variable according to the orientation of production, but it
is generally between 60% and 80% (table 0l1). The net value added at factor
cost is thus a sufficiently accurate guide to revenue when it is a
question of measuring development; it is, however, of limited use when it
comes to making comparisons between activities and sectors which bring

into operation factowrs of different quantity or proportion.

The comparability of the net value added per person working is,
moreover, somewhat invalidated by a not-negligible margin of error,
which results fyom differences of definition and of accuracy of

statistical data relating to the active agricultural population.

In order to reduce as much as possible the differences of definition
on this matter, we will refer not to the number of persons working, but
to the number of Year Work Units(Y.W.U.). The term Year Work Unit
represents the work of one person for at least 280 days or 2,380 hours
per year; persons working less than this are counted in terms of a
fraction of a Year Work Unit proportional to the time worked by them in
relation to 280 days or Z,380 hours. Despite this, the gaps in the
comparability of the macro-economic data for comparison of agriculturzl
revenue between agricultural and other sectors, and within the agricultural

i imi significance of this criterion.
sector between countries greatly limit the sig
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Subject to the imperfections of the available data, one can,
nevertheless, make a rough estimate that the net value added of agriculture
rose in 1971 to some 2,800 units of account (U.A.) per agricultural Y.W.U.
for the six original member states taken as a whole whilst at the same
date it reached some 3,600 U.A. per person involved in agriculture for

the three new member-states taken together (table 101).

These mean data at community level come from clearly different
situations according to country; one thus finds that there are two
principal groups of countries according to the level of value added per
Y.W.U. or per worker in agriculture, viz:

- on the one hand a group of countries with a relatively high net value
added per Y.W.U. or per worker, comprising:
the Netherlands and Belgium as well as the United Kingdom and Denmark,
with respectively 5500, 4400, 4100 and 3900 units of account per worker,
- on the other hand a group of countries with a relatively low net value
added per Y.W.U. or per worker, comprising:
France, Germany, Italy, and Luxemburg, along with Ireland, with

respectively 3200, 2600, 2300, 2100 and 2000 u.a per worker.

These major differences between levels of value added per Y.W.U. or
per worker according to country derive from several factors. In the first
place, they come from differences of definition and of ways of calculation

of this criterion.

- The net value added is increased by a greater or lesser amount according
to the method of estimating the rent of the house occupied by the farmer,
according to the method of evaluating allowances in kind, and particularly,
by the personal consumption of farm produce by the farmers' families.

On this point it is known that personal consumption represents on
average 5 to 7% of the final agricultural production. The evaluation of

the latter by reference either to farm prices or to retail trade prices can

thus bring about a difference representing some 2 to 3%0f the net value added of

agriculture,
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- The concept of Y. W.U., although it gets much closer-to the actual benefits
received by the agricultural worker and is more precise than the per-worker

concept, is, nonetheless not entirely reliable.™

But these are not the most fundamental causes of the discrepancies
that have been noted. Even if one relates net value added to an even
more reliable unit of measurement like 'agricultural area used'' expressed
in terms of hectares, one still notices very significant discrepancies between
countries (tables 03 and 102).

These differences of net value added per Y.W.U or per worker no doubt
also derive from the variations of general economic environment, of
structure, of agricultural potential, of technological level, of ruling
prices, of terms of echange, of subsidies granted, of quality of farm-

management and so on.......

The evolution of net value added per Y.W.U. or per worker.

For the six original member-states as a whole net value added in
nominat terms per Y.W.U. has increased by an average of 8.5% per year

between "'1964" and"1970"; this increase corresponds to a growth, in real
terms, of 4.4% per year.

For the same period, the growth recorded in the three new member-

states has been of a similar order, with respective figures of 8.2% and 3.0%.
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The evolution of the net value added in agriculture per Y.W.U in
real terms during the period ''1968 - 1971" indicates a certain slowing

down in the case of several of the eriginal and new member-states.

The rate of mean annual increase of net value added in real terms has,
in fact, been considerably reduced in the Netherlands and Ireland, and,
to a lesser extent in Italy, Germany and the United Kingdom;
in contrast, a slight increase of this value has been recorded in France,

and a much greater one in Demmark.

The increase of the net value added in agriculture per Y.W.U. is,
in part, the result of a structural adjustment in the agricultural sector,
which has brought about the disappearance of a certain number of farms

whose net value added per Y.W.U. was below the average.

Evolution of net value added at factor cost per Y.W.U, in Agriculture (x)
(rates of mean annual increase in %)

In nominal terms In real terms

Member State

1964~1970 1968-1971 1964-1970 1968-1971
Germany 5,8 8,2 2,3 2,0
France 9,2 11,3 4,5 4,8
Italy 9,5 10,8 5,6 4,9
Netherlands 8,6 7,4 3,3 1,3
Belgium 8,7 9,7 4,5 4,5
Luxemburg 4,0 5,5 - 1,2 - 0,1
The six ori-
ginal member-
states to- 8,5 10,2 4,4 4,0
gether (A)
Denmark (%) 7,4 9,6 1,6 3,2
United Kingdom(*) 8 2 11,2 3,8 3,7
Ireland (*) 8,7 10,1 2,4 0,8
The three new
member—states 8,2 10,7 3,0 3,0
together

(*) The persons working in agriculture were considered for the 3
new member-states.

(&) Rates calculated on a basis of average national rates weighted by the
number of agricultural Y.W.U's so as to eliminate the effect of
changes of exchange rates which took place during the period under

consideration.
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The evolution of net value added per working person in the non-

agricultural sectors.

14. In the non-agricultural sectors, during the period "1964 - 1970", slightly

higher rates of increase of net value added have been registered in

nominal and real terms per worker for the six original mamber states

(8.8% and 4.7% respectively). For the three new member states, a reverse

tendency is true (7% and 2.4%). There has also been observed in these

sectors a certain slowing down of thegg;owth of net value added per working

person in real terms, during the last 3 years of this period.

Evolution of net value added at factor cost per working person in the non-

agricultural sectors

(Rates of mean annual increase in %)

In nominal terms { In real terms
Member State
1964-1970 1968-1971 1964-1970 1968-1971
Germany 8,0 10,4 4,5 4,0
France 9,6 11,3 4,9 4,8
Italy 8,8 9,1 50 3,3
Netherlands 10,4 11,2 4,9 4,9
Belgium 8,2 9,8 4,0 4,7
Luxemburg 6,3 T,7 1,9 2,0
The original
member States 8,8 10,3 4,7 4,2
together (A)
Denmark 9,2 10,4 3,3 4,0
United Kingdom 6,7 9,3 2,3 2,0
Ireland 9,4 11,8 3,0 2,3
| The three
! new member
- states to- 7,0 %5 24 21
_ gether J

(&) Rates calculated on a basis of average national rates weighted by

the number of workers,

S0 as to eliminate the effect of changes in the

rate of exchange during the period.
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The progressive increase in net value added per working person in

nominal and real terms has been slightly slower in agriculture than in the
other sectors during the course of the period ""1964 - 1970" in most of

the original and the new member states ( Germany, France, Netherlands,
Luxemburg, Denmark and Ireland). In a few states only the trend is the
opposite (Italy and the United Kingdom); Belgium, too, belongs to the
latter group, although in the case of this last country the trend has

been reversed in the course of the last three years

The differences of evolution recorded between countries are the result
of a complex aggregate of factors: the initial level of the value
added per working person, raised to a greater or lesser extent as a
function of general economic development, developments in the terms of
exchange, developments, in structures and markets, but especially the

influence of inflation and of events in the world of finance.

For reasons already referred to ( §§ 7, 10, 11, 12), a comparison

between the level of value added per Y.W.U. and the value added in the
non-agricultural sectors per working person does not allow one to draw
definite conclusions as to the disparity of revenue from work between

sectors, and, within the same sector, between countries.

The relative part of agriculture in the net national product (net value
added) per working person (tables 04 and 104) therefore cannot be used
as a valid indicator of the real disparity of revenue between agriculture
and the other sectors, particularly when one is considering the income

of families.

As an example of this one can cite agriculture in France, which, in 1970,
provided a net product per working person equivalent to about 45% of the
net product obtained by the workers in the non-agricultural sectors, whilst
according to an inquiry by the Institute of Statistics into conditions of

family life, consumption expressed in value per person in agricultural families
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at that time represented 73% of the consumption of non-agricultural

families (table 05). An inquiry carried out by the "Statistisches Eundesamt"
into income and consumption of German families in 1969 shows that the

income of agricultural families that year in Germany was 23% higher than

that of all families taken together. (table 05 A). It is true that
agricultural families are generally larger in number than other families.
72% have 2 children or more, whereas the figure is only 36% for non-

agricultural families

b4 X

From an analysis of the macro-economic data one can conclude that:

a) important disprepancies in the level of net value added per Y.W.U. or
per agricultural worker exist between the member states. The significance
of these discrepancies for the effective level of income, and, further,
for the standard of living, is nevertheless difficult to determine.

b) if agricultural income is generally lower than that obtained in the
other sectors of employment, although exact measurement of the discrepancies
is almost impossible with the information & present available, one can
nevertheless establish that for the period "1964" - ''1970" the gap

between agriculture and the other sectors has tended to increase in tﬁe
majority of the member-states. It has, however, lessened in Belgium,

Italy and the United Kingdom.
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II. AGRICULTURAL REVENUE AT REGIONAL LEVEL

For the purpose of an examination of agricultural revenue at

regional level we have referred to a concept of "gross domestic product”
(G.D.P.), a concept expressed by slightly different criteria according
to the country. Only macro-economic criteria are available for the
different regions, and as well as this, they refer to slightly different

periods.

The macro-economic study of gross agricultural revenue at regional
level should be carried out with the same reservations as expressed before.
Furthermore, the data available for each region cannot in any case be

compared from country to country.

The present analysis will therefore limit itself to the larger
countries of the community, at least to those which comprise seversl
large administrative regions and for which are available homogenous

statistics at national level, viz. Germany, France and Italy.

Within the three countries under consideration one can notice an
important difference between the regions as far a the level of gross
revenue per agricultural worker is concerned. .This difference is generally
in favour of the northern regions of these countries (map 1). The

discrepancies recorded range from one to fivefold.

Regional variations of agricultural and non-agricultural revenue.

The Community has very few regions in which gross revenue per

agricultural worker is greater than that obtained by non- agricultural workers.

The regional variation of gross agricultural revenue has proved to
be greater than that between non-agricultural activities at regional level.
(tables 06 to 08). The indicator chosen shows, in fact, a variation
several times greater in agriculture than that recorded outside of the
agricultural sector; the coefficient of variation is 52.2% in agriculture
in France and 33.5% in Italy, although it is only 11% and 16% respectively

outside of the agricultural sector in these two countries.



22.

- 1lla -

Between 1963 and 1970, the variation between regions seems to
have been slightly reduced or al least stayed the same as far as
gross revenue from outside of agriculture is concernedywhereas the
inter-regional variation of gross agricultural revenue seems to have
increased. The discrepancy between the three best-places and three
worst-places regions as far as agriculture is concerned has, in fact,
gone from 1 to 1,28 in France between 1962 and 1967, and from 1 to
1,31 + in Italy between 1963 and 1970.
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Relative position of agriculture in relation to the other
s_xe;ctors of the Economy in terms of productivity per wor-
king person, according to regions, in Germany (1970) -
France (1967) and Italy (1970). ) '

(: unfavourable
m less

unfaveurable

ﬂmmm favourable

% very favourable

DFUTACHLAND_(B,R.) 13 Champapne 28 Liscusin A0 Fatlin Rowagna
1 Schleamig-Nolatatn 1 Pleardts 29 RhBne-alpes 41 Toscana
2 errurg 13 Neuts-Normamdle 30 Auvergne 42 Usbria
3 Modersachase 16 Bourgogne 31 Langvedoo %) Marehe
& Bresen 17 Centre 32 Provence-Céte o6 Laigo
S Xerdrhetn-Neatfslea 18 Bzone-Pormsuite ¢'aurCorne 43 avrusat
€ Hoasen 19 Kord 46 Moltee
7 hetaland-Pralsy 2¢ Lerratne InLia 47 Companta
8 Baden-Wurtesberg 21 Aleace 33 Ftemonte 48 Puglie
9 Mayera 22 Franche-Contd 3% Valle d'acete 49 Baatlfcata
10 Searland 23 Pays 4¢ 1a lotre )3 Loebariia 30 Calabria
11 Berltn (West) 26 Bretagne 36 Trentime-Alte saire 51 Stctlis
25 Pottou-Chaventes 37 Venste 32 Saraexna
e 26 aquitetne 38 Frivli-Vonesia 0.
12 Bégton Perfetanns 27 MidL-Pyréndes 39 Ligvrie
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Between 1962 and 1967, gross agricultural revenue per worker
has increased in France by an average of 80% in te three regions best-
placed in 1962, and by an average of only 41% in the three regions worst-
placed in 1962, In Italy, between 1963 and 1970, gross agricultural
revenue per worker went up by an average of 114% in the three regions
best placed in 1963, but by an average of only 73% in the three regions
worst placed in 1963.

The regions with the lowest revenue are often characterized by
unsatisfactory structures, by a significant proportion of land devoted
to the production of grass and by the importance of cattle and sheep-
farming. The most indifferent situations are found in those regions which
are basically composed of naturally unfavourable agricultural districts,

often mountainous and unsuitable for cultivation.

The regions with the highest revenue are, by contrast, those where
the conditions of agricultural production allow a wide range of choice and

which benefit from a generally very favourable economic environment.

Taking into account the macro-economic data cited above and the
micro-economic data which are analysed in the following chapter, the
latter confirming, in general, the established regional differences,
it seems that the Mediterranean part and certain Atlantic regions of the
enlarged Community constitute two large unfavourable areas; by contrast
the North and North-East of the continent of Europe, in addition to the

South of Great Britain, benefit from a relatively good situation ,

The regional disparities of revenue, insofar as they are evident in
the data relating to the regions under consideration, nevertheless hide
still deeper disparities when one turns to a smaller scale of regional
examination. As an example one can cite the mean index of revenue from
work per Y.W.U. between the 11 agrivultural regions of Belgium for the
years 1969,1970,1971. This varies from 65 to 133 (table 24). The same

observations can be made for the Nethertands (table 25).
X

X X
In conclusion, the discrepancies in agricultural revenue considered at the

level of large regions emphasize the findings at national level as to

the disparity of this revenue.
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III. AGRICULTURAL REVENUE AT THE LEVEL OF INDIVIDUAL FARMS

28. Before proceeding to an examination of revenue at a micro-economic
level, that is to say at the level of individual farms, we will
examine the breakdown of farms in the enlarged Community according,
on the one hand, to land area, and on the other, to the orientation
of production (technico-economic orientation).

Farms (agricultural holdings) according to area or orientation of
production.

The approximately 4 million farms whose principle source of income
is agriculture in the nine member-States can be divided, by and
large, into four groups of equal numerical importance. A quarter
are of less than 5 hectares, a quarter of between 5 and 10
hectares, a quarter between 10 and 20 hectares and a quarter

more than 20 hectares.

Breakdown of farms in the enlarged community for which agriculture
is the principal source of income according to agricultural land
used (A.L.U.) (1970 Estimates)

Classes of Land (A.L.U.) Number of Farms %

< 5 ha 968,000 24,5
5 - 10 ha 910,000 23,0
10 - 20 ha 998,000 25,2
20 - 50 ha 801.000 20,3
50 =100 ha 202,000 5,1
2 100 ha 76.000 1,9
Total 3.956.000 100,0

The breakdown of farms according to land area is, however, very
different according to country and, indeed, according to region.
In that respect the United Kingdom and, to a lesser degree, France,

seem to be in a privileged position in relation to the other member

states.
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The size of a farm has a major influence on the level of
revenue. This influence, however, is only exerted through the
types of production towards which the farm is orientated.

A farm's orientation of production is, moreover, itself often

conditioned by its size (the smaller the farm, for example, the
more one tries to find a system of intensive production). The

orientation of production is, in addition, conditioned by other
factors which also have an effect on revenue, such as natural

conditions and the chance to make use of modern technology etc....

The study of revenue from work in agriculture must therefore,
necessarily, right from the start, distinguish between farms

according to their orientation of production.

The determination of orientation of production (technico-
economic orientation) within the framework of the present analysis
is consistent with the classification of farms used for the
presentation of the results of RICA. There is a rough division

into four main areas of general orientation of production, viz:

Orientation I: "Production from arable land' (General agriculture
and Horticulture)
Orientation II: "Production from permanent cultivation' (Fruit-growing, vine
growing and olive growing)
Orientation III: "Production of herbivores” (Beef and dairy-farming, sheep-
farming and goat-farming)

Orientation IV: '"Production of granivores' (Pigs, poultry and small animals)

Each of these four general orientations has further subdivisions
according to certain particular orientations. Thus, for example, the
general orientation "Production from arable land” is subdivided into the
particular orientations "General Agriculture' (growing of cereals, beet

crops, potatoes, oilseeds, etc).
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and "Horticulture" (growing of vegetables and flowers): the
general orientation ''granivores' is subdivided into the particular

. > 1} . AAl " 1"
orientations pigs and poultry , etc.......

Alongside farms which have a single orientation ( general

orientation= %4 of the standardized gross production of the farm),

one finds farms characterized by mixed orientation (a combination

of two or more general orientations of which at least one represents
between one third and two thirds of the standardized gross production
of the farm). Finally, there are a small number of farms of

diversified.orientation in which there is no general orientation

(that is to say that all general orientations represent less than

one third of the standardized gross production of the farm).

This classification has also been retained for the new member-
states The categories formed for these latter three are, however,
not exactly the same as those retained for the six original member
states, seeing that they have resulted from estimates and not from a

systematic evaluation of statistical or analysable data.

The breakdown - according to orientation of production -

of the approximately four million farms where the principal source

of income is farming, that were counted in 1970 in the enlarged Community

can be reckoned as follows, taking into account the main orientation

of the farm.
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Breakdown of farms in the enlarged community whose principal source

of income is farming according to their dominant or principal

orientation of production (1970 estimates)

Orientation of production Number of farms %
1. "production from arable land" 948.000 24,0
11. "production from permanent cultivation" 885.000 22,4
111. "production from herbivores” 1,831,000 46,3
1v. "production from granivores' 275.000 6,9
v. "without general orientation' 17.000 0,4
Total 3.956.000 100, 0

32.

More than half the farms 6f the enlarged Community are thus orientated
as their predominant activity towards the production of herbivores
(cattle, sheep and goats) whilst a quarter is orientated towards
agriculture proper and horticulture, and a fifth towards permanent

cultivation.

In the appendix there is a more detailed breakdown of the farms
of the six original members according to orientation of production
indicating corresponding land-area and labour according to the
results of the community inquiry into the structure of farms in
1966/1967 (table 09 to 11). There is also information of the

same type, but more recent, for the three new member states.

One notices, among other things, that the farms orientated
towards''general agriculture’ use relatively 1ittle labour; the

opposite is the case for farms orientated towards "herbivores"

'3
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Revenue from work (labour income) at the micro-economic level

At the micro-economic level, revenue from work offers data
much easier to grasp than at the macro-economic level, for it is
provided directly by farm accounts. It is precisely this criterion
that one finds the results of the Network of Accountable Agricultural

Information of the E.E.C. (N.A.A.I1.)

The revenue from work corresponds to the remuneration of the
work factor alone, with deductions made (when one starts with net
value added) from this remuneration of the two other factors of

production (land and capital).

The remuneration from land owned directly by the farmer and
from the capital of the farm are determined conventionally in the
N.A.A.I. charts. In the case of land capital, we will refer to the
rateable value, and interest of 5% is counted for the operating

capital.

The Community Network of Accountable Information has only been
working in the three new member-states since the 1lst January 1973;
the data for the period before this relating to revenue from work
is therefore not directly available. We have had to turn to the
national accounts networks to approximately determine this revenue

as it has been defined by the N.A.A.I

In order to achieve a certain level of comparison with the data
presented for the original member-states, the Services of the
Commission have adapted national resultsprecisely for the purposes
of this repert; but in spite of thése attempts at harmonisation,
complete correlation of these results with those of N.A.A.I. is
not possible. Thus, notably in the case of the United Kingdom
it has been assumed that the remuneration from land-capital
corresponded to the rateable value; an interest-rate of 5% has

been retained for the operating capital.
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In the case of Denmark a standard rate of 3% has been applied for the
calculation of the return on land-capital given the fact that
renting is rarely practised in this country and the relevant data do
not constitute a satisfactory reference. For operating capital

an interest rate of 5% has been applied. The presentation of
accountable data from Ireland has not allowed full harmonisation;

one can nevertheless considerthat the remuneration from land-

capital corresponds to the rateable value, but that operating

capital gets a financial return on the basis of an interest rate

of about 6%
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Revenue from work according to the orientation of production.

The first results from the Network of Accountable Agricultural
Information make it possible to distinguish, in the case of the six
original member-states, taking into account the orientations of
production and according to the level of revenue from work established

in "1969" and''1970 ", three groups of farms (tables 15 and 15) viz:

a) farms orientated towards general agriculture whose level of
revenue from work is relatively high, of the order of 4,000 u.a.
per Y.W.U.

b) farms orientated toward herbivores (stock dependent on the soil),
particularly cattle, from which the level of revenue from work is
relatively low, of the order of 1,700 u.a. per Y.W.U.

c) farms orientated towards prodd}iOn of a more speculative nature,
such as: horticulture, fruit growing and vine-growing on the one
hand, and granivores (stock independent of the soil) notably pigs
on the other hand. The revenue from work in these farms is at an inter-
mediate 1level, though noticeable variations have been recorded from
one year to another, for example, up from 1,900 to 2,300 u.a. per Y. W.U.
for vinegrowing and down from 3,000 to 2,200 u.a. per Y.W.U for

granivores

For England and Wales, (table 108) and for Denmark (table 107)

revenue from work per Y.W.U. is also the highest in those farms orientated towards

general agriculture, the figures being 3,500 u.a. and 7,100 u.a.

By contrast, in Ireland farms orientated towards production under
the heading "Herbivores- Arable land" achieve the highest revenue per
Y.W.U , although taken overall, this is a modest figure (2,000 u.a.)
The same is true in Scotland and Northern Ireland for farms orientated
towards production of "Herbivores- granivores' (4,100 and 2,600 u.a.
per Y.W.U. respectively) It is true that in the case of Ireland (table 110)
'

and Northern Ireland(table 108) orientation towards '"General agriculture’

represents only a very small part of the statistical sample.



36.

-20-

The mean data relating to the aggregate of the six original

member-states and to the three new ones thus shows that farms
orientated towards general agriculture achieve a markedly higher
level of revenue than those farms orientated towards the production

of herbivores.

This general statement does, however, need qualification, for
the relationships between the established levels of revenue vary

considerably from one region to another.

The above assertions are based on totals of farms of different
sizes for orientation was the only criterion of classification for the

groups of farms studied.

1f, in referring to the data from the Netw:ork of Accountable
Information, one takes into consideration not only the orientation of
production but the land-area (for example, if one sticks to farms of
from 10 to 20 hectares, the area involved in most of the orientations
of production considered) one can establish that the level of revenue
from work per Y.W.U. in 1969 (table 14) was between 1,300 u:a,
(arable land) and 3,500 u.a. (vine growing). Those farms carrying
on the production of herbivores (cattle) achieved the following

figures for those particular surveys: 1,640 and 1,580 u.a./Y.W.U.
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37. 1f one refers to a size of farm expressed not with regard to its
area but with respect to labour, which allows one to cover an even
larger range of farms (for example: from 2 to 3 Y.W.U., this size
representing 3 of the statistical sample of the N.A.A.I. (RICA))
in the six original member-states and for the years "1969" and
"1970" ( average for all the orientations of production taken

together = 100) the following indices can be established.

- farms orientated towards general agriculture, horticulture,
and vine-growing have achieved a relatively high level of revenue
from work per Y.W.U.; they have, respectively, the following indices

210, 128, and 126,

- at the other end of the scale, revenue from work per Y.W.U.
in farms orientated partly towards production from permanent cultivation
("arable land - permanent cultivation' "permanent cultivation -
arable land"" permanent  cultivation - herbivores' " herbivores-

permanent cultivation’) is at the lowest level, an index of 80:

- farms orientated towards other types of production have
obtained a level of revenue from work per Y.W.U. of an intermediate level

(in the region of @ndex 90).

The related figures for groups of farms corresponding to the
different orientations of production are similar when one refers to

a size of from 1 to 2 Y.W.U.
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Revenue from work per Y,W.U. (1) according to orientation of production of those

farms for which the relevant figures are available

" 1969!! and "1970"

(’1.30)

Technico-economic orientation (pre-dominant orientation) "1969" "1970"
Arable land (without horticulture) 2.610 2.420
Under which heading: general agriculture 4.030 3.890
Horticulture % 2.410 2.850
Permanent cultivation = 1,680 2.180
Under which heading: fruit growing 1.870 2,010

vine growing = 1,900 2,800
Herbivores (particularly bovines) 1.670 1.710
Granivores (particularly pigs) 2.980 2.210
All orientations taken together 1.850 1,970

Source: N.A.A.TI. (RICA)
(1) Results weighted with regard to the number of farms within the scope of the

N.A.A.I. survey, represented by farms forwhich relevant figures are available.

(%) In the case of the technico-economic orientation marked with an asterisk not all

classes of farmland were represented,

N.B. The figures above are concerned only with a limited field of survey (that carried
out during the first three years that the N.,A.A.I. functioned).

For details we will refer to the N.A.,A.I. report on the results for "1968"

- "1969" - "1970",

38. The statistical data available for farms at the national level
for the six original member-states, by and large confirm the
differences particularly between "bovines' and "general agriculture"

(tables 22 to 25)

39. The differences of average levels of revenue from work per Y.W.U,
that have been established according to orientation of production
derive from a very different distribution of accountable farms
in respect of revenue achieved, as the graph that follows indicates.
In 1970 the proportion of farms which achieved a level greater than 5,000 u.a./
Y.W.U. is markedly higher in the "General Agriculture” group
(more than 30%) and for horticulture (more than 20%) than in the

"Herbivore" and "Granivore' groups (less than 10%).
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Graph 1

Figures available for farms of different classes of technico~econemic
orientation according to revenue from work per Y.W.,U. in the Community

k per Y.W.U. in 1970
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The above graph takes into account the total statistical sample

of the N.A.A.I. for the year "1970". If one now refers to this sample

notin its @ntirety,

which,

but to the leading farms (that quarter of the farms

in each orientation of production, have obtained the best level

of revenue from work per Y.W.U.) one can establish that for this group

of farms the relative levels of revenue from work per Y.W.U are as

follows (highest level 100):

- general agriculture : 100
- horticulture : 85
- permanent cultivation - arable land : 79
- vine growing : 76
- arable land - herbivores : 73
- herbivores - arable land : 65
- fruit growing : 58
-- bovines : 55
- granivores - herbivores : 53

- herbivores - granivores

51
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The relative fisures for revenue from work per Y.W.U. that have been
established for the total statistical sample are also confirmed at the
level of the best-managed farms.

A comparison of levels of revenue from work per Y.W.U. ebtained
in these leading farms shows particularly that the revenue from those
farms orientated towards herbivores (either as the principal or
predominant source of income) is a little more than half of that of

farms orientated towards general agriculture.

41. If one traces the development of revenue from work by orientation
of production one notices variations from one year to the next, due,
in particular, to the fluctuations of output (actual production,
market price). These variations are particularly important in the
case of farms orientated towards vegetable production, and those
orientations of animal production subject to seasonal or cyclical

variation.

The data available at the national level for the period 1964-
1970 allows one to establish that there has been an increase of revenue
from work in all the orientations of production ( at current prices).

However, this increase varies according to orientation (tables 22 to 25).

Revenue from work and the size of farms.

42. Within the group of farms that correspond to a given orientation
of production, one finds a dispersion of revenue. This is linked, first
of all, to the very nature of the product, but also, particularly, to
certain structural characteristics of the farms. For example, a
positive correlation can be established between the land-area of a farm
and the level of revenue from work per Y.W.U. this being the case

whatever orientation of production is being considered

In the case of general agriculture, for example, the revenue from
work per Y.W.U. has an index of 35 for farms of 5 to 10 hectares and
of 170 for farms of 50 hectares and over (average income of all sizes
taken as a whole =100). On the other hand, in the case of farms
orientated towards bovine production, the index goes from 70 for a

farm of 5 to 10 hectares to 115 for a farm of 50 hectares and over (tablel7).

43. The correlation between size and revenue from work per Y.W,U. is even closer

when one refers not to a physical concept of size, but an economic one,

like standardized gross production (units of production).
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This latter concept not only takes into consideration the production of ¢rovs,
plants, vegetables etc, through the medium of the land, but also animal products,

while taking livestock into account.

Number of Units of Production per farm according to

revenue from work in the different classes of tech-

nico—economic orientation, '1970"

Technico—economic orientation Classes of revenue from work per Y,W.U.

<ﬁ4000 ua %:888 ua i:ggg ua i:ggg ua é:ggg ua H5.000 ua:Total
111 General agriculture 37 45 49 60 83 101 68
130 Arable land-herbivores 33 43 59 88 102 ’89 Y}
310 Herbivores—Arable land 33 41 50 53 72 83 z 45
336 Bovines 30 41 46 53 58 70 44
340 Herbivores—-Granivores 44 46 53 56 69 69 50
430 Granivores-Herbivores 57 62 69 82 82 89 69
210 Perm,Cult.—Arable Land 23 38 37 36 40 52 31
.é23 Fruit growing 37 36 39 a7 40 61 40
Zéam;;ﬁe growing 22 21 21 30 29 29 24
112 Horticulture 18 23 31 31 31 38 28

For a given orientation of production, these are farms where one can see a high
production potential per farm (above table) and per Y.W.U. (table 19), that is to

say a greater economic size per worker, and which record the best revenue from work.

The graphs that follow illustrate this correlation for two orientations,

"herbivores - arable land" and "bovines',
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Graph 2

Figures available of cumulative frequencies of farms according to revenue
from work per Y.W.U. and according to the number of units of production

per farm and technico-economic orientation in the countries of the Community,
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Farms orientated towards general agriculture, whose revenue from work was
between 4,000 and 5,000 u.a. per Y.W.U. in 1969 and 1970 correspond to a
production potential per Y.W.U. 2.5 times greater than that found in farms
of the same orientation but whose revenue from work per Y.W.U. is less than
1,000u.a. The situation is similar for almost all kinds of orientation of
production (table 19). Thus "economies of scale’ (the benefits of large-
scale production) are evident for all the types of orientation of production,
and this leads farmers to seek an improvement in the fortunes of their
farms through the enlargement of their economic size, or even just keeping up
the level:of their~revenue from work, this enlargement being achieved by

an increase of area or by the intensification of production, or, in most

cases, by a combination of the two.

The level of revenue from work in farms orientated towards bovines

(dairy farming, beef farming, mixed farmingl

The relatively low level of revenue in those farms orientated towards bovine
production was the stimulus to a deeper analysis of the results and figures
available for this group of farms. v

To this purpose there has been a breakdown of the 2,153 farms
under consideration into three sub-groups, according to the relative
importance of milk and of meat as the end product, and this has enabled
us to establish that in "'1970" those farms orientated towards beef
production have, generally speaking, obtained a revenue from work markedly
lower (from 1212 to 2161 u a /Y.W.U. according to the size of the farm)
than those farms orientated towards milk production (from 1525 to 2899

u.a./Y.W.U. according to the size of farm).



46.

-28-

Comparison of revenue from work per Y.W.U. in farms orientated

towards "bovines' according to their particular orientation (dairy

beef or mixed) and their area ("'1970") Figures from N.A.A.I. (RICA)

(index : dairy = 100)

Classes of A.L.U. Dairy Dairy and beef(mixed) Beef
10 - 20 ha 100 81 52
20 - 50 ha 100 81 64
:; 50 ha 100 97 75

The revenue from work in farms of from 10 to Z0 hectares orientated

towards bovines in ''1970" showed a one to twofold variation between farms

orientated towards beef production and those orientated towards dairy

farming. The difference between the two particular orientations gets”

progressively and proportionately less with the increase in size of the

farms.

It can also be seen that beef production contains specific orientations

which are very different from one another.

In fact, under this general

orientation are grouped farms which breed heifers, those which produce

calves for fattening or which are devoted to the fattening of adult

cattle either in the meadow (rich pasture land) or at the trough.

In view of the important changes in beef prices which have taken

place since ''1970", and more particularly in recent months, it is certain

that the situation with regard to relative revenue from work from 'dairy"

and "beef" farms will have developed since ''1970" towards a restoration of the

balance, to the benefit of "beef’ farms.
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Looking at the question another way, one can establish a negative correlation
between revenue from work per Y.W.U. and the age of the person who manages
the farm (table 18) Generally speaking, the level of revenue is, in fact,
higher in those farms under the control of younger managers. This
correlation can be explained both by the fact that one finds a higher

labour density in farms managed by older farmers, this density in the

case of family farms being influenced by the cyclical development of
generation, and by the fact that management ability is probably greater

in the case of younger managers.

In addition to factors already considered (orientation of production,
economic size, age of farmer), many other factors, deriving particularly
from the specific environment of each farm, are responsible for differences
of revenue from work, factors such as natural conditions, economic

environment, etc......

Revenue from work in 1971/1972

At the present time we are not in a position to determine from the
statistical data available from the N.A.A.I. (RICA) the revenue for the
years 1971/1972. Recent data, deriving primarily from the rapid analyses
carried out at national level, are nevertheless available here and now.
These data tend to prove that in the member-states for which information
is available, the general level of revenue per Y.W.U. was noticeably

improved in 1971/1972 in relation to that of the preceding year;

In Germany: the value added per Y.W.U. in full-time farms went up by 21.7%

between 1970/71 and 1971/72 This increase resulted from an 8.6% rise in
production prices and a higher output of vegetable produce. The revenue from
work Per Y.W.U. increased by 42% in the course of the same period ( the
annual rate of increase of farm revenue between 1969/70 and 1970/71 was 10%).
For farms orientated towards horticulture and wine production an equivalent
development was recorded, whereas fruit farms continue to lag behind.

For the present year (1972/73), it is anticipated that in view of the
improvement of agricultural prices, farm revenue per Y.W.U will increase
from 10 to 14% in comparison with 1971/72. The greatest increase in revenue
will be in those farms orientated towards the production of herbivores,

taking into account the considerable rise in beef prices.
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in the Netherlands, the revenue from farm work has increased from 7 000 to 8 000 florins

in farms of general agricultural pattern, from 5 000 to 8 500 florins in mixel farms and

from 13 000 to 15 000 florins in grazing farms;

in Belgium, the revenue, based on farm accounts data, from work per Y.W.U. has raised
by 81 608 BF (+ 53%) from 1970/71 to 1971/72. The highest average increase in revenue,
i.e. 62%, has been recorded in the "Sandy region" and in the "Campine", whilst the
lowest, i.e. 33%, was recorded in the "Grassy region" and the "Upper Ardenne", areas

principally connected with cattle farming (bovines).

According to provisional forecasts carried out by Institut d'Economie Agricole belge,
within the framework of national accounting, the revenue of farms has increased by

about 25% from 1971 to 1972. This increase results from a growth in the final production
by about 12% and from a raise of about 5% in charges. Since the number of Y.W.U. has
decreased by approximately 7% between 1971 and 1972 the revenue per Y.W.U. would have
increased by about 33% between these two years. As against 1970, the revenue of farms

in 1972 has thus increased by 54% This large increase of agricultural revenue expressed
in current prices results, among other things, from an increase in the life stock due to

an increase in the number of animals and of a rise in prices.

In France, the index of the rise in agricultural revenue (net results) between 1970
and 1971 (1970 = 100) in relation to the different types of production (NAAI constant

sample) can be established as follows according to size of farm:

General Agriculture 118 to 133
Horticulture 155

Arable land - herbivores 119 to 130
Permanent cultivation - arable land (58)

Fruit growing 100 to 147
Vine growing 73 to 104
Herbivores - arable land 114 to 172
Herbivores - permanent cultivation 111
Bovines 131 to 140
Herbivores - Granivores 138

The Frerch data show a clear tendency towards increase of revenue in the case of

animal production, but less so for cultivation. This results from an increase of 1.8%

in market prices for cultivated products and of 7.3% in the case of animals (i.e./%%erage
of 4.9%), but these average increases themselves hide important differences. For example,

for milk the increase is 12% whereas for bovines it is only 6.5%.
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In Italy the 1971 NAAT accounting results show an average increase from work per Y.W.U.
of approximately 5% as against the figures for 1970. This increase has mainly benefited
large farms., The aggregate forecast for 1972 show that, as against 1971, the gross
agricultural product has decreased by 2 % as a result of fairly poor production in the
main forms of cultivation and despite a 9% increase in agricultural prices. In 1972,

the net agricultural product per working person has nevertheless increased by about 4,5%

since the agricultural working population has increased by 8 %. Salaries rose by 14 %.

The data relating to agricultural revenues in 1971/72, as well as the agricultural
revenue forecasts for 1972/73, show that the general improvement in agricultural revenue
in the last two marketing years has been large by comparison with 1970, the later

vear being ~» particularly peor one, This favourable development was accompanied,
nevertheless, by a more marked dispersion of revenues according to the size of farm

and area,

The analysis of the effect of the measures taken by the Council of the European
Communities (on the gquestion of agricultural prices for the year 1972/73) on the
orientation of production and the level of revenue of farms orientated towards

"mixed cultivation - cattle rearing", an analysis based on prices in Spring 1972 with
the help of models of linear programming have allowed us to establish that the new
prices are very likely to be "felt" differently not only accord ng to the structure
but also according to the geographical situation of the farms under consideration
(tables 20 A and B). It shows also what a delicate matter agricultural forecasting is,
and how essential it is, nevertheless, to do work on the subject to cast light on it

arnd help in decision-making, %

* *

In conclusion one can say that agricultural revenue is characterized by a consideratle
disparity from farm to farm,

The available datz for the period "1969" and "1970" show that those farms orientated
towards the production of herbivores, and, more particularly, towards beef production
are in a generallv unfavourable situation, and that this situation is all the more
precarious when the regional conditions (natural, structural and economic) are un-
suitable,

Tn contrast farms orientated towards production from arable land are in a markedly
more favourable situation; they are generally concentrated, by preference, in regions
of pood potential and in better structured farms, '
The imbalances in revenue from work according to orientation of production and size
of farm have been further increased between "1969" and "1972". However, the vrice
developments in the area of bovine production in the course of the last two years
"1971" and "1972", could more than bridge the graps recorded in the "1969" and

"1970" data.
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TINCOMES OF FARMERS, OTHER THAN FROM AGRICULTURE

If it is true that incomes in the agricultural sphere are often lower than
those in non-agricultural jobs, it is also true that a great many farmers
succeed in partly, indeed totally overcoming this handicap by doing other
jobs. Some of them more than make up for the disparity of income levels.
These jobs are jobs on the fringe of farming, whether within the agricultural
sector itself (for example: services rendered to third parties with farm
equipment),or, strictly speaking, outside of the agricultural sector

(for example forestry or tourism). Sometimes these outside activities

are completely divorced from the farm, and all the different sectors of
work can be involved here. Some data available on this subject make it
possible to make a first assessment of the importance of these sources

of revenue.

Certain farmers often derive supplementary income from services rendered
to other farmers. These services cover a very wide range of activities, for
example: the work of soil preparation and treatment, of harvesting, the
repair of machinery etc. Generally speaking what is involved is any kind
of activity which requires skilled labour, and expensive equipment which
not every farmer can have at his own disposal without upsetting the financial
balance of his farm

The revenue that comes from these activities is generally included in
the figures for agricultural revenue at the micro-economic level that have
already been analysed In any case, they only have a minor quantative

effect on the total income of farmers.

The net value added of foreéstry only represents on average some 4% of the
net value added deriving from purely agricultural activities. This figure
can, however, undoubtedly vary considerably according to the region and the

farm in question.

Almost 30% of the farms in the Community of Six practice forestry and get

from this a source of revenue supplementary to their revenue from agriculture

The farms concerned have a total area of forestry land of about 8.5
million hectares, that is to say almost a third of the total area of

forest. (The Community of Six).

It can be estimated that farms having their own private forest-land
involve at the most 30% of the agricultural work force. Forestry work
therefore enabled them in 1968 to increase the average net value added

by a total figure no greater then 100 u.a. per Y.W.U.
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Part -time and subsidiary farms (1)

55. The inquiry into the structure of farms in the Community of Six
has shown that in 1966-67 about 27% of farms benefitted from revenue
provided by professional activities involving an external source of
remuneration. The farms involved are either part-time farms (the farmer
being occupied for less than half his time in work outside of his farm)
or subsidiary farms (the farmer being occupied for more than half his
time outside of his farm). These two categories of farm, which do not
represent the full time employment of their work-force, cover almost
13% of land-area used for agriculture. (table 21).
The proportion of farmers involved in work outside of the farm in the

United Kingdom in 1970 was equally high ( almost45%).

This state of affairs is a phenomenon especially characteristic of regions
or countries that have achieved a high level of industrial development;
this general phenomenon corresponds, moreover, to various different trends,
from the farmer who waits to round off his income, to the towndweller

who wants to find a better balance in his life by devoting himself to work
in the country, to the factory worker who on his part seeks an antidote

to the slavery of the production line, while at the same time supplementing

his income.

56 In 1966-67 the Community of Six contained about 350,000 part-time farms
(agricultural holdings), that is to say 6% of the total number, representing

about 530,000 Y.W.U., or, in other words, also 6% of the total.

Part-time farms are particularly numerous in Germany (Zuerwerbsbetriebe),
where they represented 8.9% of the total number of farms in 1967,
corresponding to 7% of the agricultural land in use and to about 10% of

the labour-force

Carry Ol
The production potential per Y.W.U., characterized by the criterion— 53w

N.B. (1) the term "subsidiary farm" is here used in the particular sense of a farm
that is used to supplement another source of income in order to bring the total

level of income up to the requirement of a part-time farmer or his family
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on standard net production, is about 15% lower in part-time farms
than in full-time ones. Given the correlation which exists between
this criterion and revenue from work, one can conclude that revenue

from work per Y.W.U. is equally reduced in part-time farms.

From the relevant dat®m for Germany (table 28) we can see that part-time
farms can get supplementary revenue from activities outside of
agriculture to the extent that the family income of the farmers concerned
is about 25% higher than that of the families of full--time farmers.

It is, however, probable that this fact is completely different

in regions where economic development is not so far advanced and where,
as a result the external sources of revenue for the farm are reduced.

But in these regions the number of part-time farms is also limited.

The data available about those farms where the farmer carries on outside
activities, data relating to Germany, suggests that part-time farms
come principally from the group of full-time farms, whilst they themselves
tend to develop towards becoming subsiaiary farms. As those who run
subsidiary farms are, as a general rule tairly old, and as three quarters
of them have no successor, these farms very often disappear with the
passing of a generation.

Part time and subsidiary farms therefore, for the most part, do not

represent a stable type of farm, but a stage in the evolution of farms.

In 1966-1967, subsidiary farms represented 21.4% of the total number of

farms in the Community of Six, and together covered 8.1% of the agricultural

land used. Their average area was 3.6 hectares, whereas that of part time farms was

7.8 hectares, and that of full-time farms 11.6 hectares

For that same year, about a quarter of the farms in Germany, in Belgium
and in Italy were subsidiary farms. According to the national definitions
(Nebenerwerbsbetriebe), subsidiary farms in Germany would correspond to

markedly high percentage.
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The production potential (net standard production per Y.W.U.) is also
about 15% lower in subsidiary farms than in full-time farms. From this
one can conclude that the revenue from agricultural work per Y.W.U. is
equally reduced.

But the farmers in question get an important part of their revenue
from non-agricultural activities. On this point there only exists data
for Germany; these show that in subsidiary farms (Nebenerwerbsbetriebe)
family incomes are higher than in the case of full-time farms. There are
no statistics available which would allow one to determine whether this

situation is the same or different for the other countries of the community,

The transfer of revenue.

In all the member states, those working in agriculture are involved,
just like other citizens, in systems of transfer of revenue under the
terms of existing policies. Thus, in 1971, the original member states
devoted about 3,000 million u.a. to agriculture by way of structural
policy and other specific measures. These transfers certainly cannot

be considered as a direct aid to agricultural revenue. A large part of
these sums represents aids to investments and thus is more concerned
with the build up of capital than with what we strictly speaking call
revenue. They have, nevertheless, made it possinle for farmers to avoid
having to pay out so large a proportion of their own revenue to carry

out those investments essential to the growth of their farms.

During the same year in the Community of Six the transfer of social
security reached the sum of 2,300 million u.a. These transfers also
concern not only those people working in agriculture, but the entire

population, (including the young and the retired).

In addition, the majority of farms in the Community benefit from a special
fiscal system that is relatively favourable to them, with the exception
of farms in Denmark, the Netherlands, England and Ireland.

Farms also generally have available a substantial amount of capital,
the interest from which is added to the revenue from work.

(Example: table 05 A)
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In conclusion, one can consider the sources of revenue other than

from agriculture to be of great importance for a number of farmers.

From this chapter it is clear that an evaluation of the socio-economic
situation should go far beyond a simple analysis of revenue from agricultural
activity. This should be a stimulus to the development of further sources

of information and research on this subject.
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CONCLUS ION

Despite the deficiencies of the present information, this study will
have cast light on certain essential aspects of agricultural revenue
in the enlarged Community. One can sum up the facts that have been

established as follows:

The general level of revenue from agricultural activity is relatively low;
the level of agricultural revenue is very different according to country,
to region, and to the individual farm;

the regions of low agricultural revenue are situated principally in the
Mediterranean area and in certain Atlantic regions of the enlarged
Community. The regions of high revenue are principally to be found in

the north and north-east of the continental land mass and in Great
Britain;

although farms with satisfactory revenue and those with low revenue can
be found throughout the Community, the proportion of these farms never-
theless varies according to country, region, and orientation of production;
for each orientation of production, even for those whose established
average revenue is low, there exist special combinations of factors which
make possible the attainment of satisfactory levels of revenue, provided
that there is sensible management and modern techniques are used.

the proportion of farms with a satisfactory level of revenue is greater
among those which are orientated towards general agriculture

and towards horticulture than among thdse who are orientated towards the

production of "herbivores'". Farms orientated towards the production of granivores

and towards "permanent cultivation’ occupy an intermediate position, and

their revenue is liable to important annual fluctuations,
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g) These differences derive, among other things, from the fact that

h)

1

i)

i)

k)

"arable land farming'' is generally concentrated in regions with good
agricultural potential and suitable structure, whereas the production
of "herbivores' is practised particularly in farms of unsuitable
structure and often in diffzicult regions. "Herbivores' are an
indispensible orientation of production in such structures, in order to
compensate for the bad land-man-ratio between A.L.U. and Y.W.U,

through an intensification of land use. In difficult regions they very
often represent the only way of getting value from the crop and grass

production.

The recent price developments (1972), notable in the field of beef
production, are no doubt intended, because of the importance of this
kind of production, the number of farmers it involves, and the fact

that it had been up till then in a position of disadvantage in relation
to most other kinds, to put right some of the imbalances existing within

agriculture.

The causes of the established differences of revenue are many, and
derive from factors outside of agricultur proper; factors which often
determine the production potential (particularly the structuring of
farms) and very often even the orientations of production; these
differences also derive from prices and particularly from terms of
exchange; finally, they come from internal factors, particularly the

management ability of the farmer.

"Economics of scale' are evident for all orientations of production. The
revenue from work is, however, more or less affected by economics of scale

according to the intensity of production corresponding to each orientation.

Part-time or subsidiary farming is an important phenomenon in the
enlarged community. More than a quarter of the farmers in the
six original member-states are involved in it and derive from it =a

significant, if not easily quantifiable part of their earned income.

Although part time farms are part of an evolutionary process, the

phenomenon of part-time farming is a permanent one. It is particularly

important in certain regions characterized by a high level of industrialization,

notably in parts of Germany.
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Farmers are effected by measures for the transfer of revenue in the

same way as other citizens. The contributions that they receive from

the common authority in the form of aids to investment, social benefits,
make it possible for the working agricultural population to avoid devoting
an even more signigicant part of their revenue from their work to the

formation of capital, or to helping the old and the young.
In addition, farmers benefit from a generally advantageous fiscal policy.
Farmers also benefit from a not insignificant income from private capital.

Thus, despite having a revenue from agricultural work markedly lower
than that obtained in other sectors, farmers come equally well out of
a comparison with other groups in Society as far as both their level

of income and family consumption are concerned.

To appreciate the real value of the level of income of farmers' families,
it would nevertheless still be necessary to consider certain not easily
quantifiable factors which determine the quality of life (advantages

and inconveniences) of life in the country.

The community data used for the preparation of this report, and particularly
the micro-economic data, do not cover a sufficient number of years to

make possible an assessment of the long-term evolution of agricultural
revenue One can revertheless say that in general, taken as a whole,
agricultural revenue has noticeably improved in the course of the several
years under consideration, but not by enough to cause a noticeable reduction

in the gap between it and revenue in the sectors outside of agriculture.

The last available data for ''1971" and certain indications relating to
"1972" would suggest that in the course of the last two years agricultural
revenue in general, and that of farms orientated towards "povines" in

particular, have to a certain extent closed the gap.

Report completed 20 February 1973.
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List of Definitions

Pinal product: the value of the total of the produce sold, that

used for personal consumption and that transformed by processing,

and also changes of stock, valued at a fixed initial price.

Gross domestic product (G.D,P): the gross domestic product at

market price, which represents the final result of the productive
activity of the production units of a country, corresponding to
the total production of the economy in goods and services, less

the total intermediate consumption, but with import duties added.

Gross value added (G.V.A.) at market-price: Final production less

intermediate consumption.

Net value added (N,.V.A.) at factor cost: Gross value added at

market price increased by subsidies and with deductions made for

indirect taxation and depriciation.

Net value added (N.V.A.) in real terms: The net value added corrected

to take account of general price changes ( deflated according to the

price index of the G.D.P.)

Common prices in real terms: Common prices deflated according

to the price index of the gross home product.

Terms of exchange: The price of agricultural production in

relation to the prices of the means of production.

Agricultural worker: This term includes family and non-family

labour, in other words independent persons, helpers from within the

family, and paid employees.

Year and Work Unit (Y.W.U.): This corresponds to the work of one

person working for a farm for at least 280 days or 2,380 hours per
year. Persons working less than 280 days (or 2,380 hours) per
year are expressed in Y.W.U. by dividing the actual time worked

by 280 or 2,380 as is appropriate.

N.B.: The Year Work Unit corresponds to the Y.W.U. used in the

Directive CEE 159/72 "Modernisation of Farming Enterprises’
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10) Unit of Production (U.P): one unit of production corresponds to the

gtandardized gross product of a hectare of corn.

11) Intermediate Consumption: The total of goods and commercial

services used ih the period under consideration in order to produce

the goods and services which constitute the final agricultural

production.
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12) Standardized Gross Production: The number of hectares and

the number of head of cattle of a farm multiplied by the
coefficients that have been determined on the basis of output

and average prices within the Community.

13) Standardized Net Production: The number of hectares and the

number of head of cattle of a farm multiplied by the output
and average prices within the Community less the most important

average variable costs within the Comminity.

14) Subsidiary Farming: Farms where the farmer is occupied in work

not related to his farm production for more than half his time.

15) Part-time farmers: Farms where the farmer is occupied in work

not related to his farm production for half his time or less.

16) Revenue from work: Revenue that can be put down to the work

factor of production after allocation of a fixed sum to the
other factors of production (land: rental value; capital involved:

5% interest).

17) Technico-economic orientation: The establishment of the

standardized gross production of a farm according to its various
different speculations referred to frequently in the text by
the term 'orientation of production”.

18) Gross margin: The value of production less variable costs.

19) Variation coefficient: The relationship between the standard

deviation and the arithmetical average of a series of data.

20) Regression coefficient: This corresponds to coefficient (a) in

the linear function y= ax+ b ( straight line slope)
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

E.C. European Communities.

G.D. General Directorate

S.0.E.C. Stastistical Office of the European Community.
N.V.A. Net Value Added.

N.V. Net Value

G.D.P. Gross Domestic Product

Y.W.U. Year Work Unit

A.L.U. Agricultural Land in Use

Cu Cattle unit

u.a. Unit of Account

FF French francs

BF Belgian francs

Fl Florins

GM German Marks

IL Italian Lire

Lux F Luxemburg francs

T.E.O. Technico-economic orientation

S.G.P. Standardized Gross Production

"1969"- "1970" The dates in inverted commas correspond to the

calendar year and/or the agricultural year according

to the figures normally available from a country.
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Table 00

GENERAL DATA CONCERNING THE AGRICULTURE OF THE ENLARGED COMMUNITY

HEADING PERIOD OLD MEMBER |NEW MEMBER | ENLARGED
STATES STATES COMMUNITY
GENERAL DATA
Total land area (1000 sq.km) 1971 1.165,6 357,4 1.523,0
Total agricultural land in
use (1000 hectares) " 67+957 | 264645 (1)ﬂ 94.602 (1)
includings:
prairie and permanent pasture(%) " 39,2 58,3(1) 44,6(1)
Area of wood and forest (1000 ha) n (28.425) (24811) (31.236)
Total population (in thousands) " (191.362) [(634795) (2554157)
Population in farming (in thousands) | 1971 0ld members
1970 New members 9.514 1.273 10,787
% of total employment 1970 12,8 4,5 10,5
Number of Y.W.U. (in thousands) 1970 (estim.) 8.064
Number of farms of 1 hectare
and more (in thousands) 1970 - DK 1969 44981 717 54699
Farms as a principal source of
revenue 1970 (estim.) (34427) (529) (3+956)
Final agricultural production 1971(01d members 39.945 (8.636) (2)] (48.581) (2)
(in millions of u.a.) and Ireland)
1970/71 (U.K.
and Denmark)
including :
- cereals and rice (%) n 11,6 £9,53 511,2;
- fruit and vegetables (%) n 11,8 8,5 11,2
- wine (% " 6,1 - (5?03
- bovines n 15,1 (16,7) (15,4
- pigs (%g n 12,2 (15,7) §12,9;
- milk (% n 18,3 (21,1) 18,8
Final animal productien (%) " 57,4 (10,7) (51,9)
COEFFIC IENTS
- A.L.Us per person working in
agriculture 1971 - Ireland 7,1 20,9 8,8
estimate
- A.L.U. per persen (in hecta- 1970 12,7 28,1 14,6

res)(farms of 1 hectare and
more)

(1) Including 6.678.000 hectares of rough pasture in the United Kingdom
(2) Estimate DG VI on the basis of data in the statistical yearbooks of the new members

Sources : ~ SOEC - Annual farming statistics

- general statiastics

~- National bulletins of statistics of the Member states,
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Table 01

Relationship between net value added (net revenue from farming) (x)

and the revenue from work (y) for different orientations of production

in the Community of Six

Financial year "1970" (1)

Tecnico-economic Value of the coefficient (a) Value of the
orientation in the equation y =ax + b constant (b) Coefficient of
(coefficient of regression) in the equation correlation
y=ax+b
General Agriculture 0,68 - 708 0,98
Arable land - Herbivores 0,75 407 0,99
Herbivores — Arable land 0,65 - 235 0,86
Herbivores - Granivores 0,64 - 245 0,90
Granivores -~ Herbivores 0,70 - 481 0,97
Bovines 0,71 - 483 0,96
Fruit growing 0,76 - 458 0,98
Vine growing 0,58 -~ 235 0,86
Horticulture 0,72 407 0,99
TOTAL 0,62 - 243 0,95

Calculations of correlations based on the lienar equation y = ax + b carried
out on the basis of averages for groups of farms

Source : Network of analysable agricultural information (N.A.A.I. = RICA)
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TABIE 03

NET VALUE ADDED AT FACTOR COST PER HECTARE OF ALU
IN THE COMMUNITY OF SIX

in 1966 — in 1971

in UA

014 Member States '71 as a

1966 1971 % of '66
Cermany 315 355 112,7
France 173 243 140,5
Ttaly 315 421 133,7
Netherlands 542 743 137,1
Belgium 469 586 124,49
Luxemburg 222 224 100,9
E.E.C. (The Six) 258 335 129,8

Source : VI
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Igble 04

Relationghip between net national product per peron working

in agriculture and in the other sectors in the countries of
The Community of Six

"152§4" and "12:[0“

Country - 1964 (1) "1970" (1) _ "1970"
("1964" = 100)
Germany 0,39 0,34 87
France 0,47 0,45 96
Italy 0,43 0,45 105
Netherlands 0,92 0,84 91
Belgium 0,93 0,93 100
Luxemburg 0,38 0,33 87

(1) "1964" = § 1963, 1964, 1965
n1970" = ¢ 1969, 1970, 1971

Source : SOEC : National figures
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Table 05

‘A. Monthly income available per family

in Germany
(1969)
Agricul- |{Non agri- All o |
Criteria tural cultural |Families Ag‘j“i“‘.‘eis
oo s c<s 3 ral Famili
Families | Families )
non—agTiCe
Salaried and independant
activities 1.513 1.164 1.177 130
Income from capital 207 111 114 186
Pensions 148 282 277 52
Other sources of income 16 47 46 _34
Gross income of family 1.884 1,604 1.614 117
Tax on income ~apital + 80 235 229 34
social charges B — ——— ——
Net income of family 1.804 1.369 1.385 132
Other earnings .15 R 91 _16
Available income of family 1.819 1.463 1.476 124
Number of families in thousands &5 19.775 20.540 3

Sanrre 1 Zusammensetzuns und Verteilune der Einkommen vprivater Haushalte 1969
Froetnisse der Rinkommenz~ und Verbrachsstichorobe 1969 ~ Wirtschaft
und Statistik 12/72, statistisches Bundesamt Wiesbaden.

R. Annual consumption per person in agricultural and
non-agricultural families in France

(1049)

Criteria Agricul- |Non-agrie~ All Agrf%cultu—
tural cultural |, 1i1iesjral families|
families |families non-asric.

Consumption other than food

per person 2.732 44,303 44113 63
Total consumption per person 4.934 6.742 6588 73
Number of persons per family 3,93 2,95 3,04 133
Number of families in thousands 1.503 14.548 16,051 9

Source : from "INSEE" - 1969 inquiry on conditions of family life,
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rable 06

Gross domestic product (GeDePo) per agricultural worker and GeDeP.

per worker outside of agriculture at regional level

a) GERMANY (1964/65 and 1970)

GeDePe per worker
in agriculture

GeDePs per worker in
agriculture as a %

REGIONS ( )
GeMe of f4D¢Ps. per worker
(L#nder) outside of agriculture
1964/65 1970 1964/65 1970
Schleswig~Holstein 12.035 17.160 81 72
Niedersachsen T.129 12,820 41 52
Nordrhein-Westfalen 7.788 14,580 42 50
Hessen 4,984 10,600 27 37
Rheinland-Pfalz 4,157 8.130 25 31
Baden-Wiirttemberg 4,500 8.530 35 33
Bayern 4.749 6.770 28 27
Saarland 5400 18.630 29 70
All Germany 5794 10,190 32 37

Source : Statistisches Jahrbuch flir der B R Deut schland
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Table O

Gross farm revenue (1) per family working in agrioculture and .
direct revenue (2) per family working other than in agrioculture at regiomal level

b) FRANCE (1962-1967)

Gross Farm Revenue Gross Farm revenue per]
REGIONS per family working | family working in i
in agriculture in agriculture.
thousands of French | (Direct revenue per
francs family working other
ihan ggriculture =1 |
1962 1967 1962 1967
Région parisienne 17,5 40,6 1,1 1,15
Champagne—Ardenne 12,8 26,4 1,3 1,78
Picardie 19,4 29,8 2,1 1,45
Haute Normandie Te3 13,7 0,7 0,76
Centre 9,2 19,3 0,9 1,24
Basse Normandie 6,8 10,1 0,6 0,58
Bourgogne 7,0 12,1 0,6 0,79
Nord 13,7 17,7 1,3 1,16
Lorraine 11,1 14,7 1,1 0,9
Alsace 8,6 12,2 0,4 0,76
Franche Comté 7,8 8,3 0,7 0,48
Pays de la Loire 6,8 10,4 0,6 0,58
Bretagne 6,2 8,8 0,5 0,52
Poitou Charente 8,9 14,2 0,8 0,50
Aquitaine 7,7 11,5 0,7 0,64
Midi Pyrénées 6,2 9,8 0,5 0,58
Limousin 4,8 6,7 0,4 0,39
Rh8ne Alpes 6,9 10,2 0,6 0,58
Auvergne 5,8 8,6 0,5 0,51
Languedoc-Rousillon 17,8 20,6 1,6 0,96
Provence-C8te~d' Azur 15,5 18,7 1,3 0,80
All France 9,89 15,47 0,90 0,85
Standard deviation 4 4,42 = 1,91 AP »
Coefficient of variation L 44,7 52,19

Seurce : Working population census 1962 and 1968,
Direct regional revenue "Regional figures for families, Studies and juncture (INSEE)
Gross farm revenue : "French agricultural statistios"

1) Gross farm revenue : production - real charges.
2) Direct revenue : total revenue of families.
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Table 08

Gross domestic product (G.DsP.) per person working in agriculture and G.DePe
per person working outside of agriculture at regional level

¢) ITALY (1963 and 1970)

REGIONS GeDePs per agricul- GeDePs per agricultural
tural worker worker as a % of GeDePe
(Regioni) (x 1000 I,L.) per worker outside of
agriculture
1963 1970 1963 1970

Piemonte 610 1.328 32 38
Valle d'Aosta 114 1.122 28 32
Liguria 962 2.285 49 62
Lombardia 1.076 2.600 58 76
Trentino—=Alto Adige 795 1.527 48 51
Veneto 877 1.918 58 64
Friuli-Venezia Giulia 543 1.488 34 46
Emilia~Romagna 924 1.785 56 59
Marche 480 944 35 39
Toscana 679 1.411 42 49
Umbria 539 1.020 36 37
Lazio 849 1.714 45 50
Campania 560 1.779 41 47
Abruzzi 595 1.083 41 42
Molise 493 771 42 37
Puglia 670 1.212 45 46
Basilicata 533 895 39 36
Calabria 681 957 64 43
Sicilia T50 1.460 54 55
Sardegna 806 1.597 53 53
A1l ITALY 706 1.414 45 48
Standard deviation 169 474

Coefficient of variation 23,96 33,48

Sources : — Conti economici territoriali ISTAT

- Annuario di Statistiche del lavoro e dell'emigrazione.
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Table 9 - Number of farms classified according to tehnico-economic
orientation and la.nd' Va'rea. in the LeKeCe (the Bix)

1966 - 1967
Faras
Faris orientated tovards the  Netwok} lzss than| g0 pa 10-20 ha 2050 ha more the Total
following production Codz | 0 ha 50 ha
enaral agriculture 1 409.417 87.333 48.437 44.204 31.786 620.877
Hort feulture 12 235.628 19.134 7.69 3.477 o7 266.608
Ceabined arable=land 110 19.133 5.808 3.501 1.833 990 31.445
proéﬁc?fon
5 ruit growing 223 265.936 22472 20.549 8513 2.220 350.690
7. | Vine growing 224 433.097 53,657 25.804 9.951 3.065 525.604
a
| "live growing 225 151.715 14.053 4.848 2293 788 173.697
<
+ | Combined 'E"diﬂ“’% of 220 50.219 9.672 4.890 2.376 o3t 68.088
€1
+- 8 .
£ | Bovines (cattle) 336 468.246 258.751 265.432 196.067 30.258 1.227.754
,S Ovines and caprines 337 34.351 7.950 6.884 7.225 6.219 62.638
£ | (sheep and gosts) 2.758 3.473 3318 2.083 14.049
. : . 2.7 . ; y Y
- Hggbware& !huisjs' cattle,| 3
"
= |Pigs 248 80.726 12.013 8.801 4.185 721 106.446
< | Poultry 9 45.638 5.578 4.330 2.217 164 58.227
Granivares (pigs, poult
o Poultry,
3.504 1.781 1.348 686 111 7.39%
snall animals) M0
Sut-total 2.220.308 520,678 405.873 286.045 89.609 3522513
Arable land and permanents
. 16.746 ; . 189.134
cultivation 120 129.406 32.764 6 7.743 2.475
Arable land and herbivores| 13 118.369 90.991 89.107 68.565 23.964 390.996
Arable land and granivores| 1w 75.634 14.057 11.165 8.403 2.903 112.162
P
. ermanent cultivation an¢ I 210 121.828 30.635 17.067 8.065 2.166 179.762
;rab‘le land
eragnent cultivation and 65.78 27.557 18.295 7.791 1.4 120.833
herDivores | 230 6 404
Pernanent cultivation and | 27308 2.681 1213 375 o7 31.674
granivores
Herbivores and Arabls land| 310 252.511 205.601 229.691 148.657 30.365 866.825
é‘ﬁ‘-;%;g v‘;gnand persanent | a2 78.028 30.916 21.293 10.130 1.700 142.067
Yerbivores ane granivorss | 340 144.008 108.983 125.061 57.327 4.756 440.135
B “ A ~h 4 ,
granivnrs., and arskls lang 410 56.113 11.372 11.513 9.328 2.539 90.965
3 H - - am3
ranivores anc permaacat 20 13.604 1707 856 382 83 16.722
gultivztion
dreniveres and Hertivep-: 430 55.987 41,378 55.914 26.921 2.470 182.670
Divarsifiz? {witheu! parti«
cheielss SRS 550 93.316 14.133 6.907 2.906 2077 119338
__cular orientation)
Cubwtptal 1.231.899 612.865 604,828 356.503 76.999 2.883.194
Cran? Total i 3.452.207 1.133.543 1.010.701 642.658 166.608 6.405.667
Sanvere ¢ tructural inguiry 18659
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Table 10 - Labour density in farms classified according to tecnico-economic
orientation and land—area in the EesBeCe (the Six)

1066 - 1967

(Y5017 ka ALY

F ie e do bhe s
f:ﬁ:v:;;':tjﬁ“lggvar“ the ’N";“‘"rk <5 ha 5=10 ha 10-20 ha 20-50 ha > 50 ha Total
| reduction Tode
Gencral agriculture 111 27,9 17,0 11,4 6,6 3,6 9,1
Horticulture 112 11,5 36,2 23,0 15,0 8,2 61,1
Coabined aratle-lan” procuction 110 48,9 26,8 17,2 10,0 641 17,2
Fruit grexing 223 43,0 23,9 19,5 14,7 1,1 26,1
B | Vine grosing 224 39,0 24,1 18,1 4,5 "7 2,8
w -{“,VS QFOVing 225 33,3 22,1 16,9 13,6 7.9 23,3
£ Coﬂjnas‘ productien af persancnt 220 35:5 27,2 20,8 7,0 12,9 21,4
1 5
=] .
. | Bovines (cattle) 336 41,7 22,3 13,9 8,1 41 12,8
s Ogl?ev and caprinzs (sheep and 337 47,1 15,8 10,2 5,0 1,9 6,0
= rﬁ?vo;e? (horess, cattle, shesp | 330 53,1 23,3 14,5 7,4 3,0 14
>~y L~
s | Pigs 448 63,9 22,4 12,8 8,9 6,4 23,3
2 | Poultry 249 103,0 27,8 17,0 11,6 8,7 31,8
&
s | Granivores (piss, poultry, swall 420 43,3 25,0 15,9 9,9 941 17,9
w » Y »
animals
C,
ab~-total 45,4 22,5 14,5 8,4 4,4 15,0
Arztle land.and permanent 120 36,8 22,3 15,5 10,1 7,1 18,9
cultivation
Arable land an< herbivores 130 49,7 28,6 17,6 8,8 5,0 13,4
Arable Jand 2n graniveres 140 44,0 25,7 16,9 9,0 5.9 16,7
Corzancnt cultivztion an< arable| 210 39,8 24,1 17,2 1,2 8,1 20,6
Tand
;"grggnent cultivation and 230 5541 30,8 18,6 43 7,0 23,8
rbivores
Permancnt cultivation an 240 53,4 30,9 21,1 14,3 10,8 35,9
granivores
Herbivores and Arable land 310 46,7 26,8 16,3 8,9 4,8 14,4
ﬁggivores and permanent cultivas| 320 53,8 28,8 17,6 10,0 5,6 22,1
Herbivores and granivarcs 40 43,6 25,7 16,2 9,6 5,9 17,1
Granivores and aratle land 410 41,5 24,9 16,1 9,2 6,2 15,4
?g-znivures and permanent cultivasf 420 57,0 31,3 20,1 13,1 8,4 31,0
é:-au:ivores and Merbiveres 430 43,2 24T 161 9 58 6
™ v r: 4 <1 ot T
;:;:zn{;gz (vithout particular 550 23,1 16,9 12,3 5,7 0,3 5,3
e
Sut Total 24,4 26,4 16,6 9,2 4,7 15,4
Spand total 44,9 24,6 15,7 8,8 4,5 15,2

Souvrece :  Structural Inquiry 195F/67
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Table T1

Ihe importance of the principal orientations of production according

1 f farms icultural land-ares used, and labour in the
COMMUNTTY OF SIX
(1966 - 1967)

Technico-economic Number F Area Labour
orientation of farms
Total = 100

General agriculture 620.877 9,7 10,7 6,4
Arable land - herbivores 390.996 6,1 10,0 8,8
Herbivores - arable land 866.825 13,1 19,1 18,1
Bovines 1.227.754 19,2 24,6 20,6
Herbivores - granivores : 440.135 6,8 T+6 8,5
Granivores - herbivores 182.670 2,8 3,4 3,6
Arable land -~ permanent 189.134 3,0 1,8 2,4
cultivation

Permanent cultivation - 179.762 2,8 1,8 2,5
arable land

Herbivores — permanent 142.067 2,2 1,8 2,6
ocultivation

Permanent cultivation - 120.833 1,8 145 2,4
herbivores ‘
Fruit growing 359.690 5,6 22,4 4,1
vine grewing 525.604 8,2 3,1 5,0
Horticulture 266.608 4,2 1,1 4,6
Other orientations (1) 892.742 14,1 11,0 10,4
Total 6.405.697 100,0 100,0 100,0
"i":’;‘%} farm hectares — 6.405.697 | 64.681.310| 9.039.867

(1) The following other {echnico-economic orientations are to be found under
the heading "others": General agriculture - horticultures Arable land —
granivores; Olive growingj Mixed permanent cultivations Permanent cultiva-
tion - granivoresj Sheep, goats; Cattle sheep and goats; Pigs; Poultrys
Pigs - poultry; Granivofes - arable land; Granivores - permanent culti-
vations Others

Source:3.0,E.C, ~ structural inquiry 1966 - 1967
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Iable 12

Breakdown of farms that are the farmer's prineipal source of revenue fl!

according to the dominant orientation of production
Estimate "1970"

(000)
Produc- | Produc~ ! Produc—~ | Produc—~ | Without | Total
tion of | tion of | tion of tion of | general
arable permanent] herbi- grani- or parti-
Member States land cultiva~ | vores vores cular
tion orienta—
tion
w | GERMANY 108 41 398 98 3 648
,§ FRANCE 215 207 704 33 5 1.164
8
& | ITALY 487 621 237 10 9 1.363
3 | NETHERLANDS 44 9 73 24 0 151
E) BELGIUM 15 4 67 8 0 95
-d
& | LUXEMBURG 02 0,6 5;0 0,2 0 6,1
Total for the Six| 869 883 1.484 174 17 3.427
DEEMARK 10 1 31 85 0 127
E UNITED XINGDOM 59 0 101 12 0 172
% IRELAND 10 0,5 215 4 0 230
=]
é Total for the thr+ 79 2 347 101 0 529
Total for the 948 885 1.831 275 17 3.956
enlarged Community

(1) The term uwsed in the original "“wne exploitation & titre principal™ refers
to farms which provide the principal source of earned inconme of the farmer.
It is considered that any farm that occupies the person rwmning the farm for
at least 2/3 of his working time is a farm"d titre principal”. (Particularly
on the statistical charts of the N.A.A. I - (RICA)
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Table 13

Brealdorm of farms that are »'}the farmer's principal source of

income in the enlarged Community according to ggicu_ltnr,al land-area used !gl
Egtimate 1970

(000)
: ‘ } | |
Member States <h25 ; 5;;0 ! 10-}::0 20;20. 50-};;00 100;:'00‘ ;igo Total !
" = |
! i i !
GERMANY B 11RO {260 | 154 16 3 648
FRANCE 139 l 215 336 ;350 91 26 1.164 ;
8 | IPaLY 728 i /8 172 74 21 12 1,363 |
r§ NETHERLANDS 30 0 38 54 26 2 0,2 151
= | EELOTUM 013 e 2 0,3 | o5
2 | LUXEMBURG 0,60 1,0 1,5 2,67 0,3 0,0 6,1
L f L
8 | Total for the Sixj942 | 827 856 | 630 {131 41 3.427
DENMARK CRN 7SN U AP A > 127
§ | UNITED KINGDON | 12 5 17 | 60 . 48 1”12 72 |
d | IRELAYD (a) : 53 | &7 j 59 1 16 5 230 |
& s
3 tovel for “he(mq 26 | 83 |12 ’ 171 : 71| 36 § 529 f
Total for the enlar-968 ! 910 [998 ; 8o1 {202 | 16 I 3.956
ged Commwnity (2)| 4o

(a) No data available for farms in Ireland of less than 5 hectares A,L.U.
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TABLE 16

Revenue from work per YWU by class of YWU according to
technico—economic orientation in the COMMUNITY OF SIX
(:11969" and ||1970n)

(average of each column = 100)

Classes of technico- 1-2 T 2-3 My

economic orientation n1g6gn [ m1g70v | "1969" |r1970m
General agriculture 187 150 211 209
Arable land - Herbivores 87 82 101 86
Herbivores - Arable land 86 83 83 77
Bovines 101 165 90 89
Herbivores - Granivores 114 86 98 73
Cranivores -~ Herbivores 132 107 121 85
Arable land - Perm. cult. 66 50 66 65
Perm. cult. — Arable land 63 79 67 82
Herbivores — Cult. perm. 65 86 73 80
Cnlt. pemm. — Herbivores 79 110 68 79
Fruit growing 86 97 92 96
Vine growing 102 115 114 138
Horticulture 131 149 115 141

Source : Network of accountable agricultural information
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REVENUE FROM WORK PER Y.W.U. IN THE DIFFERENT CLASSES OF TECHNICO-ECONOMIC

ORIENTATION ACCORDING TO A.L.U., PER FARM IN THE COMMUNITY OF SIX

("1969" and "1970") (average per clamee of technico-economic orientation =
Class of 5 5-10 10-20 20-50 > 50
C%gis N A LU, ha ha ha ha (ha
0 ec — 1 1" 1" win non i o iy 1)t "n " O ||1 " I'A‘ OH
mco-economh\ 1969" "1970" ["1969" | "1970" | "1969"| 1970 | 1969 197V M1G69" M9
orientation
general agricul-| . . 36 38 14 65 123 | 123 | 168 175
ure
Arable land- 81 94 58 133 70 60 { 127 | 98 | 164 | 115
Herbivores
Herbivores -
. . 9 69 90 89 133 | 123 | 119 118
Arable land >
Bovines R . 67 69 107 95 119 | 119 | 113 116
Herb?vores - . . 93 94 98 98 109 | 108 .
Granivores
Granivores - . . 68 91 | 116 93 | 117 | 110 ] .
Herbivores
%g?glee%%ng{{l— 105 | 98 | 88 71 90| 129 | 17 | 102 .
ivation
Pe%'man ent culti-
vation 2 112 1" 110 | 150 .
Arable land 9 62 8 13 > >
Herbivores - ) 19 63 99 108 112 110 110 | 118 .
ggﬂgﬁent culti-
Perm'. cultivation 49 80 90 86 94 93 167 | 141 .
Herbivores
Fruit growing 17 94 89 97 17 100 118 | 109 . .
Vine growing 84 85 97 74 | 123 ] 130 96 | 112 . .

Source : Network of accountable agricultural information

100)
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Table 18

REVENUE FROM WORK PER Y.W.U. IN THE DIFFERENT CLASSES OF TECHNICO-ECONOMIC ORIENTATION
ACCORDING TO THE AGE OF THE PERSON RUNNING THE FARM IN THE COMMUNITY OF SIX

("1969% and "1970")

(average per classe of technico-ecenemie erientation = 100)

Class of < iy )
‘ oci‘a%tse ~ A.L.U. 35 35-45 45-55 55-65 2 65
g}ggﬁgg%?gﬁj& n1969" n1970n ||1969|| u1970n ||19691| "1970" ||1969n nl97011 v119691| n1970n
%3?3“1 agrisul- 111 111 | 11| 117| 109 110 7 91 81 72
praple land- 128 10| 16| 170| 00| 89| 78| 62| 11| 69
Herbiveres—
Aerpieeiand 123 115] 19| 122] 11 95 7 88 80 80
Bovines 119 115 126 124 104 101 83 81 68 80
Herbivores-Granivores 119 99 124 121 104 107 85 91 70 82
Granivores-Herbivores T0 113 127 115 107 103 105 84 91 87
Arable lend-Permanent
cultivation 183 159 101 134 80 11 83 82 53 48
Permanent cultivation
Arable land 105 84, 110 117 113 134 81 85 91 80
g;rllfti;gzs{ogemanent g5 | 128 | 117| 103| 109| 110 108 89 81 n
Perme cultivation
Horbivores 112 147 111 106 109 107 88 68 19 71
Fruit grewing 135 104 106 106 103 109 79 102 11 78
Vine growing 96 86 104 103 105 99 93 118 101 95
Horticulture 157 173 103 104 84 92 66 62 90 69

Source : Network of accowuntable agricultural information
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TABLE 20

RESULTS OF TNVESTICATIONS OF MODEL FARMS (1)
(Orientation "Arable land - Herbivores")

A. Revenue from work per YWU
(prices in force in Spring 1972) (*)

UA/YWU
Areas where model farms are introduced
Physical size of fam
Northern Friuli- | Southern |Arable lan
Picardy Venetie | Limbourg |Northern
Netherlan
Man-power Area
(a) (B) (¢) (D)
1 Y.W.U.
40 ha 64910 9.980 8.489 8.064
(7.149) | (10.761) (84752) (8.913)
% 40 ha 3.335 4.914 6.396 4.915
(3.801) (54504) (6+984) (5.622)
2 T.H.U 60 ha 5778 8.346 8.665 7.678
2 (6.172) | (9.282) (9.104) (8.494)
g 80 ha 8.654 13.193 10,398 11,030
( 120 ha 12,879 18.385 12.131 11.300
80 ha 5.570 8.783 T.T69 7597
3 Y.ML (5.312) | (9.244) | (7.633) (8.212)
i 120 ha 8.699 12.973 10.570 11.557 \

(%) Revenue from work per YWU in brackets correspond to the investigations carried
out in the autumn of 1972, taking into account the rise in the common prices
decided by the Council for 1973. (The prices of beef beeing those of September
1972 (+ 15%). Further assumptions :

- evolution of agricultural prices not fixed for 1973 = + 2,5 %
- evolution of prices of factors of production = + 5 %.

(1) Models based on the linear programming, maximizing the function of revenue from
work and taking into account restrictions particularly in the matter of work-
time,stipulated in the Council directive n® 72/159/EEG concerning the modernisa-
tion of farms (meximum yearly work per person = 2,300 hours).
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Table 21

Breakdown of farms and of A.L.U, according to the professional activity of the
person running the farm in the COMMUNITY OF SIX (1966 - 67)

Farms run by a person who
is not occu-|is occupied outside the far|+
pied outside . Total
of the farm |for half or . for more than | , 11, 1171
less than half half his e
his work time| work time
I 11 111
Ger
number 7364376 101.662 308.930 1.146.968
o 64,2 8,9 26,9 100,0
A.L.U, 9.632.943 810.718 1,080,102 11,523,763
% 83,6 7,0 9,1 100,0
A.L.U./farm 13,00 7,95 3,42 10,05
FRANCE
number 1.348.105 62.689 249.945 1,660.739
% 81,3 3,8 15,0 100,0
ALU 25.865.017 1.057.995 145224403 284445.415
% 90,9 3,7 5.4 100,0
ALU/farm 19,16 16,84 6,06 17,13
TTALY
number 1.958.461 1614539 633.798 2.753.798
%, 7,1 5,8 23,1 100,0
ALU 12,142,427 6754653 1.917.897 1447354977
% 82,4 4,5 13,0 100,0
ALU/farm 6,16 1,15 3,01 5,35
NETHERLANDS
humober 178.824 10,679 464958 2364461
% 75,6 4,5 19,9 100,0
ALU 1.946.234 82.369 116.156 2.144.759
% 90,7 3,8 5:5 100,0
ALU/farm 10,76 7,57 2,34 9,07
BELGIUM
number 139.327 21.386 494580 210,273
%, 66,2 10,2 23,6 100,0
ALU 1.277.728 193.831 106.776 1.578+335
% 80,9 12,3 6,8 100,0
ALU/farm 9,11 8,98 2,08 7,51
LUXEMBURG
number 6.944 17 49 7.910
% 87,8 0,2 12,0 100,0
ALU 126.628 376 6.394 133.398
9% 94,9 0,3 4,8 100,0
ALU/farm 17,11 15,65 5,55 16,86
EEC
number 44368.492 357,982 1.290.363 6,016,837
% 72,6 6,0 21,4 100,0
ALU 509904977 2,820,942 4.749.728 58,561.647
% | 87,1 1,8 8,1 100,0
ALU/farm | 11,62 7,83 3,63 9,73

(1) excluding farms where the farmer is not the boss of the farm.
excluding producers without land.

Source: SOEC statistics on the structure of farms.
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Table 22

Leve d evolution of revenue from work per Y.W.U.

according to tschnico-economic orientation from the national statistical
results for GERMANY

(1965/66-1370/71)
DM

Agricul- Revenue from work per Y.W,U.
tural .
years Root crops cereals herbivores All orientations

DM. Index* DM Index*| DM Index* DM Index*
1965/66 7.699 75,0 6.202 7540 | 5.825 16,7 | 6.714 7545
1966/67 8.019 78,1 6.285 76,0 | 6.124 80,7 6.931 11,9
1967/68 9.146 89,1 T.411 89,6 6.703 88,3 7.960 89,5
1968/69 10.162 99,0 84183 99,0 7.308 96,2 8.767 98,5
1969/70 11.490 | 111,9 9,210 | 111,4 | 8.768 115,5 9.965 112,0
1970/71 9.741 | 94,9 | 7.384 | 89,3 | 7.750 | 102,1 | 8.376 94,1

* Average for 1967 -~ 70 = 100
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Table 24

LEVEL AND DEVELOPMENT OF REVENUE FROM WORK PER Y.W.U, IN THE AGRICULTURAL REGIONS OF

BELGIUM FOR THE NATIONAL STATISTICAL RESULTS FOR BELGIUM

(1963/65 ~ 1969/71)

FB
Index with Index with Ind
Arithmetic |reference Arithmetic reference 196]'3. Z;‘

. — to national to national o) =
Agriculiural regions average average average ave 100
Polders (a) 136,901 135 227.406 133 166,1
Sandy-alluvial (a)(b) 112,201 111 1784539 104 159,1
Sandy region (v) 106.823 106 178.864 105 167,4
Alluvial region (a)(b) 117.314 116 181.936 106 155,1
Condroz (v) 109.779 109 171.329 100 156,1
Ardennes (») 68.155(1) (67)(1) 111.466 65 163,6
Grassy region (b) 764406 76 133.686 78 175,0
Campine (®)(e) 106.270 105 189.654 111 178,5
High Ardenne  (b) 99.344(1) | (98)(1) 1504126 88 151,1
Jurassic region (b) 86.404(2) | (85)(2) 112,099 66 130,0
Famenne (v) 924853 92 141,866 83 152,8
Country as a whole 101.131 100 1704991 100 159,1

(1) In 1963 Ardennes and High Ardenne were conaidered as a mingle region
(2) ¥o data available for 1963 - arithmetic average of 1964 and 1965

(a) = region predominantly orientated towards "production from arable land"
(b) = region predominantly orientated towards "production from grassland (herbivores)"

(c) = region predominantly orientated towards "pig and poultry farming®

Source : Annual report ef parity from the Belgian government.
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Table 25

Level and evolution of revenue from work per Y.W.U, according to technico-
economic orientation from the national statistical results for the NETHERLANDS

{1966/67 - 1970/71)

(Florins)
T Revenue from work per
YCHO *
Technico- year pe v
economic orienta- —— 1966/67 |1967/68|1968/69|1969/70 |1970/71 | 1967/68
tation - regions MGode 1969/70
GENERAL AGRICULTURE (akkerbouw)
~ Noordelijk Zeekleigebied a 13,600]| 14.500] 13.100| 20,500| 20,550 16,033
b 84,8 90,4 81,7 | 121,9 | 128,8
— Veenkoloni®¥n + Nrd. zandgebied a 14.600| 20,700| 23,500 16.400| 22,550 20,200
b 72,3 | 102,5 | 116,3 81,2 | 111,6
— Nrd. Droogm. + Ijsselmeerpolders | a 16.500| 15.500{ 16.,100| 32,600 23.050 21.400
b 7741 7244 7542 | 152,3 | 10747
- Zuidwestelijk kleigebied a 17.900| 16,600| 19.300( 28,400 17.300 21.433
b 83,5 | T7,5| 90,0 | 132,5 | 80,7
BOVINES (weidebedrijven)
-~ Kleiweidegebied a 16.900| 17.400| 18,200| 17.550| 17.800 17.730
L 95,3 98,1 | 102,7 99,0 | 100,4
—~ Noordelijk veenwsidegebied a 13.500| 16.100| 17.300| 16.450| 18.650 16.617
b 81,2 | 96,9 | 104,1 | 99,0 | 112,2
- Yestelijk weidegebied a 12.300| 14.700| 14.700| 14.900| 15,550 144767
b 83,3 | 99,5 | 99,5 | 100,9 | 105,3
- Noordelijk zandgebied a 12.900| 13.400| 13.600 13.600]| 15.850 13.533
b 95,3 99,0 | 100,5 | 100,5 | 117,1
~ Oost. + Centr, + Zuid. zandgebied| a 11.300| 12.000| 15.700! 14.200| 15,100 13.967
| b 80,9 85,9 | 112,4 | 101,7 | 108,1

| MIXED FARMS (gem. bedrijven)
' ARABLE LAND-HERBIVORES (overw. akkerbouw)

- Nrd. klei + Droogm. + Ijsselm.p. | a 14.900| 14,400 13,000| 19.050| 17.950| 15.483
b 96,2 93,0 84,0 | 123,0 | 115,9
| _ Zuidwestelijk kleigebied a . | 14.500{ 14.200| 17.700| 12.650| 15.467
| b . 93,7 | 91,8 | 114,4 | 8,8
- Zandgebieden a 12.500| 14.500| 15,100 13.900| 15.300| 14.500
b 86,2 | 100,0 | 104,1 | 95,9 | 105,5
HERBIVORES — ARABLE LAND ( overw. veehouderfij)
— Nrd, + Oost. + Centr. zandgebied | a 9,900} 10,800 12,000| 15.200 11.850 12,667
b 78,2 85,3 | 94,7 | 120,0 | 93,6
- Zuidelijk zandgebied a 12.200| 13.800! 16,100| 15.300| 14,050 | 15.067
. b 81,0 91,6 | 106,9 | 101,5 93,3
| GRANTVORES HERBIVORES (aanmerk. vered.)
T Nrd. + Oost. + Centr. zandgebied ' a 10.800| 10.600] 16,100 16.900| 12,700 | 14.533
‘b 74,3 | 12,9 | 110,8 | 116,3 = 87,4
- Zuidelijk zandgebied ‘a 13.800! 13,800 18,200 22.850 12,900 | 18.283
‘b 7545 | 1505 | 99,5 | 1250 | 70,6

g = value in florins
b = average 1967/68 - 1969/70 = 100
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Table 26

BREAKDOWN OF A,L,.U, ACCORDING TO

- direct ownership and renting
- occupation of the farm-manager (boss)
— age of farm manager (boss)

- farm managers successor

in the COMMUNITY OF SIX ‘1266[6:“

occupation Farm run by a person who
clagses of] is not occupied is occupied outside of the farm
age and ou‘tsig:x;f tThe for half or 1ess| for more than half TOTLL
method of than half his his work time
ownership | rk time
W ' @ e | w ' ©
14 to 34 years 1 1 |
own .ALU 33.959 | 2.418.114 2,773 196,833 1.326) 324.299 2,977 304
% 0,57 39,92 0,04 | 3,25 0,02, 536 49,16
% 0,53 | 45,33 0,02 | 2,67 0,01, 2,28 50, 84
35 to 44 years ! 1 |
own. 763.548 1 5,733,144 43.4201 472,020 40,607t 927,502 8,000,061
5,33 1 38,968 0,29 I 3,20 0,281 6,30 54,38
rent, ALU 857.230 | 5.153.490 40,4671 314,900 21,6771 318,552 6,706,316
5,83 35,04 0,281 2,15 0,151 2,17 45,62
45 t0.49 years i , : '
own. ALU 1,068,687 | 2.366.718 58.952 | 200,235 | 44.959, 516.666 4.256.217
15,24 1 33,71 184 2,86 0,64l 7,38
rent. ALU 951.702 1 1,506,758 41.399 974327 24,570, 130.584 2,752,340
% 13,581 21,49 0,59 1,39 0,35, 1,87
50 to 54 years : | |
own—- ALU 1.234.946| 1.946.130 63,7141  149.885 42,0511 434.919 3.871.645
20,29 | 33,02 1,091 2,54 0,711 T+39 65,71
rent, ALU 847,092 | 967.285 36,726 1 53,060 20.605! 96,409 2,021,177
A 14,38, 16,41 0,621 0,90 0,31 1,63 34,29
I
55 to 64 years ! | :
own ALU 3,970,471 1 4.932,030 | 151,940 306,108 | 94,654, 844.337 10.299.540
26145 ! 32’85 1,01 2,04 0,64| 5,63 6&,62
rent. ALO 2,315,465 | 2.004.491 T4.411, 104.861 34447, 180.804 4.714.479
15,42 : 13,35 0,49 0,69 0,23, 1,20 31,38
65 and over ' ! 1
own. ALU 2,156,066 | 2,982,741 38.630 | 93.232 29,1291 268,638 5.5€8.436
30,34 41,97 0,55! 1,31 0,40! 3,18 T€, 35
rent, ALU 857.026 ;  596.642 16,322 | 23,905 8,370  37.017 1.539.284
% 12,06 8,39 0,23: 0,34 0,11! 0,52 21,65
|
Total ! . I
own. ALU 9.247.677 120.378.877 P24 1,41E 252,726 343164361 34.973.203
16,56 1 36,53 0,64 2,54 0,45, 5,95 62,69
rent. ALU 5.860,874 112,974,380 210,541, 755,213 | 110.341; 901.268 20,812,617
% 10,51 : 23,26 0,38, 1,35 0,20 1,61 37,31
Ratio 3 : : :
ownersil 1,58 1,57 1,71} 1,38 2,291 3,68 1,68
renting X ! |

(A) = with successor

(s) = without successor

Source : SOEC "Inquiry into the

structure of farms"
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Table 28

Source of income of farmers (1) and their

families in Germanv (1970)

(in G.M.)
Parls

Income Full-time part-time subsidiary
Net agricultural Income of 10.800 11.200 3,100
farmer
Tncome of farmer from outside - 4,800 10.400
of agriculture
Total income of farmer 10,800 16.000 13.500
Income of members of the
farmer's family from outside =

. 600 . 000
agriculture mf 4.900 4.60 >
Total family income 15.700 20.600 18.500

Source: Agrarbericht 1972 -

(1) Farms of less than 15 ha A.L.U.
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Table 102

FET VALUE ADDED AT FACTOR COST PER HECTARE A.L.U. IN THE THREE NEW

MEMBER STATES IN 1966 and 1971

in U,A.
NEW MEMBER STATES 1966 1971 be a4 o €6
DENMARK 269 327 121,6
UNITED KINGDOM 106 (167) = 141 (218) = 133,0 7130,5) =
IRELAND 78 115 147,4
TOTAL FOR THE THREE 119 (161) = | 157 (210) = 131,9 (130,4) =

NEW MEMBERS

Seurce : VI

The figures in brackets do not take into acecount the 7,170,000 hectares

of rough grazing in 1966 (6,678,000 in 1971).
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TABLE 103

Net value added at factor cost per agricultural worker

and non agricultural worker in 1971, in the three new member states

v.A. (1)
Net agricultural| Net value added | Relationship
value added per | outside of agri- Col I
New Member States agricultural culture per E%EEEE-TI
worker worker outside n
of agriculture
(Column T) (Column IT)
DENMARK (2) 3.965 6.031 0,66
TRELAND 1.991 3.804 0,52
UNITED KINGDOM 4.097 4.078 1,00

(1) Exchange rate as follws L 1 = 2.4 U.A. and
1 Danish crown = 0.133 U.A.

(Q)The Danish statistics only give gross value added; so as to have a level

of value for net value added, it has been accepted that the net value
added was 15% less than the gross value added.
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TABLE 104

orientation in DENMARK

Technico~economic orientation Number % ' % of the
A.L.U.

General agriculture 2.390 1,0 3
Arable land - Herbivores 793 0,6 1
Herbivores — Arable land 2.5R6 2,0 3
Arable land - Granivores 2.187 1,7 3
Granivores — Arable land A.709 3,8 7
Bovines 6.£33 5,4 5
Herbivores - Granivores 21.621 7,0 15
Granivores - Herbivores 53.934 12,4 42
Pigs 25.123 19,7 19
Horticulture 4.573 3,6 1
Fruit growing 1.342 1,1 0
Others 1.126 0,8

Total 127,307 100,0 100

Estimate based on a sample.

Breakdown of farms according to Land Area Used

in DENMARK
A.L.U. Number %
£ 5ha 14.487 11
5 — 10 ha 27.679 20
10 - 20 ha 41.504 31
20 - 50 ha 42,992 32
2 50 ha R.020 A
Total 135,584 100
including : part-time
farms 20,274 15
Part-time farms occupy about 8% of the land area.

-
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Table 105
N BREAKDOWN OF FARMS ACCORDING TO THE TECHNICO-ECONOMIC ORIENTATION OF THE UNITED
KINGDOM
PRODUCTION
NUMBER OF FARMS
TECHNICO-ECONOMIC 0 POTENTIAL
ORIENTATION Number |Fall Grand |Product.| Grand
(1000) time Total Full-time| Total
= 100 = 100 = 100 = 100
Cultivation of arable land 23 17 22
(General agriculture)
Dairy farming 64 37 30
(Bovines)
Production of beef and lambs 37 21 14
(Herbivores)
Mixed 17 10 11
(Arable land - herbivores)
Pigs and poultry 12 7 10
(Graniveres)
Horticulture 13 3 13
(Horticulture)
Total 172 100 55 100 a3
Part-time farms 138 A5 7
Grand total 310 100 100

KeBs The production potential is estimated on the basis of standard workdays

BREAKDOWN OF FARMS ACCORDING TO SIZE TN HECTARES IN THE UNITED KINGDOM

(1966)

Fumber 9
{ 6 ha 111.865 | 30,3
6~ 20 ha 100.795 | 27,3
20 ~ 40 ha 66,344 | 18,0
A0 - A0 ha 32,857 R,Q
2> 60 ha 57.192 | 15,5
Total 360,053 [ 100,0
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Table 107

REVENUE FROM WORK PER Y.W.U. IN THE DIFFERENT CLASSES OF TECHNICO-

ECONOMIC ORIENTATION IN DENMARK

1970/71
1970/71
Class of technico-economic A.L.U. Revenue from ¢ of all
orientation (ha) work Y.W.U. gri;gtations
Arable land without stock farming Q5,2 7.133 154
(General agriculture)
Arable land with cattle and pigs
(Herbivores and arsble land) 19,2 3.484 7K
Cattle and pig breeding
(Herbivores - granivores) 89,5 4672 102
Mixed farms
(Herbivores and granivores) 21,6 2.528 77
Cattle breeding with pigs
(Granivores — herbivores) 31,2 4.096 89
Arable land with pig breeding
(Granivores — arable land) 20,R 1.431 o7
Pig breeding 52,1 4.733 102
(Pigs)
L
REVENUE FROM WORK PER HOUR IN THE DIFFERENT CLASSES OF
A.L.,U, IN DENMARK
(Total for all farms = 100)

AosLeUe [{ 10 ha [10 ~ 20 | 20 - 50 | 30 = 50 | 50 = 1ue 2 oo Total
Year (Uode)
1967/A8 R2 o6 101 109 129 133 1,02
1968/69 £0 9 104 111 128 148 1,31
1969/70 72 0] 105 114 133 146 1,52
Source : "Det landgkonomiske Driftsbureau

Beretuing 54",




(se«cAjgdsy - pue| a|qeJy)
00T é6 00T toze €122 80T 96 26 $662 6LLe paxiy
(EBJCA ;LR
L6 ¥6 90T €g6z | zrof Kaythee mcm mmww
zet | 18 €9 vo€e | v€6T {syect fug mmeﬁ ﬁw
SeJoAjuedl = sauCALGuEy)
801 111 LOT | 9962 99te [A%1 ov1 £€T gLov | g60¢ fa3incd pue s6106 *aanpead Aujeg
(ceusrog)
¢IT | 801 LTt ob1e | 9z2lz | ozt Y01 9% veee | zele 8L 04d g
(sRJOA}348y)
sot 66 €6 6912 L6502 ¢z1 v6 76 velez | V612 911 26 93 0g8ge gtve S3WR| pue jesy
I
[}
*
I pue| 8|qeJB ~ S3JOA|GUS
161 201 ¥g 6962 | €961 uma_ a|qeae ~ Sujmaes xoo@m
(se40A1quey puzl 9|qeuy)
621 GL €L 1612 | 20LT bujmre} o0} = puz| 8|qeJdy
(94n3nojabe [Buaueg)
Lot 001 L1t £26e | 1hle 0Tt it 71t 1443 otet pue{ e[qeJe jC uS{iRA}|Ng
:mwmwmﬂ wOLETu | wb96Tu [1OL6Tu | u696Tu :MWM..MHV wOL6Tn | u696Tu [wOLETu | ub96Tu :%WMM” wOL6Tu j_momﬂz wOLETu | ub961.4
| = sbeJane . = 80BJoAR . , = gfBJoAe gt *0*3°1 40 S35SY1D
wOL6Tu 0o Lenuuy yn MOL6Tu QQ—~¢===< YN 0L6Tu oo”u_a:c( vn
) pue|sd; WIBYIIOy pue] 03 sajey pue puejbuy

NOGONIX Q3LINA 3HL NI NOILAI0A3 SLI GNY NG LONGO¥d 30 NOILYINIINO OL SNIGHOODY °N°A°A @3d XUOK WO¥Jd INN3AY

gol elqe}



\ *WopduTy Ppejtun oyz £q pepracad
B1EP 9YJ UT 3JUSJXd SWes ayj 0} POYOSTIOI ST °*[°M*L Jod MaoMm Jod

S LOM WOLJ SNUSASI PUR WIBF JO ©ZT8 USOMI8Q UOT}BTOIIOO oAT}TSOod oy : UOISATOU0) *sfep
P _ i T

| i * n
cert | 66 | G | 9ot

SUTHIOM pJaepuelg (1)

(" ATqrey-puet a1qeay)
LL POXTH

. SOJOATURIY
: D T6T | 021! on €9 o] . TET |} 82T {89 | VL kﬁﬁﬂm& vﬂ.w m.wﬂw
_ (3203 pus deays)
fLIT |16 98 |L9 Sot Lot S8UTA)
*ATuBIZ - S8J0ATQIOY )
Lrgnod pue

a8td feonpodd Lateq
Awmﬂwbomv

sonpouad Axpeq
(ssxoaTquay)

let | €L | 21T| @8 | i 86 621 60T | ETIT| G6

V1T | 68 ITIT| 68 | * 6TT | 18 . €01 L6

22T |[GoT | €L |o21 |20t gL | 61T | Lot | OTIT | @6 1L | 6ot | LTT | 80T | €6 LL

6 81T | 68 |6L 121 1ot ° €0T | 81T | 68 GIT | TIT |66 oL sque pue Jeog

(puer erqeay
— S9JIOATqJI9H)

€11 | 26 96 |60T |VOT Ly - m:mmwmmmwwwmm

~-9] —

mepobﬁshom
- Puel oTdeay)

Sutuwaey 340038

ol - pusT efqBay

821 | 2ot €21 | €6 14°]

(adny(rojube [edsusy)
pue| 8|GeJe Jo uojjeA}}|ng

T2t | G0T | VL |LIT |gol GL ffett | tot| 2Tt | 90T | 89 | GTT | OTT | LOT | 86 oL

€65 665

-002 -00z[002 %

009¢ 009 €

6611
=009

6611
=009

665

—Clz 0021

665
~-GLle

661V
-oovz

66L1
—002T

66£2
008 T

66TT
=00%

666
~Cle

6617

—oote

66¢2

~008T

66LT
-002T

6611

=009

665
=GL2

M

1)

Zis 40 ssey

*N°3°] 30 sseyy

uOL6Tu uWb96Tu

w0L6Tu

u696Tu

wOL6Tu

uwb96Tu

PUBTSIL UISYJION

INVILOOS

soTey pue puRTIUY

80SSBTO JUSISIITP Ut UT *[*M*L Jod IOM WOIJ onueAdy

WOMONIY CHLINN Y3} UT WIBI JO 9218 JO

60T T1avd



-92 -

TABIE 110

Revenue from work per Y.W.U. according to technico-economic
orientation in IRELAND

1968/69
by class of Y.W.U. and A.L.U.
Class of technico_ by 018.58 Of ? ClaSS of A-L-Uo
economic-orientation together 4 d 1(.)2. ® per orientatiom= 100
Uhol £= | 12 | 23 | 5-10 | 10-20| 20-50| 50
ha ha ha ha
Herbivores 1.435 92 98 99 49 7 133 142
Herbivores — arable land 2,025 | 130 104 133 31 51 128 190
'‘Bovines ?1) _ 1.432 | 92 96 99 53 74 | 120 153
Herbivores — granivores 1.340 86 103 68 70 106 124 .
by class of age of farm boss
Age of farm boss
Class
of technico- L 35 35-45 45-55 55-65 > 65
economic orientation
Herbivores 96 117 100 110 77
Herbivores — arable land 99 125 105 71 .
Bovines 127 126 102 83 63
Herbivores - granivores 159 125 64 75 76
Number of units of production per Y.W.U. -
according to revenue from work per Y.W.U.
Revenue from work
Class of per Y.W.U. |, 1.000- | 2.,000-| 3,000-| 4.000-
1,000 »000
technico—economic 24000 3.000 2.000 | 5.000 | 27
orientation
Herbivores 12,2 19,3 27,2 59,4 40,3 .
Herbivores - arable land 9,3 18,9 24,5 37,8 43,6 .
Bovines (1) 12,6 21,9 31,6 43,8 56,5 5559
Herbivores — granivores 13,0 19,1 28,5 59,2 . "
according to the age of the farm boss
Age of farm boss
Class of .
W L35 | 35-45 | 45-55 | 55-65 | > 65
orientation
‘Herbivores 21,4 26,0 17,4 17,9 18,0
Herbivoreg ~ arable land 22,7 26,8 23,3 18,3 5,2
Bov:mesfl? 25,8 27,0 22,3 18,3 15,6
Herbivores -~ granivores 22,5 32,8 18,1 14,4 13,2

(1) "Motal for all farms orientated towards beef production and those

orientated dairy produce.
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