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This publication in the Green Europe Newsflash series is the Commission's 
third consecutive annual detailed review of agricultural incomes in the 
Ten member Community. 

The Commission is thus seeking to make available to the general public, 
as well as to the specialist, a coherent body of statistics and other 
information about how agricultural incomes have changed. since 1979, in 
general terms, and what happened to them in 1985 in 1articular, while also 
analysin~ and explaining the various factors which have helped to shape the 
trend (final agricultural production, farrngate prices, prices paid, 
costs, etc. ) • 

The question might seem superfluous, but the concept of agricultural income 
needs to be defined at this juncture, since it can cover several definitions 
that do not necessarily mean the same thing. 

In this document "agricultural income" is looked upon as :i._n..c_ome .. f..rom :f~~ng. 
It is, however, important to bear in mind that in the fwelve-member Community 
many of its 11 million farmers, and their households, also have incomes accruing 
from other sources, and they and their families may get part of their income 
from, say, social security, or from other, part-time, work on a regular basis 
or solely at certain times of the year. In 1979/80 about a third of the 
farmers in the fen-member Community had another paid occupation apart from 
the farm, but in certain Member States their proportion was over 40% of all 
farms as a whole. However, one does not always know how much 
this income earned outside the farm amounted to. The di~~sa~le income of 
farmers may, moreover, also be influenced by other factors (e.g. taxation) 
on a scale which is hard to assess at Community level. 



However, it must not be forgotten that the purpose of this 
document is in no way to consider either living standards 
or the social conditions of farms and their families, which 
depend on many other factors avart from the income from 
farming. 

What are the "sources" of the data used? 
--.- ---- ----- ·--~--- --

This document is divided up into two complementary parts which 
are based on two different sources of data: 

-- .i:-'art I concerns the analysis of agricultural incomes 
at the macro--economic level, i.e. on the basis of data relating 
to the "agriculture'; s-ector as a whole which is compiled, using 
a common method, by the relevant agencies in the various Member 
States and then assembled by the Statistical Office of the 
I!;uro b'~"an Communi ties; 

1-'art II is an analysis of incomes at the m_i_c!o-e~_o_n_omic 1_e_ye_l, 
i. ·~. on the basis of data derived from observations of a sample 
of holdinr~s chosen to rei-'resent the various categories of 
holding; the data and estimates come from the Community's 
Farm Accountancy Data Network (FADN). 

_w_h_a_t is_ the _ _1.!__~ _ b_~tw~en __ th.!__s ~ubl!_ca tt_oQ_ a11:d _ qther 
CoJl!lll~s~i_on J!Ub~_ica~ions on -~ic!-!lt~_a l i_nc_e>_me_§_? 

This document am1Jlifies and at the same time updates information 
on agricultural incomes which the Commission provides in other 
documents it r·ublishes regularly at different times during the 
year, such as the Annual Re1Jort on the Agricultural Situation 
in the Community, drawn UlJ on the basis of data avai<able at the 
end of October, the eXIJlanatory memoranda to the price proposals,., 
which are generally tabled in January, publications from the 
Statistical Office of the Euro i>ean Communi ties on the sectoral 
income index, and those concernin~ the Farm Accountancy Data 
Nehwrk (FADN). 

l_._;lJROSTAT also lJublished, in March 1986, a document containing 
a detailed analysis of how incomes devel~ped in 1985 and during the 
period from 197J to 1984, which went to make Ul' the statistical 
basis for drafting ~art I of this ~ublication, while FADN, as 
usual, su1>plied the figures required to write u~ .Part II of 
this document. 
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In the context of this document, changes in agricultural income 
are assessed by means of the rate of change in two income indicators, 
each corresponding to a specific definition of "agricultural income" 
or referring to a different set of persons contributing to its 
formation. The indicators are as follows (1): 

_I_n~_i9_atg!:.__f.: Fa:r_m_. net_ v~lu~ ~_d_d_eg_ a_t_ f~ct~r __ cos~ •. J>e!'_~_ork 
unit: this shows changes in the income of all 
pe-rsons working in agriculture (farmers, family members 
and :paid farmworkers). This indicator has existed 
since 1973 for all Member States. 

I_ndic_ator B: N_e_!-_ i!!,C_C?E!e _ fr_Q_m f_ar_mJ_n_g_ o_f t.l2_e f~~r ~nd hi_~ 
f.~m_il_y , __ pe_r_work _\!n_i!-_: this indicator expresses 
the income deriving from agriculture which is disposable 
(for the farmer and his family) after deduction of 
wages, rent and interest on capital borrowings. This 
indicator is only available for 9 Member States (however, 
the statistical series since 1973 is only in existence 
for 7 Member States). 

Income changes are expressed in real terms, i.e. after deduction ofthe 
decline in each Member State's currency's purchasing power, which 
is measured by the inflation rate for the economy as a whole. 

!f_o:w_ pre_£i_se _is the datcl._ for agric~lt_!JFal in_comes? 

So far as the macro-economic data is concerned~it should be 
remembered, first of all, that since these are statistical aggregatesJ 
these indica tors only show changes in aggre_ga ~~- _incom_e whether it 
be of al_l persons working in agriculture (indicator A) or simply of 
_!-_h_e_ f.arm~r ~Il:d ~.!.e;/he~ family (indica tor B). These movements in 
agriculture's aggregate income mask a much less uniform reality 
as between different farmers, types of farming, etc. rart II of 
this Newsflash will look at some of these internal disparities within 
farming, using the micro-economic data. It should be stressed, 
however, that as with all forms of statistical evaluation, arriving at 
these income indicators entails a certain margin of error, due mainly 
to the difficulty of precisely appraising certain aegregates tending 
to influence farm incomes. More specifically, it has to be remembered 
that the figures for last year are generally speaking either preliminary 
estimates or lJredictions as to how .various 1 terns have evolved, made at 
a time of the year when all the necessary information is not yet available 
and when sometimes the farming year may not be over for certain products. 

CiT- -~:feie-t}ie- -Appendix on Methodology explaining how these two 
indicators are calculated. 
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The figures given here for 1985 may, therefore, have to be revised 
in the course of 1986, although generally speaking those predicted ought 
not to be too wide of the mark (l). 

Finally, on this l'oint, it needs to be said that the margin of error {S 
bigger for indicator B than for indicator A. Indicator B is 

not only deJ•endent on all the factors - apart from em1Jloyment - involved 
in calculating indicator A (value of final agricultural }Jroduction and 
intermediate consumption, depreciation, subsidies, taxes, rate of inflation), 
but it also de l'ends on other i terns (rents, wages and interest JJCLid) that 
are usually more difficult to assess. Also, while, in indicator A, income 
is caLculated in terms of to~~l_a&ri~ult~a~ em~loyme~t, in indicator B 
income only refers to th_e _l_a_bol!I' _of _the_f~_me.!:_ _and __ hi~h~_r __ fa.!!!,ily.,which 
is an aggregate and more difficult to determine statistically than 
total em~.loyment. 

So far as the micro-economic data is concerned, it should firstly be said 
that this is drawn from a samt-·le of about L~O,OOO a_l.Jpropriately selected 
farm holdings, ret--resenting about 2. 7 million "commercial" farms. 
Also, the figures relating to 198L~ and 1985 (and to the 1984/85 and 
1985/86 accounting years) result from estimates made using an "up:lating" 
model em, ,Jovinp; both the latest available accounts and coefficients for 
changes in quantities and prices. 

W_ha.j, __ ki_n_<i_ of_:f_i.frUTF!_S ~e _i_n_ t_his_ Hewsflash? 

This Newsflash is based on the latest figures made available to 
the Commission by the f1ember States as of 21 February 1986. Once again 
it needs to be said that as they are forecasts or estimates some of 
thP. figures given here, es 1,ecially those for 1985, may well' have to be 
revlsed at a Later date. Established on the basis of common methods 
but from data notified by the relevant agencies at national level the 
forecasts relatil1(~ to hm• agricultural incomes have evolved in 19B5 may 
differ, sometimes significantly, from the figures vublished in the 
Member States. This de IJends either on the definition of income used, 
or the manner in which certain items used in the calculations are 
calculated, or on other factors (date of forecasts, differing 
treatment of changes in stocks, etc.). 

(1) For 19~, however, there was found to be, for indicator A, 
a very considerable gal' at times between the Nember States' initial 
forecasts drawn U_l-• in January 19135, and the revised figures 
arrived at in October 1985. Hence, for example, there was a 1 to J 
gaJ for Germany and one of l to 2 for Ireland. The gap is even 
wider for inciicator I3 - 1 to 4.2 for Germany ( no Irish figures 
are available). 
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Whereas agricultural incomes in the Community rallied slightly in 
1984 ~n average after falling in the previous year, 1985 will have 
seen a fresh decline in income from agriculture, in real terms, and 
this will be true of virtually all the Member States. Thus, once again, 
as has been the case for several years, farming results are presenting 
us with what has become almost a regular seesaw effect, due largely 
to the sharp contrast between excellent weather one year and what is 
often particularly bad weather the next: 1985 was marked by 
a long, hard winter and a very wet spring and summer, apart from 
certain Mediterranean areas, that is, which suffered a prolonged 
drought. In 1984, on the other hand, the weather had been exceptionally 
good for farming. Provisional figures sent in by the ministries in 
the various Member States before ~1 Fe~ _ _JJ~£ show that the average 
relative decline in agricultural incomes in 1985 as compared with 1984 
can, for thf, Community as a whole (1), be estimated at: 

A) - 6.4% in real terms on the basis of net value added at factor 
post .E_e!:_w_ork_ un_i_t (+4.6% in 1984), tbis being an indicator-­
of the average income of all those working in agriculture 
(farmers, family help and- ·paid labour), expressed in constant 
purchasing power; 

B) - 13.7% in real terms on the basis of net inc.'?~- fr..()~-f~i-~g 
o_f the_f_~_e~~nd hi!'!. .f~.!_ly_~.r~o!:_k_1,lni_t [+5.1%in 1984), this 
being the income left after deduction of net value added at 
factor cost, wages, rent and interest. 

As the following table shows, generally speaking the drop in farm 
incomes in 1985 was relatively more marked in Member States that 
had experienced a substantial increase in their ~agricultural income 
in 1984. Given that agricultural income in the past few years 
has been strongly influenced by the vagaries of the weather, it is 
only to be expected that the fall in farm incomes in 1985 would 
have been most pronounced in areas and Member States where the 
contrast between 1984's excel}ent weather conditions and 1985's bad 
weather, be it too much rain or not enough, was the most marked. 

(1) EUR 10 for income indicator A, EUR 9 (leaving out Greece) 
for income indicator B. Comparable figures are not available 
for Spain and Portugal. 
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Agricultural income in the Community 
in real terms in 1984 and 1985 by Member State 

) 

(~~{~ rate of ch~ge over the previous year) 

-- ~-- -- - - -- - ·- .. --- - - --.---- - - - -- - . -- ~- - -

Deutschland 

France 

Italia 

Nederland 

Be lei-que/ 
Belgi~ 

Luxembourg 

United Kingd 

Ireland 

funr·mark 

Ellas 

-----
BUR 10 

Net value added at 
factor cost per 

work unit 

14.0 + 18.6 

- 9.0 + 2.5 

+ 1.1 5.8 

-- L~, L~ + 5.3 

2.3 L~ • 5 

+ o.L~ + li- .1 

m -- 17.5 + 13.9 

- 13.8 + 13.4 

2.1 + 31.5 

0.6 + 8.8 
-·-·- ·------

6.4 + 4.6 

Net income of the farmer 
and his family per work uni 

--. ---·-. ------- .. 

1985 1984 
-

-·--·--- . --- - . -- .. - -· 

- 22.0 + 32.5 

- 14.7 + 2.0 

+ 0.4 - 14.7 

5.8 n.a. 

3.6 6.7 

+ 0.1 + LJ.5 

- 46.0 + 29.1 

- 16.8 + 20.lr 

3.8 +161.3 

n.a. n.a. 

- 13.7 + 5.1 

Thus, for examvle, agricultural incomes plummeted in the United Kingdom, 
Germany and Ireland in 1985 in real terms, but it has to be remembered 
that these same Member States recorded the most spectacular recovery 
in farm incomes in 198Lt. Something similar, although relatively less 
pronounced, also happened in France, the Netherlands, Denmark and 
Greece. Agricultural incomes in Italy, on the other hand, after a 
steq1 fall in 1984, remained relatively stable in 1985 and actually 
moved up slightly. In Belgium farm incomes went down for the second 
year running, whereas in Luxembourg there was a slight improvement in 
1985, as there had been in 198l~. 
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In economic terms there are basically two sets of factors that 
can account for the decline in agricultural incomes in 1985 compared 

J}; '" 1984. 

Firstly, there is the reduction in t~ overall volume of production, 
especially where crops are concerned~lation to the record volume 
in 1984. With cereals, 1'or example, the total volume of production 
was down on 1984 by just under 10%, while remaining well above 
the level reached before the record harvest for that year. One also needs 
to add that the p:>ar weather during harvest badly af'fected the quality 
of the crop in the northern part of the Community, and this was bound 
to have a depressing effect on farmgate prices. So far as livestock 
are concerned, bee~ veal production was down by 2.7% on average 
compared with the record 1984 levels, and milk production followed 
the same yath, with first estimates giving an average decline of 1.6% 
for 1985, although milk deliveries were on the increase during the 
second half of the year. The drop in the overall volume of agricultural 
production was more marked in Germany (-3.7%), the United Kingdom (-3.2%) 
and Ireland. However, most of the other Member States, apart from the 
Netherlands and Greece, were also affected. 

Secondly, this fall in production brought about a deterioration in 
several Member States (Germany, France, United Kingdom and Ireland) in 
the agricultural "terms of trade", the cost/price "squeeze" between 
the prices paid by farmers for inputs of goods and services and the 
prices they get "at the farmgate". Although generally speaking less marked 
than that recorded in 1984, this deterioration came about despite 
considerable deceleration in the rate of price rises for agricultural 
means of production (about 5 points less than in 1984), and despite the 
actual fall in nominal terms registered in certain Member States. 
Nevertheless, other Member States - the Netherlands, Italy, Denmark, 
Greece, Belgium and Luxembourg- saw a distinct improvement in their 
"terms of trade" in 1985, due mainly to the substantial reduction in 
the price of animal feed during the year, varying between 8 and 1a~ 
com1~ed with 1984, depending on the Member State. 
However, as we have seen, the yositive effect this improvement had on 
farm incomes was not enough, in most of the Member States, to offset 
the impact of the fall in the volume of production. 

Along with these two main sets of factors there have obviously been 
others that have helped to determine or magnify the fall in agricultural 
incomes in 1985. Thus, for example, the often dramatic drop in 
the income of the farmer and his or her family is not only due to 
the factors we have just been looking at. It may also be influenced 
by what is happening to wages, interest rates and rents,and the 
effect this has on the farmer's gross income. 
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If the results for 1985 are looked at in a longer-:-term context, 
over a number of years, the picture is as follows: 

A) so far as n_et __ va1E_e_ ~~d-~d __ at_fac_t~r- £O_~t ~e_r ~son working 
is concerned, des 11i te some fluctuation in recent years and 
its decline in 19:·'·5, averarre agricultural income in the Community 
for the 1983 19S5 'c1eriod is slightly higher in real terms ( +l.L~%) 
than that for the 197l1- 1976 period, and very much on a 1ar with 
that for the 1973 -1975 ;>eriod, including 1973 which was 
historically Gl•eaking the most favourable year of all for farm 
income in the Community. 

D) so far as Il_et J:_n_come _of_ th_e __ t~me_r __ al!_d_ his fa'!liJ_yJ>e£._ _pe:;:_son _working 
is concerned (i.e. after ded~ction of wages, rent and interest), for 
which the necessary data ig7 :ivailable for seven 1•1ember States, 
average income has substantially deteriorated, in 
real terms, over the last ten years, falling by 23% in total from 
1974--76 to 19113-85. Basically this has been due to wage-costs 
on the one hand, and the cost of ca_t~ital borrowings and farm-tenancies 
on the other, tendinG, on average, to r1m ahead of net value added. 
However, there have also been other factors that have helped to 
brinG this about, such as the process of restructuring Euro llean 
a{7icul ture and the reduction in agricultural em1->loyment both 
movin1~ at a s~.ower rate, etc. Nor should one forget that in many 
cases the fal. in income derived from farming has been 1artly offset 
by an increase in the income earned from activities outside farming. 
Suffice it to say that in 1979/flO about a third of the Ten-member 
Community's farmers Here engaged in a paid activity away from 
the farm. 

A~ can be seen from the follmJing- table, which is based on 
an Utxlatine; of the latest Farm Accountancy Data Network fieures, 
the fa1l in incomes in 19115, measured in the net value added 
at factor cost per 1--rork unit, was particularly acute for farmers 
Sflecialisinc; in r.ereals. However, it has to be said that in 1981~ 
this sector recorded an average increase in real terms of over 25%. 
The same arplies to S1Jecialist "field crops" farms (--14/b in 1985, 
+ 51~ in 19UL~), due mainly to the bad weather in 1985, and to 
horticulture ( --2;; in 1985, +l<};t in 19&1-). f1ost fruit-farmers saw 
their incomes making a recovery in 1985 after the fall ex1)erienced 
in 19:llJ. For the second year running IJigs and poultry specialists 
continued to make l-'rogress in income terms, whereas most of the other 
ty l'es of J i vestock farmers, whether srJecialists or mixed, suffered 
a sharl- dro 1> in incomes com1ared Hi th 19811-. This was particularly 
true of beef/veal and sheepmeat. 
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Table II Agricultural income (l) per person employed(2) 
in 1985 and 1984 for the main tyyes of production : EUR 10 
(in real terms) 

-- ~- - -- ·--- --

~ 
~ 
~ 
0 
::X:: 

@ 
(/) 

3 
u 
~ 
(/) 

~ 
A~ 
~~ 
::.::::x:: 

TYPE OF PRODUCTION 

Cereals 

General cropping 

--------- ·--- ------- -------------, 
%AGE ANNUAL RATE OF VARIATION i 

1985-19811- 1934-1983 

(ll) - 24 

(12) - 14 

26 

5 
. ---- --------- ~--- --· --- --

Horticulture 

Wine-growing 

Fruit & permanent cro~s 

------·· .. ·--~ ---
Milk 

Beef/veal 

Mixed cattle 

Sheep and goats 

Grain-eaters (lr) 

Mixed cropping 

Mixed livestock 

Cro1>s/ livestock 

(21) 

(31) 

(3) (32) 

(41) 

(42) 

(43) 
(ljl~) 

(51 & 52) 

(61 &(62) 

(71 & 72) 

(81 & 82) 

- 2 10 

- lj. - 12 

5 - 12 

- 3 0 

- 12 0 

- 7 l 

- 10 4 

3 :>30 

- 8 

- 5 
... 13 

0 

9 

9 

S_o.~c_e: updated FADN estimates (RFS) 

(1) 
(2) 

~4~ 

Agricultural income = farm net value added 
Person employed = annual work unit 
including olives and other permanent crops 
pigs and poultry 
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I. FINAL AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION IN 1985 

~~~ _ ag;:i_c~l t t!X'al_ J>rod.lJ..cii o~ 

Community final agricultural production(!) in 1985, although below 
1984's exceptionally high figure for volume, was nevertheless 
above even the highest of levels obtained before 1984. Despite a 
fall of 1.7% in 1985 due largely to the bad weather conditions 
for crop production - the volume of agricultural production has 
in fact carried on growing at an average rate of 1.5% a year 
for the past four years. The 1985 volume of production was down 
on 1984 for most of the Member States other than the Netherlands, 
Greece and Belgium. The decline was particularly marked in Germany 
(-3.7%), the United Kingdom (-3.2%), Ireland (-2.1%) and Denmark 
(-1.9%), in the majority of the Member States, in fact, most affected 
by the sharp contraction of their harvests in the crop sector. 
Over the longer period, however, it has been the Netherlands, 
Denmark, Greece and Ireland that have had a distinctly greater 
increase than the Community average in their volume of production, 
while the poorest growthrate was that recorded for Belgium and 
Luxembourg, as can be judged from the following table: 

(1) To simplify matters this text uses the terms "quantities produced", 
"volume of production", "final production in terms of volume" 
indiscriminately when it is in fact referring to final agricultural 
production valued at constant prices. "Final agricultural 
production" is defined as follows: 

Gross production 

Losses 
Intra-consumption (i.e. products used within the agriculture 
sector as means of production/inputs) 

This means that the rates of variation given in this 
publication may be different from figures derived from 
statisticsfbr the level of production. 
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Table 1 Annual rate of change (%) in final agricultural production, volwne 

----- ·---- ----------------------------------------
D F I NL B L UK IRL DK GR EUR-10 

1985 -J.7 -1.6 -l.J +1.5 -1.5 -J.2 -2.1 -1.9 +1.7 -1.7 

1984 +J.7 +5.5 -J.9 +J.5 +5.2 +1.8 +5.9 +8.4 +11.8 +5.4 +J.J 

197J/fl5 +1.? +1.1 +l.J +3.5 +0.5 +0.5 + l,l~ +2.0 +J.O +2.1 +1.5 
- - ----- - -- . -· ~ ----- --.--------- .. -. . - --- ------·-.-- --- ----~---

Since it was the harvesting of li\OSt of the crop outputs that was so 
decisively affected by the weather, boosting production in 1984 and 
setting it back in 1985, it is in cro11 production that one finds the 
stee~,Jest rate of decline in the volume of production in 1985. 
In Germany, for example, final crop production wont down by 7.6%, after 
having gone u~ by 14.~~ in 1984. The reduction for the United Kingdom 
was 7.5'/., comrared with a 21.6% increase in 1984, and in Denmark 
there was a fall of 11.2% after a rise in 1984 of 52.4%. The 
dro 1 in final crol' _production for Ireland was actually greater, at 20';&, 
than the :increase in 1984 of 19.5/b. The Netherlands and Greece were 
alone in having their crov out~ut go up in 1985 as 1>rell as in 1981-1-. 

So far as livestock ~roduction is concerned, it was down overall 
in C£rmany (-1.7%) and France (-2.1%), marking time in Italy, United 
Kingdom and Greece, and on the increase in the other Member States, 
especially Ire land ( + 1 .L1-;~) and renmark ( +2. 5%). 

Table 2 Rate of ch.;mae (%) in cro11 and livestock production, volwne, 

D F I NL B L UK IRL DK GR 

Final crop -7.6 +0.9 -2.4 +2.0 -1.5 -lJ.6 -7.5 --20.? 11.2 +2.5 
~roduction (1) 

I<,inal 
livestock -1.7 -2.1 +0. L + l. 0 +0. 8 +0. 6 -0.1 + 1.4 +2.5 -0.2 
l'roduction (l) 
-- ----. . - --- - -···---- --- ----- ---
Total 
final 
1jroduction 

-J.7 -l.tJ -l.J 
(2) 

-1.5 -1.5 -3.2 -2.1 -1.9 +1.7 

EUR-10 

-2.5 

-0.6 

-1.7 

--·---- --------------------------------------- ------------·--
(l) Deliveries only 
(2) Including variation in stocks and gross fixed capital formation in 

agricultural goods 
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The drop in the overall volume of crop production in 1985 as 
against the previous year, averaging 2. 5% for the Community as a whole, 
is mainly attributable to the steep reduction in cereals output in most 
of the Member States compared with the record levels in 1984 (-9.8% for 
EUR 10, compared with +30% in 1984). The relative fall in cereals production 
in 1985 was about 3% for France, over 10% for Germany, Italy, the United 
Kingdom, Belgium and Denmark, and 20% or more in Greece, the Netherlands 
and Ireland. This fall was basically due to two factors: 

a) there was a slight reduction - about 1.6% - in the total acreage 
under cereals, mainly because frost damage meant there was less 
land being used for winter barley, wheat, etc.; 

b) yields were down on the record 1984 levels because of the bad 
weather and the fact that less fertiliser was being used than in 
the previous year. 

However, despite the lower figures, both yields per acre and total 
production were still distinctly higher than the levels being reached 
prior to 19&~. This is confirmation of the steady upward trend that 
has been discernible in this sector for several years, especially so 
far as softwheat is concerned. 

Production of oilseeds once again surged ahead in 1985, chalking up an 
increase of around-20% over 1984, due mainly to the rise in sunflo~~ 
acreage and output. 

As for rootcrops and brassicas, although the production of potatoes 
went up in 1985 in most of the Member States (except the United Kingdom 
and Ireland), s~~et output, whilst increasing in certain Member 
States, turned downward in the Community as a whole. 

The overall production of ~resh vegetables fe~ slightly in 1985, 
while at the same time having gone up in several Member states. 

There was a further drop in the production of fresh fruit. This was 
mainly on account of the steep fall in Germany, the United Kingdom 
and Italy. 

Similarly, wine production also contracted in 1985, this time for the 
third year Inia row, but output still remains well above consumption. 
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.!_:~v_estock _.£z~uction 

The overall trend in livestock production in 1985 is the outcome 
of two distinctly opposite moves, namely, a reduction in the output 
of the cattle sector, both in terms of milk and meat production, 
·hut set against this, and partly offsetting it, an expansion in the 
production of pigmeat and poultry. 
So far as beef and veal are concerned, there were two factors that 
contributed to the fall in production of about J% in 1985 compared 

ywith 1984. Firstly, there is the fact that the second half ot 1985 
saw the start of the downward phase in the beef/veal production cycle 
which had peaked in 1984 and during the first half of 1985; secondly, 
there Has not so much of an impact from the slaughtering of dairy cattle 
due to the introduction of milk quotas, and the other incentives to 
rret out of dairy farmine adopted by most of the Member States in 1984, and 
which had he l:t)ed to boost the increase in beef and veal output 
in that year. 

As for milk _ _l)_!~d_uc~ip.!!_, estimates for the 1985 calendar year show 
the volume of production for the Community as a whole as about 1.6% down 
on 1981-~. The reduction was in fact greater for Germany and France 
(both -2.57&), the Netherlands (-2.0%) and Denmark (-2.3%). In Belgium, 
Ireland and Greece, on the other hand, milk production looks as though 
it has gone up by 2.5~. 1.8% and 0.9% respectively. It also appears that 
there was a significant increase in deliveries to dairies during the 
second half of 1985 which could mean that several Member States will 
have exceeded the amounts allocated them under the quota system for 
the 1 <JH 5/86 marketing year. 

l~i@TI_~a,._t _i.Jroduction went U}l by about 2.4% on average, but the actual 
increase in the Netherlands was 9%, the United Kingdom J,J/; and 
Denmark 5.1;~. l~oultrymeat J!roduction was also slightly up (about 2% 
on average). It was down in Germany and Italy but recorded substantial 
increases in France (J,ry~). the Netherlands (J.5%), Belgium (5.6%), 
the United Kingdom (4.9/~) and Ireland (6,_%). 

1985 saH the movement of farmgate prices slowed down considerably. In fact 
these prices actually dropped in several Member States, as the followine 
table shows: 
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Tabl~ Farmgate prices and rates of inflation in the various 
Member States (1985 over 1984/ %) 

Country 
-------- -----···------ ---

Final crop Final live- Final Rate of 
production stock pro- production inflation (1) 

duction 
. ----------· ·------ --· ---------
Germany - 1.9 
France - 0.4 (2) 
Italy + 9.6 
Netherlands - 8.0 
Belgium - 4.J 
Luxembourg + 8.1 
United 

Kingdom - 7.7 
Ireland - 8.0 
Denmark + 5.4 
Greece +14.0 

EUR 10 + 1.8 
--------·· 

GDP deflator 
Deliveries only 

- 2.7 - 2.5 + 2.1 
+ 2.7 (2) + o.8 + 5.7 
+ 4.5 +7.4 + 8.1 
+ 1.0 - 2.5 + 2.) 
+ 1.4 - 0.5 + 4.7 
+ J.l + ).9 + 4.2 

+ 0.7 - 2.6 + 5.5 
- 1.6 - 2.2 + 6.1 
- 2.1 + 0.1 + ).9 
+16.6 +14.7 +19.J 

---------
+ l.J + 1.5 + 5.1 (J) 

·- -----··--·- -

Figure not comparable with the Community farmgate prices average 
on account of the different weighting and method of calculation. 

In the majority of the Member States this slowing down in farmgate 
prices has been much more marked than the deceleration in the 
general rate of inflation that has been evident for several years 
in the Community. This means that aea.in more than in the past 
agriculture has contributed in 1985 to government efforts to curb 
inflation. '!he fact remains, nevertheleas,that this setback to 
fa.rmgate prices had a considerable impact on farm incomes in 1985, 
despite it being possible for this to be partly offset by a parallel 
reduction in the price of farm inputs, the costs to the producers 
of intermediate consumption goods and services. 

There were several factors that contributed to the deterioration of 
farmgate prices in 1985. Firstly, it has to be remembered that for 
several years now Community farming has experienced growing structural 
surpluses in many sectors of production. That being the situation, 
it would be unrealistic to think that farmgate pricescould get off 
scotfree from market forces. It is also bound to be the case that 
the market support systems set up as part of the CAP can no longer play 
the role they enjoyed when the Community was not in surplus. Secondly, 
in several sectors, and particularly in crop production, the 1985 farmgate 
prices continued to reflect the particularly high 1984 and 1985 output 
figures, and the resultant· accuniul8.tion of stocks. Thirdly, the 
quality of certain crops was seriously affected by the bad weather during 
harvest in several of the Community's northern regions, and this too 
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was sure to show UJ' in farmr,ate prices. Finally, so far as 
Germany and the Netherlands are concerned, it should be remembered 
that l January 19.35 saw the start of the second stage in the 
dismantling of the r•osi tive MCAs applied in these two Member States, 
as had been at.7eed when the farm price decisions were taken for 
l9·0Ji/E35. Since this brought with it a revalUL~~.tion of their 
res 1JCctive "Green currencies", (Jrices in the national currency 
went down by 5.1% in Germany (5.2% for milk and cereals), and 
by o.H% in the Netherlands (0.6% for milk and 0.7,0 for cereals). 
The loss of income was nevertheless offset by national measures, 
with a financial contribution from the Community, but these factors 
need to be taken into account for a more accurate assessment of 
hmr farmp,ate prices evolved in these two member countries. 

As reea_rds _<::.!:_Oy_jl~oduc_t_~. farmeate 1Jrices were down generally 
speaking in the main prcxlucer-countries for cereals and rootcro1)s 
and brassicas, with a drop of 8% in Ireland and the Netherlands, 7.7% 
in the United Kingdom, 4.3/~ in Belgium, 1.9/b in Germany and r.'+% 
in France. More particularly, so far as ~ereals are concerned, the 
yrice fell in all the Member States, exce1Jt Greece. This price fall, 
which ranged from 1. 5)~ in Denmark to 11. J% in Germany, was on account 
of pressure from the record 1984 harvest on the one hand, and due to 
the I'oor quality of _;_•art of the 1985 output on the other. Moreover, 
it should also be borne in mind that the institutional prices in ECU 
for the cereals sector in the 1985/86 marketing year have been lowered 
by 1.8% because the guarantee threshold in this sector has been 
exceeded. However, the most dramatic fall in the iJrice of crov 
products in 1985 was that exuerienccd by 1:_0tatoes. This was due mainly t~? 
increase in potato production which had already been at bumper levels 
in 19(11~, and resulted in a drOJ' of 70:'Va in France, 52% in the United 
Kingdom, i'rg{o in Ireland, and L!47~ in the Netherlands. 

In the V£__{Ie_tab~e :>ector prices were generally down in the r1ember 
States that had seen the volume of their production go Ul>, with falls 
of?,% for Germany, 7.5% for the Netherlands, 15.3% for Belgium and 
? .11~~ for the United Kingdom, as against price rises in the others. 

So far as li vesto~k _____l}_:;-cxluctio_n is concerned, 1-Jrices appear to have 
rallied slightly on average for 1985 in the catj;_le-f§.rming sector, 
giving an increase of 1.6% for the Community as a whole over the 

average for 1984-, except in Germany and Ireland where there were falls 
of J.5% and J.7% respectively. However, not only did the average price 
for fat:d.ock stay clearly below the guide vrice - and even below 
the intervention }1rice - but the second half of the year saw a fresh 
deterioration in the market prices and consequently in the farmgate prices, 
parallel with considerably more being taken into intervention stocks 
which reached almost 800 million t. by the beginning of the autumn. 
In respect of milk, farmgate llrices went U_t-> in all the Member States, 
( +2.6% on average) apart from Germany. This was virtually on a par 
with the average increase in the Community prices in the milk sector 
that stemmed from the price decisions for the 1985/86 marketing year 
(+2.8% on average in national currencies). 
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Farmgate prices for .vig_:farm_i_ng were, on average, on a par, it can be 
said, with those for 19~, but they did go uv in certain Member States 
such as Italy (+11.1%), France (+2.0%), the Netherlands (+1.0%). 
They also went down, however, in Germany ( 3.0%), the United Kingdom 
( 4.2%), Denmark ( 5.7%) and Ireland (-1.5%). 

3. Th~- val!!_e_ of f.!_na_! _a_~ic:ul_:t_ural __ p:t'_odu_ct.!_on 

The combined effect of variations in the quantities produced 
and of variations in farmgate prices is ex~ressed in terms of the 
variation in the value of final agricultural production, as shown 
below for each Member State: 

Table /.j. Rate of change (%) in the value of final agricultural 
-- --- -- vroduction at current prices (1985 over 1984) 

..... ----- __ -_-_D _____ r=·- ~-~j::-_:_ N_~ -=~ _) ___ ~1-~- :·me~~ IRL~=nR:_~-~~-:~- Etijij~o"--

Crol-' 
production 

Livestock 
vroduction 

Total final 
production 

-9.L~ +0.5 +7.0 -6.5 -5.? -6.6 14.6 -26.6 -6.4 +16.8 -0.7 
(1) 

-4.4 +0.5 +4.6 +2.0 +2.2 +3.7 +0.6 - 0.2 +0.4 +16.4 +0.7 
(l) 

-6.1 -0.8 +6.0 1.0 -0.5 +2.3 --5.7 --Li-. 3 -1.8 16.7 -0.2 
(2) 
- --. ~- - -·-·--·- -- .. -

(l) DeJiveries only 
(2) Including variation in stocks and gross fixed capital formation 

in agricultural goods 

As this table shows, in seven out of the ten Member states 
the value of final agricultural ~oduction went down in 1985. The fall 
was quite considerable in some instances such as Germany (-6.~), 
the United Kingdom (-5.7%), and Ireland (-4.3%). On the other hand 
this value rose in Greece (+16.7%) and Italy (+6.0%). When it comes 
to the factors that account for these variations one only needs to 
sum up at this juncture what has already been said about the volume 
of production and the farmgate prices. In Germany, the United Kingdom 
and Ireland the drop in the value of agricultural production is due 
both to the fall in prices and the reduction in the volume of production. 
In Greece, on the other hand, these two factors have combined together 
to push the value up. So far as the other Member states are concerned 
either the relative imlJrovement in farmgate prices was not big enough 
to compensate for the drO) in the level of production (France and 
Denmark), or it was actually bigger (Italy, Luxembourg), or, finally, 
the advance or the stagnation of production was more than offset by the 
deterioration in farmgate l~ices (Netherlands and Belgium). 
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II. INJ UT':3 ~- AGRICULTURlC 'S IN'lliRMEDIAT!i: CONSUJ\ll'TION IN 19H5 

Hhat ha:•iJen~ to the value of farm in::uts - a1:7iculture's intermediate 
cons urn •tion in tt~rms of its current l'urchases of F,OOds and services 
usr!d for its final ilroduction is of considerable im1•ortance so far 
as Hhat ha 1 •p<"ns to farm incomes is concerned. This is all the more so 
because thes·~ in 1,uts Jd.ay a relatively large iart in the value of 
final ,rocluction in, say, Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium, the 
United Kin~dom and Denmark. 

The over a 1 1 volume of in~·uts for the Community as a whole was 
virtually th·~ ·same in 1985 as for the previous year, increasinE" by 
only n. L?~- '1he situation varied, however, according to the Member 
State and th•: ty1,e of in1.ut. 

Table 5 changes in the va ~ue, volume and price of aericultural inputs 
and rates of inflation in the Community (;~ variation in 1985 over 1984) 

Country 

CArmany 
F'cancr: 
Italy 
Nethcr:ands 
;:el·;ium 
Lu,'Cem1JOlll',; 
United J~ifl'·;dom 

Ireland 
Denmark 
Crec·ce 

l!:UR I 0 

( I ) GDl dc!fla tor 

Value 

- u.6 
t :J. 0 
t- ).0 

0.5 
] • t~ 

1.5 
+ I .2 

+LG.o 

+ t .II 

Volume 

+ O.l! 
o.:'. 

+ 0.6 
+ L1.0 

- 0.:' 
o.n 

- ') , ) 

t~. ' 

+ l. 7 
I.J 

+ 2.0 

+ 0.1 

Price 

l.O 
+ J.i3 
+ 1!-.1: 

II .5 
1.6 
O.l• 

+ 0.7 
+ ?.5 

1.5 
+ lJ. 7 

+ l.J 

Hate of 
inf1ation (1) 

-+ 2. L 
+ 5.7 
-+ >l. 1 
+ ?.J 
-+ 1! • 7 
+ 1~. 2 
-+ 5.5 
+ t.J.l 
+ J.9 
+l9.J 

+ 5. L 

Thus the volume of in11uts went u 1J, for exam1)le, hy lJ1~ in the 
Nether lands, by 27~ in Greece anl~ l. 7/~ in Ire land, while it fell 
by 2. 2'(. in the United Kingdom, 1. 3% in Denmark and 0. 3;~ in France. 
Simi I arly, a:> re,";ards animaJ feed in ,,articular, the total quantity 
em:.loyed wen~, U_t.• by 5% in the-Netherlands, l .n;~ in Ireland and 
1% in GermanJ, but Hent d01m by I' .1;~ in the United Kingdom and 2% in 
France anrl v~nmark. 
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Less fertiliser was being used than in the previous yea~ when 
there .. was an increase in consumytion. Hence the volume of fertiliser 
used in the United KinGdom, for examyle, went down in 1985 by 6.8%, 
and there were falls of LVfo in Denmark, 3% in France and l. 5% in 
Germany, although in the Netherlands there was an increase of 3%. 
_En~r_gy consumj)tion went up in most of the Hember States ( +9fo in 
the United Kingdom), exce11t for Germany where it stayed the same. 

The increase in the pr_ice of inruts, which generally closely follows 
the rate of inflation recorded for the various Member States, 
remained well below the general price trend (+1.3% and +5.1~ 
reSJ)ectively for the Community as a whole). Several Memher states 
(Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium, Denmark and JJuxembourg) actually 
chalked u.r a fall, in nominal terms, in the price of inputs. 
The main reason for this most unusual event was the quite pronounced 
slum11 at timEB, compared with the 1981+ average, in }Jrices in the 
animal feed sector which went down by a mean 9% in the Netherlands, 
8.1~&-inDenmark, 8~~ in Germany, 5.&;~ in Ireland, 5.6% in the 
United Kingdom, 4.6% in Belgium, 3.~& in France, etc. Several 
factors helped to bring about this distinct decline in the price 
of what is for several Member States the biggest item in their 
farming production costs. Firstly, there was the fall in cereal 
yrices which began with the exceptional harvest in 1984 and continued 
for the greater part of J985. Secondly, the 1Jrice of rroducts 
acting as cereal-substitutes, particularly corn-gluten feed, also 
fell in 1981+ and during the first _t..art of 1985, while, thirdly, 
soya cake prices went down as well both in 198h and in the first 
eight months of 1985, averaging a dro_p of about 1<3~0 from one year 
to the next. 

Seed prices, too, either fell in several Member States 
(Germany, Belgium, Ireland and Denmark) or rose more slowly than 
the inflation rate. F_ert_i_::)Jser .r1rices , on the other hand, 
increased in almost all the Nember States both in nominal and 
in real terms, going U.tl in France and the Netherlands, for 
example, by 10/6, in Ire land by 12. 87~, in Germany by 5. 5~6 and 
in Denmark by 5. 7)~. 

If one com1.oare~ changes in the average 1Jrices farmers 
receive to changes in -the prices being _paid to purchase goods 
and services, i.e. if one sets farmga. te l'rices against the cost 
of inlmts, this gives a ratio which may be described as 
"the agricultural terms of trade". 
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I .• " Table 6 Cost 11rice ratio - the 1985 aericultural terms of trade 
(1984 = 100) 

D F I NL B ' 
" UK IRL DK GR EUR 10 

prices (a) 97.5 L00.8 107.l! 97.5 99.5 103.9 97.h 97.8 100.1 114.7 101.5 

In;,ut 
;rice::; (b) 90.0 lOJ.<'1 loL~.!J 95.5 98.11 99.6 100.7 102.5 98.5 113.7 101.3 

Cost/ 1 'rice 
ratio 9il.5 97. L l0?.9 10?. I lOLl 101'.3 96.7 95.ll 101.6 100.9 100.? 
(a) (b) 

As this table shaHs, broad_! y SJ>eakinG the Community's agricultural 
"terms of trade"tended to mark time in 1985. 1his was because the 
increase in the cost of inJ'uts, at 1.3%, did not go higher than 
the rise, albeit a very slight one, in farmgate prices ( + 1.5/&). 
The terms of trade actually im1Jroved in several Member States 
where the fall in the price of animal feed was a crucial factor 
(Benelux, Denmark) and where increases in farmgate prices were 
close to the rate of inflatjon .. In the other Hember States, on the 
other hand, where the fall or sta@lation in farmgate 1>rices was 
not entirely offset by a proportional reduction in the cost of 
inJ>Uts (Germany, France, United Kingdom and Ireland), 1985 saw a 
fresh <ieteriora tion in the agricul tura 1 terms of trade. 
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III. OTHER FACTORS AFFECTING AGRICULTURAL INCOMES IN 1985 

Generally speaking income can be defined as the balance between 
the value of a product and what it has cost to produce it. 

Farm incomes therefore depend not only on the quantities produced, 
the volume of inputs and their respective prices, but also on 
other cost components such as depreciation, output-related taxation, 
interest rates, rents, etc. The public subsidy that farming and 
the farmer may enjoy is also a factor. !>lore over, if the t<?.,tal 
income from farming is expressed in terms of income ~capita or 
~~ wo~~~1 what happens to agricultural labour must obviously 
also play a decisive role in what happens to income. Finally, it 
must also be remembered that if income development is to be measured 
in real terms and thus allow for the loss in actual purc~ng 
power from one year to the next, the rate of inflation must also 
be taken into account. Table 7 brings together all these factors 
affecting income from agriculture in accordance with the various 
income definitions used for the purposes of this Newsflash, along 
with the rates of variation for the different items as against 1984. 
Since we have already dealt with the value of final production 
and inputs we shall confine ourselves next to taking a_brief look 
at what has happened to the other more major items in this table. 

Subsidies -··"-····-· 

Subsidy to agriculture in 1985 from national government agencies 
or the Community institutions was up by 10.3 on average for the 
Community compared with the previous year, insofar as this figures 
in agriculture's economic accounts. In Germany, however, subsidy 
soared by 38.6,%. This was mainly because of compensation, through VAT, 
for the fall in support prices resulting from the dismantling 
from 1 January 1985 of the positive monetary compensatory amounts. 
As has already been said, the fall in German farmgate prices 
for most agricultural products in 1985 has to be viewed in the 
light of this increase in public subsidy for farming which was aimed 
at softening the impact on farmers' incomes. Subsidy also rose 
considerably in Ireland and Greece (by 19.j% and 18.1% respectively), 
but fell in France (by 4.0%), due mainly to the severe cutback in 
aid from t.he National Agricultural Disaster Guarantee 
Fund~ 



:--: 
1 : + Final procilction 
2 : Intemediate OOllS\IIption 

·--· . . 
3 : • Gross value added at . : . market prices 

·--· . . 
4 : + &lbsidies 
5 : ()Jtprt:-related taxes 
6 : Depreciation 

:--: 
7 : • Net value added at . : . factor oost 

·--· . . 
8 : Rent paid 
9 : Interest paid 

·--· . . 
10 • • Net~ fran fanning 

: . . of all persons working 
in agrirulture 

·--· . . 
: 11 : Wages paid 
·--· . . 
: 12 : .. Net i.ncxDe fraa farming of . . . . the farmer and his fail.y 
·--· . . . . . . Agricultural labour : 
: 13 : -total 
: 14 : - l.npl1id ·--· . . 
: 15 : Inflation rate 
·--· : . . 

16 :Indica-: Net value added at factor 
:tor A cost per person mployed . . . . (real) ( (7) : (13) : (15)) 

·--· . . . . 
17 :Indica-: Net incaDe frca fuming of 

:tor B . . the faDDer and his f.Uy, 
real. (U) : (14) : (15) 

.Diblr 1.&. ~ otfect~ ctKmgn J.n agrig.ll.tural iMJpeA 

(J.9t6 wer 1964+ 

D F' I IH 9 l lJI( TDL 

-6. 1 -o.8 +6.0 -1 .o -o,5 +2. 3 -5.7 -4,3 
-0,6 -t3.o +5 .o -o.5 -1.8 -1,2 -1.5 +4.2 

. - -------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------,-- ----- -------
-12, 7 -3,8 +6,5 -1 .s +1,4 

__ :::~-~-~~:::_ -~~~::_ -------- ------- ------- ------- -------
+38,6 -4.0 +2,2 -170,0 +5.2 -23,4 +1,9 +19.5 
-15.8 +7.5 +6.0 +3. 0 n.d. +2.9 -3,7 -6,7 
+1,5 +5. 0 +9,2 +2o0 -t7o0 +4,9 +4,6 +3.3 

·- -------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------
-13,2 -6.7 ~5.5 -3,0 .o.8 -t1,8 -13,8 -10.8 

·- -------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------
+3,0 -3.s +8.o +2,0 +15.0 +3,3 +8,4 +9.4 
+1.5 +8•8 +9,4 - +3, 0 +1.4 +2io4 -2.7 

-- -------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------
-18,0 -9.4 +4.9 -3.5 -0.4 +1 .7 -19.8 -12.4 

·- -------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------
+3 6 0 +2.2 ... s.o +2.0 +2.6 - +5,3 +3.7 

-- -------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------
-22.5 -12.5 i1.8 -4. s -0,6 ... 1. 7 -43.3 -13,9 

I - -------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------
-1. 1 -3 .o -3.5 -0,8 -1 '5 -2.7 -0.9 -2,5 
-2,6 I -3.0 -3.4 -o. 9 -1.5 -2.5 -o.5 -2.5 

-- -------- -----·- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------
+2.1 .s.7 +8,1 •2.3 +4. 7 +4.2 .s.s +6.1 

·- -------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ______ ... ------- -------
-14.0 -9.0 +lol -4.4 -2.1 +0 .. 4 -17,5 -13.8 

- -------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------
-22,0 -14,7 +0,4 -5.8 -3.6 +0.1 -46,0 -16.8 

- -------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- ------- -------
11~ RJt including Greece 
~2)GPD deflator (October 1985 forecasts) 

~ GR 

-1 ,8 + 16.7 
-2.8 +16.0 

------- -------
-0,6 +16,9 

------- -------
+4,4 +18,1 
... 5,3 +27.5 
+4,2 +24.8 

------- -------
-2.0 +16,3 

------- -------
-
-2.0 

------- -------
-1.6 

------- -------
+2.6 

------- -------
-3,7 

------- -------
-3.6 -1.9 
-3,6 

------- -------
+lo.9 +19.3 

------- -------
-2.1 -0.6 

------- -------
-3,8 
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The current value of output--related taxation went U_t.1 in 
certain ~1ember States (France, Italy, the Netherlands, Denmark 
and Greece) and declined in others (Germany, United Kingdom 
and Ire land) • 

D~:precia!ion_ 

Deyreciation is generally based on how much the durable means of 
production used in farming have depreciated in the course of the 
year. Any variation therefore reflects depreciation in agriculture's 
fixed capital assets on the one hand, and the trend in the price 
of capital goods on the other. Furthermore, the absolute level 
of depreciation also depends on the level of capitalisation in farming, 
on how much investment there has been in the past and which is 
contributing to the production process. Certain differences between 
Member States,so far as the relative importance of depreciation 
in farm income formation is concerned,can also be explained by the 
fact that the methods used to evaluate depreciation vary from 
one country to another. In 1984 (sic - ?) depreciation represented 
about one-third of agriculture's gross value-added in Germany, 
about 22% in the United Kingdom and Denmark, 20% in France, 18% 
in Italy, from lJ to 16% in Ireland and the Benelux countries, 
and barely 5% in Greece. Obviously, under these conditions, 
depreciation has a much greater effect on farm incomes in, say, 
Germany than in Greece. In effect whereas a theoretical rise in 
depreciation of 10% would be translated into a fall for Germany 
in net value added of about 5%, all other things remaining equal, 
in Greece the effect of that same rise would be almost ten times less, 
and the resultant drop in net value-added would only be about 0.5%. 

That having been said, in 1985, as in the previous years, there 
was quite a remarkable correlation between the rates at which 
depreciation varied as against the previous year, and the rates 
of inflation recorded in the various f•lember States. 

Rent uaid -----
In current value the rent paid by farmers went up in all the 
Member States apart from France, where it fell by 3.5%, and Denmark, 
where there was no change. It only also increased in real terms, 
however, in Belgium, the United Kingdom and Ireland. 
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Interest 1ai,d 

ThP-re was an increase in current values in the overall value of 
interest laid in most of the Member States, es1,ecially the United 
Kingdom, Italy and France where there was an increase in real terms 
as well. This contrasted with the fall in reaJ terms in Ireland, 
Denmark, Rel~ium, Germany and the Netherlands. 

The way in vrhich 3.{',Ticul tura l labour varies from one year to another 
has a considerabl ::· influence on what ha~1pens to the in~i vidual incomes 
of thosr; workin:T, in agriculture. Because of thP. almost rep;ular fall 
in the numbers wo~kinG in agriculture the trend in income !€r ~~rson 
eml>loye~~ is r;enera lly s ,1eaking ahead of the trend in total inc.~me since 
the latter is then spread out over a smaller number of work units. 
Because of the income indicators being used in this context, one needs 
to take two diffe~ent farming labour aggregates into account: 

To.!:_a1 I abour : this re 1 ·resents the work units - the farmer, his 
family and em 1Aoyees actually used for income formation, 
Jlro rata to th•; time spent on farminG. As Table 7 shows, the Member 
States' estimates !·oint to an avera15e reduction in manl;ower of 
z,lf:J~ in the Community, with the rate of variation for the various 
MembE·r StatPs ranging from - J.6% for Denmark to - 0.11% in the 
Netherlands. 

l]nl'aid_ la~ur : basically this re 1;resent the amotmt of work done 
by the farmer and his family, not including as it does paid emr,loyees. 
Accordinp; to the estimates SU!•plied by the f•lember States, illl!>aid 
labour fell at rour~hJy the same rate in l9'~5 as total labour, 
show in,; a dro;' in the order of 2. 6:7:. 

Hates of inflatiou 

~lince a,oricul tural income variations are ex;,ressecl in rea I terms 
TaLJe 7 gives the inflation rates in 1985 for the general economy 
(Gi'D deflator) for the various l1ember States. The fi{jliTes in Table 7, 
as 11ell as those used in com,1iling all the ) m~ome tables in this 
Newsf lash ex .-·ressr·d in real terms, re 11resent forecasts drawn Ul· by 
the Commission in Uctober 1985 in conjunction with the relevant 
national ar;encies. These figures may therefore require some slight 
revision in the cc·urse of 1986. 
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IV. AGRICULTURAL INCOMES fROM 1973 TO 1985 

Introduction . -... ~ --- .. - - .. -

Since farming is very much subject, as we have seen, to the vagaries 
of the weather~which can be markedly different from one year to the next, 
the annual variation in farm incomes has to be looked at in the 
light of an analysis that covers a number of years. It also has to be 
said that, quite clearly, one can only discern any basic economic trend 
by viewing it over the longer term. In this chapter we shall be 
looking into what has happened to agricultural income since 1973, using 
the two income indicators already mentioned. Before embarking on this, 
however, there are a cou1Jle of things to say by way of introduction. 
Firstly, one should remember that the period in question, which is the 
longest for which there is a compatible series of Community figures 
available, was preceded by a period when farm incomes tended to be 
extremely dynamic. Hence between "1968" (the 1967 to 1969 average) 
and 1973 in Germany, for example, agricultural income (i.e. net value 
added at factor cost per work unit) went up by about 25% in real terms, 
Hhile in France a~,d Belgium the increase was over 50%, in Italy about 
a third, and in the Netherlands over 20%. On the other hand, one 
should be reminded that 1973 - the first year in the period we shall 
be examining- was an exce~1tionally good year, both from the .Point of 
view of the weather and of farming 1~rformance in the Community. For 
certain ~!ember States it was actually their best year ir: the 
last twenty years. 

Finally, one should not lose sight of the fact that the extreme 
dynamism of farm incomes during the Sixties and the first yGars of 
the Seventies had been facilitated by a quite considerable restructurin~ 
process undergone by European agriculture and by a very sharp drop 
in the numbers em11loyed in farming. This was against a background 
where agriculture was still falling short in several sectors and the 
economy as a whole was pressing ahead very rapidly. The situation altered 
drastically with the second half of the Seventies,following the 
slowing-down in economic growth, the upsurge of unemployment, a steep 
falling-off in the exodus from farming, and the transition from shortage 
to what was increasingly becoming surplus for most agricultural production. 
It was inevitable, therefore, that farm ·:incomes would be affected by 
this deterioration in the economic scene, despite the fact that 
over this period at no point did the steady growth in yields even falter. 
Moreover, this was true not only of the Community but also for most 
of the other major farming nations in the world. Having said all this, 
let us now look at what has happened to agricultural income in the 
Community since 1973 in more detail. 
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Net value added 

Table 8 shows what has hap.Qened in three or four-year 1Jeriods since 
1973 to net va 1 ue added at factor cost l'er l'erson employed for each of the 
Member States, and for the Community as a whole, in real terms 
(indica tor A). 

Table 8 Net value added at factor cost 1·er l'erson em1Jloyed since 1973 
in real terms 

(1973 - 1975 average = 100) 

D I NL L UK lRL GR EUR 10 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

105.3 90.2 lOi+. J lOJ.R 102.1 99.2 95.0 120.1 98.0 ll1.L~ 100.1 

B'~. 9 83.?. 109.5 97.7 99.0 101.5 83.9 93.6 100.5 126.1 c;4.8 

8f).6 Fl7 .lr 107.0 116.7 116.7 l28.Lf 90.1 103.5 137.9 llj4.5 100.7 

. ------ ·- - ---- . -·- -- - --.-. --- --- -- ----

93.9 !lB.Cl lOil·. H J20.f3 117. I 125)1 98.7 ll5.5 152.7 147.5 103.2 

80.13 :10.8 l06.H 115.5 ]llj..J~ 125.9 81.4 99.5 l49.Ll- lLI-6. 7 96.6 

--- - - - - -- ---- - -- -- ---- -

As this table demonstrates, despite dipping ~uite substantially during 
the 1979-31 ~eriod, agricultural income of all ~ersons employed in 
farmin~ (net value added at factor cost ~er -work unit) remained, for 
the Community as a whole, relatively stantionary in real terms during 
the period from 1973 to 1985. The index figure for income development 
for 1982- 1985 is actually located at ~ractically the same level as for 
the base 1Jeriod and for the 1976 - 197il Jleriod. However, average 
Community evolution embraces trends that sometimes diverge as between 
Member States and obviously can also diverge within those states as 
between holdings and regions. Graph 1 gives a better idea of long-term 
trends in farm income in the various Member States, as well as the 
annual variation. 

This gra"'h and Table 8 both go to show that des~:~ite the relative 
decline in incomes in 1979 and 1980 at the Community level that has 
already been mentioned, a1:7icultural incomes improved considerably 
durinG the ~·eriod in question, in real terms, in Denmark (+37.9/'~ 
betv1een 1973 75 and 1982-n5), Greece (+Ltl-!-.5>: from 1973-75 to 1982 85), 
Belgium (+16.7%) and in Italy where, however, income can be seen 



-27-

GRAHl 1 

REAL INCOMES FOR THE WHOLE ECONOMY AND FOR AGRICULTURE 

( Average 1979. En 81 = 'IX) ) 
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to have marked time since the end of the Seventies. On the other hand -­
and still in relation to the average fer 1973/75, which again it 
shoul:i be said was a particularly good period for farming in most of the 
Member States -agricultural incomesdeteriorated in Germany, where 
they were down by 11.4% from 1973/75 to 1982/85, the United Kingdom 
( -9. 9>'~) and France ( -12. 6%). However, this under lying downward trend 
over the longer period has slowed down in all the Member States concerned, 
especially during the last five years, although one can also see 
greater variability from one year to the next because the fluctuations 
in the weather have been more acute than in the past. In the case 
of Ireland, where farm incomes soared spectacularly during the 
transitional period from 1973 to 1978 when it had just joined the EC 
and national prices were being brought into line with those of the 
Community, one can see that incomes plummeted between 1978 and 1980 
(by 33.3%) then steadily climbed back U) again between 1930 and 1984, 
again by 33.3%. 

\fuereas, as we have seen, over the long period real net value added 
at factor cost 1~r person employed has more or less marked time, 
the net income of the farmer and his or her family, the income obtained after 
subtracting wages, interest and rent from value added at factor cost, this 
has Jlroceeded to slump during the period from 1973-75 to 1982-85, as 
the following table shows. 

J~ble 9 Net agricultural income of the farmer and his family 
per work unit in real terms 

(1973 - 1975 average = 100) 

-------- ----- ·-·-- ---------·- -------------------------

1973 -- 75 

1976 - 78 

1979 - 81 

1982 - 85 

D F I NL B L UK IRL IK GR .l!.:UR 10 
(1) 

-----·---------- ----··- ----- --------- ---·------~- ··-------·-

100.0 100.0 100.0 n.a. 100.0 100.0 100.0 n.a. 100.0 n.a. 

105A P)r • 5 91.7 n.a. 100.9 94.6 88.2 n.a. 68.3 n.a. 

71.8 73.2 87.9 n.a. 91.2 97.5 6'-1-.8 n.a. ll.O n.a. 

72.5 75.0 7'-1·.3 n.a. 109.7 128.1 61.3 n.a. 66.0 n.a. 

78.9 75.9 69.9 n.a. 109.5 124.5 74.5 n.a. 86.5 n.a. 

61.6 6'-l. 7 70.2 n.a. 105.6 124.6 '-1-0.2 n.a. 83.2 n.a. 

-----------------

100.0 

91.7 

7L~.8 

71~.9 

77.2 
66.6 

(1) Not including Greece and the Netherlands or, from 1973 to 1978, Ireland. 
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What this table shows is that the net income of the farmer and his 
family dropped, on averaee, in real terms between 1973/75 and 1982/85 
by about 25% in the seven Member States for which the whole series of 
figures is available. In Belgium and :particularly Luxembourg, however, 
net income has gone up during the period in question (by about 10% and 
25'/o respectively). On the other hand, it has fallen steeply in the 
United Kingdom ( -38. 7~b) and Denmark ( -31J~'b), although in the case of the 
latter there has been quite a considerable recovery following the 
spectacularly plummeting incomes of 1979/81. In Germany, France and Italy 
the drop in net income is on a par with the Community average. 

S_o!fl.e. Cl..s . .rec_t_s __ o_f _tJl~ factor_s e~._ffect_ip.g ~-ic_u.!_t_ll!:~l .. i..n~::_o~e_s_ 9:_uriJ1g 
t_he J.~r.i_od_ f_rom .. ~J. _t_o )98.5 

As has already been stressed, what ha~pens to farm incomes depends on 
a number of factors, some of which are of a cyclical kind, such as the 
weather, production cycles, etc., while others are more structural by nature 
- the trend in the volume of production and the farming terms of trade, 
basic changes in the general economic context and in the situation 
on the agricultural markets, the rate of decline in jobs in farming, etc. 
It is not easy to isolate the influence of each of these factors on 
incomes in the various Member States, nor is it possible, in this context, 
to subject all the explanatory factors to an exhaustive examination. 
We shall therefore confine ourselves to looking at the main variables 
that we feel had the most decisive effect on farm incomes during the 
period from 1973 to 1985. 

Graph 2 depicts the trends during the period in question in the two 
main variables affecting net agricultural value added - final production 
in volume terms, and the agricultural terms of trade. \fhat this graph 
chiefly shows is that over the period from 1973 to 1985 there was no 
let--up in the growth in the volume of production, which went up, on 
averdge, at an annual rate of 1.5%, a1~. that is, from in 1976, 1981, 
1983 and 1985 which were the years bFxdest hit by bad weather. 
The agricultural terms of trade, on the othr:-r hand, after a period of 
relative stability and even, between 1974 and 1978, a slight improvement, 
then embarked on a more or less steady decline, esl~cially between 
1979 and 1980 as farmga.te prices failed to catch up with those for 
farming in:puts. Taken together these two trends combined at the Community 
level to bring above a relative improvement in agricultural incomes 
exyressed at net value added at factor cost between 1974 and 1978, followed 
by a shar~ drop in 1979 and 1980 and a recovery, albeit a rather erratic 
one, in the first half of the Eighties. In some Member States, however, 
such as Germany and the United Kingdom, the deterioration in the 
terms of trade set in earlier. Moreover, whereas in Denmark, Greece and 
the Benelux countries this decline was more than offset by a net 

increase in the volume of production (thus boosting incom~during the 
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CERTAIN FACTORS AFFECTING AGRICULTURA ', INCOME 
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1973-1985 period, the situation in the other Member States is ~ather 
different. Thus in France, for example, the two factors achieved a certain 
balance, although the underlying trend was for this to de18l1orate in the 
long term. In Italy the volume of production climbed steadily, along with 
the terms of trade, until 1980, resulting in a net improvement in incomes. 
This was followed, however, by a decline due as much to a fall in the 
amounts produced as to a deterioration in the terms of trade. In the 
Netherlands, United Kingdom and Ireland farm incomes picked up considerably 
between 1980 and 1984, mainly on account of the steep growth in the 
volume of production (by an annual 2.1%, 2.7% and 4.J% respectively) 
after the drop in output of the earlier years. However in 1985, as we have 
seen,farm incomes dropped again in these three countries, es1~cially 
the United Kingdom and Ireland, because of the bad weather conditions. 

Agricultural incomes in Germany during the 197J - 1985 period developed 
someHhat erratically, in a rather similar way, it would appea.It to the United 
Kingdom. After an initial r~riod lasting up until 1976 when, thanks 
to an im1)rovement in their terms of trade , farm incomes tended to be 
firming uv, they then moved steadily downwards until they reached their 
lowest point in 1980, since when they have fluctuated widely, rallying 
substantially in 198~, 1982 and 1984 because of the increase in the volume 
of production, and heading dotm again in 198) and 1985 under the combined 
influence of a drop in the volume of production and the deterioration in 
the terms of trade that had set in in 1976. 

The importance of depreciation in Germany, where in 1984 it made up about 
J5% of gross value added at market prices, compared with a Community 
average of about 21%, was also something that played a decisive role 
in the magnitude of the fluctuations in German agricultural income. 
One can get some idea of this simply by comparing Germany with Ireland, 
where depreciation only represents 16.% of agriculture's gross value added. 
In both these Member States 1985 saw virtually the same fall in ~ 
value added at factor cost (about -8.4%), but because of the different 
scale of depreciation in the two countries the fall in net value added 
at factor cost (i.e. after depreciation had been deducted) was 1).2,% 
in Germany and less than 10.8,% in Ireland. 

Another factor which in recent years has considerably influenced the 
slowing-do'ltm in the growthrate in farm incomes and even, in certain 
Member States, hastened their deterioration, has been the deceleration 
of the exocl.ds from agriculture, something that has already been mentioned 
and which, in more precise terms, amounts to a reduction in the volume 
of labour used in agriculture, largely as a consequence of the economic 
crisis. 



Hence, for exam11le, whereas the volume of farm labour was dropping at 
a rate of 3.5% a year in Germany during the period from 1973 to 1979, 
during the 1980 85 t1eriocl the annual fall l·las only 1.8%. However in other 
Member States such as Italy and Ireland workers were leaving the land 
at a sustained rate throughout the entire ,,eriod. 

Turninc; now to the second income indicator, i.e. net agricultural income 
of the farmer and his family, clearly one also has to add 1ay, interest 
and rent to the ex1Jlanatory factors a 1ready referred to. Table 10 
Gives an idea of how these various items evolved, in nominal terms, 
during the l-'€riod from 1973 to 1985 for each l"iember State. 

Table 10 Changes in the net value added at factor cost, in wages 
rent, interest and net agricultural income of the farmer 
and his family, in nominal terms 

(Indices 1983-85; base: 1973 75 = 100) 

}) F I Nl. B j, UK IRL DK GR 

Net value added at 
factor cost, overall 95.4 187.8 379.8 176.5 162.6 182.9 250.9 288.2 245.9 587.3 

Pay 1Ji).2 2711.6 539.0 n.a. 189.7 95.6 3<Yl.ll n.a. 181.8 n.a. 

Interest 

Rent 

16'+.6 4ll.J ]2?1.4 

191.0 11~8.[) JJS.l 

n.a. 

n.a. 

]86.6 ?If]. 7 526.5 

117.8 19).2 6o6.2 

n.a. 

n.a. 

1+4).8 

418.2 

Net agricultural 
income of the farmer 
& his family, overaJl 

n.a. l5l.J 13). l l7J.J n.a. 122.0 

Rate of inflation 

As this table shows, during the period from J973-75 to 1983-85 
net agricultural income of the farmer and his family rose, in global 
terms, less fast than net value added at factor cost in almost all 
the Member States for which data is available. In Germany, though, 
there was a fall in nominal terms in both net value added and in the 
farmer and his family's net income, which dropped by more than net 
value added at factor cost. This is due to the fact that in several 

n.a. 

n.a. 

n.a. 
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wages 
Member States either \r" or interest and rents, or all three of 
these put together, have gone up faster than net value added at 
factor cost, and often faster than inflation. 'Ihus, for examJ-•le, 
in_:te:r;_e_st _ _g~.id tripled, in nominal terms, in France, Belgium and 
Denmark, quadrupled in the United Kingdom and, in Italy, showed a 
twelvefold increase, far outstri{•ping not only net value added but also 
the rates of inflation. As for !fM9.!LJ.>a_i_d, these went up in real 
terms in Italy, France and Belgium, and in Germany and the United 
Kingdom, moreover, they went up faster than net value added 
at factor cost. Finally, the r~p~~ bei~ ~~~increased in real terms 
in Germany, the United Kingdom and Denmark. 

Another component which plays a decisive role in what happens to 
the income of the farmer and his family is the relative importance 
of each of these charges on the net value added of agriculture in the 
various Member States. In the United Kingdom, for example, in 1984 
they represented about 56% of net value added at fact0r cost (cf.about 4Q% 
in 1973), most of which was accounted for by wages, In current 
values these costs went up overall between 1973-75 and 1983-85 by 246%. 
However, because of their importance in British farmers' income formation, 
whereas net value added at factor cost showed an overall increase 
during the same 1~riod of 150.9%, the net income of the farmer and his 
or her famiJy - in other words, the income left after deduction of 
pay, interest and rent - only went up by 71.3% in nominal terms. 
For the same reasons, and still in the United Kingdom, the net income 
of the farmer and his family per work unit dropped in 1985 by 4-6% in 
real terms, whereas the net value added at factor cost only fell by 
17.5%. Similarly, in Germany, where in 1984· these costs represented 
about 38% of the net value added at factor cost (24% in 1973), half of 
which was going on interest charges, the net income of the farmer and 
his or her family per work unit fell between 1973-75 and 1983-85 by 
27.j% in real terms, whereas the fall in net value added at factor cost 
per work unit was only ll.4% during the same period. 
More or less the same thing happened in Italy, mainly on account of 
the considerable increase in farmworkers' pay (4% of net value added 
in 1984- cf. 27% in 1973) and in interest being paid (12% in 1984 cf. 
37C: in 1973). In this Nember State, in fact, agricultural pay in 1984 
on its Olm represented all in all a greater charge on the net income 
of the farmer and his family. '!hat is the reason why the net income 
of the farmer and his family plummeted between 1973-75 and 1983-85 
(-25.7% in real terms) despite the increase in net value added at 
factor cost per work unit. The same applies to Denmark where interest 
charges have come to dominate agricultural operating costs (about 53% 
of Bet Yalue added in 1984 as against 25% in 1973), although recent years 
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?~6 !andeo to see this slow do~:n somewhat. Given these conditions, 
J.~!cHmc as no sur::rise that the net income of the farmer and his 
family fell between 197}-75 and 198'' n5 by Lilv;~ (it was even as much 
as 901: dm~n at the end of the Seventies), whereas net value added 
shot u ' durinG the same J)eriod ( +J8}~ in real terms). 

vfuat can be said, in conclusion, is that during the last twelve years 
in most of the Member States the deterioration in the agricultural 
terms of trade , es1 ;ecially since 1976, and the increase in certain 
o1)erational costs (mainly de11reciation, interest or :pay) have not 
sim~:ly offset but actually outweiGhed the favourable effects tfiat 
boosting the volume of ljroduction and reducing the number of jobs in 
agriculture have had on l'er ca1'ita farm incomes. 



.PART II 

AGRICULTURA,. INCOME BY TYl'li: OF FARMING AND 

INCQt.1E DISTRIBUTION 
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l. Foreword 

As Wafl spelled out in the introduction to this Newsflash, the 
analyses of incomes by types of farming that follow (1) are based 
on data compiled by the Community's Farm Accountancy Data Network 
(FADN). The latest figures available at the Community level 
are for the 1983/84 accounting year and have as their base a sample 
of close on J.to,ooo holdings representing over 2,700,000 agricultural 
holdings altogether. For 1984 and 1985 estimates have been arrived at 
with the aid of an "u:pia ting" model, using both the latest accounts 
available and coefficients relating to the most recent years' quantities 
and prices. 

Since by definition FADN's survey does not cover the total number 
of agricultural holdings, some figures for ~he w~ol~ of the holdings 
represented in the FADN may differ from those obtained for 
agriculture as a sector at the macro-economic level. Thus, for 
example, FADN only covers holdings greater than a certain economic 
size which market a large part of their output. Clearly it is not 
possible, in these circumstances, to get the micro-economic findings 
to chime perfectly with those at the macro-economic level, but 
one does find remarkable consistency between the two sou~es. 

The following table gives the results of these estimates for the 
1984· and 1985 calendar years 

(1) Because of the methods used these analyses are only 
based on Indicator A for agricultural income, namely, 
net value added at factor cost per work unit in real terms. 
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Table 11 Changes in agricultural income (1) per person employed (2) 
in 19135 and 198/.1- for the main ty1)es of farming (in real terms) 
(EUR LO) 

TYPE OF FARt1ING 

Cereals 

General era .tJS 

Horticulture 

Wine growing 

(11) 

(12) 

(21) 

(Jl) 

~ Fruit & 1~rmanent crop~3 ) (32) 
z § M;~---------------- ------
o 
::r:: 

(41) 

q Beef/veal 
til 
Cl) 
H 

~ 
H 

~ 
Cl) 

Mixed cattle 

Shee 11 and goats 

1--'igs and paul try 

f3 Mixed era 1Jpi ng 

z . . @ S Ml.xed h vestock 

~ ~CrOJlS/livestock 

(Li-2) 

(43) 

(LfJ+) 

(51+ 52) 
--· --- ---
(61+ 62) 

(71+ 7?) 

(Gl+ 82) 
---- -- - -

ANNUAL VARIATION (%) 

26 

5 

-- 2 10 

- 4 -12 

5 -12 

- 3 0 

-12 0 

- 7 1 

-10 It 

3 >30 
--- -- ---------

- 8 0 

- 5 9 

-13 9 
----- -----

- 8 ll-

-------- --------------- -------------
S_ ource: u1rlated FADN figures (RFS) ----

g~-
(3) 

Agricultural income = net value added of holding 
lJerson emlJloyed = annual work unit 
including olives and other l'ermanent crops 
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As one would ex1~ct after reading the first part of this 
Newsflash, table ll shows that in 1985 ho_ldings __ s~cA~l._i_si~g ___ in_ -~-~~eal_~_ 
had a _L>articularly marked fall in their income. This averaged 24P;b 
and can be put down both to the reduction in output compared with 
the bumper harvest the previous year (19&~), and to the deterioration 
in the "terms of trade" in this sector, with the fall in farrngate 1->rices 
for cereals and the considerable increase in certain cost elements, 
es1Jecially fertiliser. However, it is worth remembering that 
graingrowers' incomes shot up in the 1->revious year- by 26% on average -
as a result of 19811 's considerably expanded cereals production. 

Another sector where incomes dropped quite a bit in 1985 - and 
virtua1ly for the same reasons - was that of holdings specialisinB" 
in geQeral_c~o~s, most of which grow a combination of different 
crops [su~arbeet, brassicas, rootcro~s, particularly potatoes, oilseeds, 
field crO!lS, etc. ) • The fall in income for this type of farming 
averaged around 14% in 19·35, whereas in 1981-~ it had chalked up a gain 
of 5%. 

Snecialist h<?._~tif_~_ltu:r_e saw its incomes decline somewhat compared 
with the previous year when they had increasedconsiderably. This 
deterioration was vartly due to the reduced volume of output 
and Iartly to the growth of _production costs, _particularly energy 
and fertiliser, while farmgate prices had distinctly yrogressed 
on average in the Community as a whole, apart from certain northern 
Member States where they went down. For fru_!_tgr_o~_e_rs, on the other hand, 
1985 was not as bad as the previous year and incomes did in fact 
increase by an average 51~ whereas in 1981~ they had: fallen by 12;{;. 

~~ne_~?~~rs again suffered a drop in incomes, although at 4% this was 
not as big a fall as the previous year when their incomes went down 
by an average 12%, although the situation does vary from one 
Member State to another. 

DeSlJi te lower prices for animal feed in 1985, incomes fell in the 
c_a_-t_t_l_~--:f~_i_l'!_g sector. The fall, which >-ras quite steep in some 
instances, was more pronounced for farmers specialising in beef and 
veal 1~roduction, where incomes were 12% down on 1981-1-. What· in. fact. 
ha_::;pened here was that the volume of production was less in most of 
the l'!ember States than the ~Jrevious year which had seen an exceptional 
level of slau{';htering due, in part, to the implementation of the 
Community milk 1uota system and to the incentives to get out of dairy 
farming enacted by several Hember States. This meant that the 
slight recovery in 1)rices ,,ras not enough, taken as a whole, to 
coml1ensate for the dro:;_1 in the volume of production. 
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Generally speakinG there was less of a fall in income - 3/~ on averaGe -
for SJ_ec_i?-..J_i_s_t dairy farm_e_rs, since milk 11rices made a significant 
recovery in almost aJ 1 the t1ember States in 1985. This did not, however, 
out'<eie;h the ctro1' in the volume of out]'ut which resulted from the 
application of the milk quota system. 

Agric11J tural incomes in factory farminG (non -free ranGe l'igs and ·['oul try) 
im1,roved for t.he second ye~ -runnin~,- although not by as much as in 19811 
when they Hent u~, by over JO/~, com1ared with +3/S in L9C35. However, 
it should be remembered that incomes in the L'iL'1T!eat sector tend 
to evolve in an irregular way because of the pigfarming l'roduction cycle. 

Table l? show:; what h<'·l'llened, in terms of FADN estimates, to farm incomes 
by ty ,e of farming in the various Member States. As a general rule 
the overall r•Jcul ts of these estimates for all the commercial ho Ldinc-s 
covered by FADN in the various Member States uo not differ si811ificantly 
(except perha 1,s for Belr;ium, Denmark and Italy) from those set out 
for a,:;ricultu:r,c, as a whole in Part I of this Newsflash. 

However, the 'iata in Tabl c 12 is only considered to give some idea 
of the size o~' the variations in farm incomes hy ty1e of l'roduction 
in the variou:> i1ember States. 

Af', has alreadi been said, the biGgest fall in ae;ricultural incomes, 
and one that Has CXi'erifmced 1n all the l·1ember States, was that 
suffered .)j· f;U?_I!l_s s.:.:_ecia11-_~_i_nc in cere_als, re,.resenting about 6~::. of 
the commercial hoI dings. The mag-nitude of this fall in the various 
l·lembcr States can 1 artly be accounted for by the S_l-lectacular (7'0Hth 
of in-~omes in this sector in I 9fJL1. In r'-.f'!rmany, the United Kingdom, 
Denmark and Ireland, where grainfarmerg incomes had shot u1, by over 
JO/u in real tArms in 1981-1, there were falls in 19135 rancing from 25 to 
more than JO:-S. Cerealgrowcrs' incomes also l' Lummeted in France ( -27>~) , 
Italy (--167~) and Greece (-1?}~). It shouJd be t'ointed out, however, 
that dcs1•i tc these losses, as we shall see further on, farm incomes 
fron1 cereals ::~.s a s ,,ecialist cro l' remained weLl above the averacc, 
in 19'l5/ 86, for all tYl·es of farminG put together. The fall in income 
of holdings s•ecialising in e_enera_l_£r.9..i'~- (about 1111~ of commercial farms) 
was . .articulacLy steep in the Netherlands, where it was over JO/o and 
main 1 y causal lly the collai se of ,otato i'rices, the United Kinr,dom ( -2o:x:), 
IreLand (-??/0, I!elgium (-W;'b) and France (-15~~). 
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Table l2 - Agricultural incomes (1) per work unit in 1985.,by main type of farming 

(Change'% coapared with 1984, in real terms) 

: ~ of 
=total · • 
=cOJIIlllercial D 
:holdings: 

<-30 

F 

-27 

I IlL 8 

-16 

L UJC IK Dlt H 

-26 : <-30 -24 -12 

IURl.O 

-24 Cere!Lls 

General crops 
(11) 

(12) : 

6 

u -15 : -16 : -8 : <-30 : -18 : -20 : -22 : -11 : +1-0 : -14 

-------------------------------:--------:------:------:------:------:------:------:------:-------:------:-------:-------: 
Horticulture (21) : 2 : 10 : 1 : -4 : -7 : -U: - : -3 : - : 20 : -2 : -3 

Wine-growing (31) : 6 : <-30 : 0 : 4 : - : - : <-30 : - . - : - : -5 : -4 . 
5 : 5 Fruit & ~rmanent (2) (32) : 9 : -15 : -5 : 13 : 3 : 7 : - : -27 : - . 9 : . 

:E~~--(?) ______________________ :--------:------:------:------:------:------:------:------:------:-------:------:-------: 
Milk (41) : 19 : -4 : -2 : -2 : 2 : 2 : 4 : -7 : -8 : -9 : -4 : -3 

.Beef/veal (42) : 4 : <-30 : -13 : 3 : 2 : -2 : -3 : -12 : -22 : - : -14 : -12 

Mixed cattle (43) : 4 : -13 : -8 : -2 : 8 : -1 : 1 : -10 : -14 : -12 : - : -7 

Sheep and goats (4-') : 5 : - : -7 : -3 : - : - : - : -21 : -19 : - : -1 : -10 
Pigs and poultry (51+52) : 1 : -8 : -6 : 22 : 16: 0 : - : -22 : - : 3 : -20 : 3 

-----------------------------------:--------:------:------:------:------:------:------:------:------:------:------:-------: 
Mixed cropping 

Mixed livestock 

Crops/livestock 

(61+62) 

( 71+72) 

(81+82) 

10 

7 

13 

-2-' 
-13 

-18 

-9 

-7 

-15 

-· -2 

-7 

-4 

H 

-7 

-13 -24 

-1 4 -15 

-11 -20 

3 

-27 

-10 2 

-8 : +1-0 

-7 : -4 

-8 

-s 
-13 

-----------------------------------:--------:------:------:------:------:------:------:------:------:------:------:-------: . 
ALL TYPES : (100) -12 : -9 : -2 : -3 : -7 : -3 : -17 : -15 : -8 : +1-0 : -8 

Source : up:lated FADN estimates (RFS) 

(1) Agricultural income = farm ·net ·value added (2) including olives and other permanent crops 

of>, 
0 
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The trend in incom: from S[lCCialist !lo~t_t~ult,_uraJ ___ holdin[IS tended to 
be relatively 1•oor in Italy, the United Kinc;dom ancl the Benelux countries, 
but Has rather r;ood in Germany and Denmark. Income from win~_::£!:OWing_ 
was incJined to m<~k time in France, and rose slightly in Italy, but 
dro ·ued •reci ·itately in Germany berause of the drastically reduced 
vo hune of , •roduct ion. Trends in ~~ci_a_l_ist_ fruitf~_ip~ are also in 
marked contrast from one Memher State to another, Hith income in Italy up 
again considerab 1 r after fallinrr, in the l'revious year, making gains in 
Ce L, ;i urn and GrccC•! but shmling a shar l, dec line in Germany and the 
Uni tccL Lingdom. .3~cia lis!-_ c1air.z..f1U'ltl~~;r-_s, who make u,, about 19}6 of the 
commercia; holclin.~:s, saw a slight income deterioration in Germany, France, 
Italy ancl Grcer.e in 19115. The fall was more t•ronounced in the United 
Kincuom, Ire I and a.nd Denmark, but in the Benelux countries, on the other 
hancl, thoro was s.Jmothinc; of a recovery in dairyfarminc; income. 

The dro > in income from beef and veal referrecl to at the Community level 
Has ,,articular Ly stee !' in- Germany, Hh.'ere it exceeded JO~~. Ireland ( -2~ ;s) 
and France (-·lJ~£), aJthouc;h Italy and tho Netherlands recorded a slight 
increase in income. 

A' though incomes from ~e_cj._a_L_i~t ~ilL and_ .L!_O_u}__!.ry·-fC~F_Il!.i_r:!G were slightly 
hit~her on averac:c- for the Community as a whole in 1985, they were 
very mucl! redur.ecl in the United Kinr,Uom, Germany, France and Greece. 

Finally, mi_xed hoJ_d_l_n_c:s, vrhich account for about JCY,~ of all ho ldines, 
ex ·erie need an almost general dro:' in income in nearly every f·1ember State. 
Thic. can b(• ut down to the combined effect of the various factors 
desrril-2r above 1.hieh influenced the s, ecialised holdin:i's' incomes. 
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VI. AGRICULTURAL INCOMES BY TYF.l!; OF FAR~UNG FROM 1979 TO 1985 

As Table lJ and Graph J demonstrate, although farm incomes have been 
subject in recent years to almost regular annual fluctuations on account 
of the effect the opposite extremes in weather conditions have had on 
agriculture, they can nevertheless be said to have hovered on or around 
the same level for the period from the 1979/80 marketing year u11 to 
1985/86. There are, however, differences, some of them quite considerable, 
between one type of farming and another, not only in the way thP.se have 
developed but also in terms of the absolute level of incomes. In ~rop ...QE.Oduc· 
tne highest incomes obtained during the period, despite considerable 
seesawing from one year to the next, have been those going to specia~ist 
ce~eals_. holdJ:.p._gs (although these are only a portion of all the farms 
where cereals are grown). The incomes of these holdings reached their 
highest level of the period in 1984/85, outstrii>ping the average income 
for the "commercial" holdings taken as a whole by as much as 65'1~. 
Although, as we have seen, it would be true to say that income from syecial: 
cereal-farming took a dive in 1985/36, it would be equally true to say 
that this income was still 36% above that year's average. 

The same applies to po19:_ings SJJ~<?_ial_isi~g_ __ ip_~n_e_;:a_l_ cr~if!g. A_rart from 
in 1985/86 their incomes increased at a regular rate and were20% above 
the average despite this latest year's setback. 

_?_Eeci_<!.l;i..s_t_. ho_r.!:_i_c_ulture 1-~as already one of the sectors with the highest 
income level at the start of the lJeriod, and in recent years has im:,1roved 
its economic performance. On the other hand ~i~ial~?t ~in~~w~rs 
have seen a substantial deterioration in their income over the r,eriod, 
which has seen them slide dm-rn rdnce 198J/8h to below the average 
for all holdings, whereas in 1979/80 they had been IJ-0}6 above it. 

So far as li vest~ck. :production is concerned, the incomes _l)er work unit 
in this sector have been well above the average throughout the period, 
des1dte distinct seesawing from one year to the next in the incomes 
of !?.l_e9_~a~J__s t I>i_g_ _ _?.n<!__:2.<?_Ul t!Xf:.¥Mer~. 

The same is true of sr,eci~~is~-~ai!l_hol_ding~, although in this case 
incomes were not so far removed from the average, and the gap was getting 
smaller. Income from §J_.,ecialis~ E_~_ef _§:_n_q_ __ y_e_al:_ __ h_Q_l_c!t_n_~, on the other 
hand, and from mixed cattle-farming, vrere located beloH the average during 
the period. 

Finally, !!l_i_?C_ed hol_q_ip._gs, 11hile following the same trends in income as 
those for holdings as a whole, generally did less well than the latter. 



_Table lJ. Agricultural income ( l) per work unit during the 1979/80 - 1985;:?6 
r.eriod~ by main type of farming (in real terms) 

-------------------------------------------------·-r-----------------r-----------------------------------------------------------------~---------------------------------------------~ 
I I I I 

: ·~ of total : E~ 9 ! ElJI 10 
1 

I ~ommercial : Average a l ty:;:.es of farming I Average all tvnes of' farming 
TYPE OF FARMING ._. ' ' ~ : 19111/112 = 1 oo 1 1981 ra? = 1!lf" : 

: holdings ~---------~---------r--------r--------r---------i-----------------+----,----T-----,------r--------l 

---,----------------------------------------------~-----------------~-~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~--~2~~~~~~-~~~~~~~=-~-~~~=~~-L~~~~~:_l~~~:~~-JL~~~~-~~:~:~~~=~~~~~~~~~~:~~-J 
1 I I I I I I : : I : : : 
1 I I I I I I I 1 1 I 1 
1 Cereals <11> : 6 : 139.9 : 136,~ : 1346 7 : 155 .. o : n11.1 : 173.4 1 131,5 142.,1 156.5 HS.4 1 17~4 • 132,4 1 
I I 1 I I I I I : : : 
1 I I I 1 1 I 1 1 I I I 

: General crons <12l : 1~ : 116•7 : 112.4 : 119•2 : 122,1 : 131.,1! : 137,2 : 116,2 100.0 99.6 1050 8 : 110 .. 6 : % 0 0 • 
1 I I I I 1 1 1 1 I I : 

:-------------------------------------------~----------------+---------r--------+------~------· ~--------~-----~- - ~~--------~ 
: : ! : : : f : : 

~: Horticulture <21> : 2 : 1270 9 : 121.2 : 128.,0 116,1 : 1340 5 147•6 1470 3 137,.5 124.1 143e6 ! 157.7 l 157.,4 l 
~ : : : : : ; : : 

~: Wine-growing on : 6 : 14:5.0 : 1021 5 : 96.,5 121.3 : ~00.6 81!.,4 87•1 100.4 124,9 103.,8 : 92,6 : 91.o : 
Q t I I I I J 1 I I 
HI I I I I I I I I 

o: J:l'rll.l.t. & permanent crons (2) <32> : 9 : 91•1 : ~~~o,e : 113.8 74JJ : 811 1 5 740 6 11.1 n.1 68,1 78,6 1 ro.o : ~o : 
:X:: 1 - I I I I 1 I I I 

~-------------------------------------------~----------------~--------~------~--------r--------r---- -- ~ 
~ !' . : : : : I ~ ltilk <41J i 19 1 110,.1 i 1030 8 1 ttz.o 1 1zz,1 113.2 1 111,1 I 109.7 12<1.9 
tf) I 

1 
I I I I 

~ : Beef; veal C42> 4 : 65•5 : 700 2 I 96.,4 : 92•7 811.4 87.8 1 77e3 1 103,.11 
< I I I I I 1 1 

I I I I I 1 1 

~ : Mixed ,cattle C43> 4 : 93.7 : 116.0 : 1!5,1! : 98,1 116.,9 116.8 : 81•5 : 9Z.6 
~: : : : : I I 
;:c.. •1 Sheep and goats <44> 5 I 80,9 : ra.a : 93.,1 : 83•8 82o2 SileO t' 75,4 

1 
79•0 

tJ) I I I I 
I I I I I 1 

1 Pigs and :;:>aultry <51+52> 1 : 196•6 : 1621 8 : 223•3 : 186.6 143.,8 1950 0 : 191.,9 239.,0 
I I I I I 1 

--+------------------------------~----------------~--------~--------+-----+------r-------r-------r 
f • • : : l : I : I I i t5 : M1.xed croppl.ng C61+62> : 10 : 75.,3 : 6J.O : 59.,0 : 6t.4 : 63 .. 9 : 62.9 : 571 4 6(1.9 6?..5 : 64.,5 

2: : : : l : l : : : : 

~~ ~ :Mixed livestock <71+72> : 1 : ~o : 7S.2 : I!S.7 : 94,6 : 79.1 : 115,.0 1 SQ,7 19.2 H.O t' c.s 
....,::{ I I I I I I 1 1 1 

nz.5 122.2 120,0 

99.,5 9So0 114,3 

105.9 93.8 '13,7 

73.6 71,1 76.o 1 

187.3 148.,3 201.0 

64.6 

19.7 

11&,4 

13,.1 

l7p9 

670 0 

197._6 

59,1 

15•3 
I I I I I I I I I I 

~ g :Crops/livestock <111+1!2l : 13 : 90,1 : 85•1 : ~4 : 9&.6 : 91 0 7 I 9e.6 : 116.3 93.8 102,3 , 94.5 : 101 1 6 i "•2 
I I I I I I I I I I I I ____ L __________________________________________ ~----------------~--------~--------+1 -----+' _______ _L ________ _L _______ JL I I : : 

I I I ' I I I I 
- : : : : : : I : I : I I 

AJ. TYPES : (100) : 102.2 : 93,! I 100.0 : 105.9 : 101.9 ! 105.2 'I ~9 I 10Q..D I 104.,5 I 1110.6 I 104.2 I 96.5 
I I I I I I I I I 

-------------------------------------------------L-----------------L---------L---------L--------L--------L--------~-----~------- _____. 

~: FADN re~lts 1979/80 - 1983/84, weighted on the basis of the 
current year; FADN estimates 1984/85 - 1985/86 

(l) Agricultural income - farm net value added 
(2) including olives and other permanent crops 
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GRAffi. _ __J_: AGRICULTURAL INCOME (l) FOR '1m MAIN TYPES OF FARMING IN 
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VII AGRICULTURAL INCOf1E3 BY ECONOMIC SIZE CATEGORY FR0!1 1979 TO l98J 

Talll.c~ 111 shows how agricultural incomes have evolved by economic size 
of hoJdinr~ (reading the figures in the hori~ontal direction) and 
at the same time gives some idea, albeit a very basic one, of the 
internaJ dis ,arities within Community farming (taking the figures 
vertically), accordinr; to the same criteria, for the ,'eriod from 
19?9/flO to 1):\Jj'=Jli. The fic;ures in this table need to be inter 1•reted 
with ct certain amount of caution since the real situations they cover 
an~ often not sllfficiently alike. Firstly, both the movement in time 
and the level o:.elincomes for the various economic sizes of holdinc;s 
arr~ irrflu:mCEd by the actual si7.e cate~ory itse If, and by the ty,,es of 
farminc; that are ty 1>ical of the various categories. Secondly, one 
should not l·)se sight of the fact that these are Community averages 
vrhich may be concealint~ considerable variety, in reality, as between 
on<! tlember State and another. This having been said, it does not 
Jetrc:tct from the fact that there are severaL quite interesting conclusions 
to 1Je drawn from the fi~es in Table 111. 

Hence, for exam;' le, one can say that generally s 1,ea.king it is the 
smal' and the very small holdings that have been hardest hit by 
the deterior'ltion of incomes durinG the period from J979/30 to 1983/r:liJ. 
Thn large holdings, on the other hand, have manar;ed either to safeguard 
thnir incomes, or to benefit, on occasion, from their relative 
im ~rovement c'r from less of a reduction in relation to the averae;e. 

So far as the income disparities ~~er economic size category are concerned, 
one finds th~t averac;e income 1 >Cr work W1i t r;ets bigger as one passes 
from the sma tlest in size to the larr~est holdinr;s. On average 
the largest holdings actually enjoy an income per work W1it that 
is equa I to three times that of the "smaLl" holdings, and If to 5 times 
that of the "very smaJl" holdine;s. It .10ulrl take a more refined 
analysis, hovrf)ver, to get a better picture of the scale of this 

henomenon, and of the economic and structural factors that affect it. 



Table 14 Agricultural incomes(l) in real terms per work unit by economic size category( 2) from 1979/80 to 1983/34 
---- -·- .I 

---- ·-- --.- ----- -·· ------ --·--·-- --- ---·-. ----------------------.----------- ------------------
EUR 10 

EUR 9 
Average all farming ty_.:.es 1981/82 = 100 Average all farming tn>es ::.981/82 = 100 

Economic size 
category of holdings 

Very small 
(1- '<4 ESU) 

Small 
~ 4 - "8 ESU) 

PlediUJI 
~ 8 - < 16 ESU) 

large 
~ :L6 ESU) 

All holdings 

---------. --- ---· -- -----·----- ----- -------- ·---- ----.--------
1979/80 1980/81 1931/32 1982/83 1983/84 1981/B2 

42.h 36.7 32.5 32.9 33.8 36.3 

65.1 53.0 58.1 57-3 55.9 62.2 

100.1 90.4 94.6 99·5 91.4 101.5 

173.8 166.4 173.9 182.5 170.0 187.2 

------ ·--- -----------------------
102.2 93.8 100.0 105.9 101.9 100.0 

1982/83 1983/84 

-------
36.5 36.1 

61.? 59-9 

lo6.? 97.7 

196.? 183.0 

lo4.? 100.6 

-------·-- --.---------------------------- -·· ------------ -------------------· 
?~~: FADN figures 1979/80 - 1983/84 

(1) Agricultural income = net value added of holding 

(2) 1 ESU (European Size Unit) is equal to 1,000 EUA standard gross margin in 1972/74 yrices and conditions. 
As a rerresentation of economic size in farming it is generally preferred to a surface area measurement since it 
takes the differing~intensity of farm holQings into account. 

~ 
o-
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VIII. THE DISTRI GUTION OF AGRICULTURAL INCOMES OVI!:R CONJVI!<_;RCIAL 
HOlDINGS 

Along with Gra~1h It, Table 5 shows how incomes were distributed among 
the farm holdings covered by the FADN according to income category 
in the 1983/tV~ accounting year, the most recent one for which the 
necessary data is available. Although the absolute 1_eve-i of incomes 
may vary considerably from one year to the next, generally speaking 
the distribution of incomes amone the various Member States and the 
different income categories tends to be relatively stable in the long run. 

As in :previous years, the most striking thing about Gra1Jh 4 is the 
quite distinct divide between how farm incomes are structured in the 
North and in the South of the Community, with southern f1ember States 
like Greece and Italy having over 6C!fo and about l'j;1o re:,;:;",ectively of 
their commerrial agricultural holdings re i'resented in FADN rfJcording an ave~ 
income ~)er work unit, in l9i3J/2h, of less than 11000 ECU, whereas 
in the Netherlands, Belgium and the United Kingdom holdings whose income 
,,er r10rk unit Has less than 11000 ECU only amounted to between L~ ancl 13/~. 

The reverse is true at the other end of the income scale where, for 
exam 1 '1e, holdinc-s with an average income ~~er work unit in excess of 
L2 ,000 E~CU a year make u;' about 75'/b of the total in the Netherlands, 
6&;~ in Belgium, 55% in Denmark and 50}£ in the United Kingdom, as against 
Italy and Greece where they only form 12/~ and barely 2'/b. It ought also 
to be said that in 1983/Sir about 10;~ of holdings in Germany and Denmark 
suffered an income setback, due mainly to the bad weather during 
that marketinc year. 

In Germany, France, Luxembourg and Ireland incomes are largely 
concentrated in the 1~,000 - 12,000 ECU category, which takes in 
between hO and 50~~ of the commercial agricultural holdings covered 
by the FADN in these Nember States. 

It should be l'ointe(l out, however, that these com1'arisons between 
Member States can be misleading since an income of li,OOO or 12,000 ECU 
does not mean the same thing in economic terms, nor have the same purchasing 
,owe:r; in Greece as it does in the Netherlands. Nor should one lose 
sight of the fact that the definition of income being used in this 
context is that of the net value added of the holding, i.e. the income 
before rents, interest and salaries are deducted. This means that 
the income which the farmer antl his family dis 11oses of after these 
items have been deducted is not only less than the holding's net value added 
but may also vaa:~ cogsiderably according to the relative size of these 
costs, and hencefgfin~he extent to which more or less use is made of 
thPse factors in the different ty,,es of farming and forms of holding. 
This ~ 'articularly a 1 ,plies to the interest on cal'i tal borrowed by 
the intensive forms of holding. 



Table 12 Distribution.of-&gricultural incomes (1):% of the holdings in 
each incomeca~(l98J/84 accounting year) 

-----------------------r--------r--------1r---------------------------------------------~--------~-------~-------~--------~ 
Agri t . I I I I I I I I I I I I 

cul ural mcome 1 EUR 10 1 D 1 F 1 I 1 NL 1 B I L I UK 1 IR I DK 1 H 1 

in ECU (1 > I I I I I I I I I I ! ! 
----------------------~-------~--------~-------~--------~-------~--------~-------~-------~----~-------~-------~ 

! i ! i i i I I i I ! ,a 1 3,7 1 9,7 1 4,0 1 2,0 1 1,5 1 1,1 1 5,7 1 3,9 1 2,4 1 10,5 1 1,8 

! ! ! ! ! ! ! I I ! ! 0 - 4.000 I 29,8 I 16,6 I 15,8 I 43,2 I 4,0 I 3,1 I 10,6 I 9,2 I 19,6 ! 8,4 ! 60,4 

4 - 6.000 

6 - 8.000 

8 - 10.000 

10 - 12.000 

12 - 16.000 

16 - 20.000 

20 - 24.000 

,. 24.000 

I 

15,0 

11,1 

8,8 

6,7 

9,3 

5,5 

3,5 

6,5 

12,4 

13,4 

11,6 

8,7 

12,7 

6,7 

3,6 

4,4 

12,9 18,7 2,7 

12,3 11,4 4,3 

12,7 7,3 5,4 

9,3 5,2 7,0 

13,3 5,7 13,2 

7,4 2,7 12,8 

4,4 1,6 11,4 

8,0 2,2 37,8 

4,1 

9,2 

7,0 

9,3 

19,5 

16,8 

9,4 

20,6 

6,3 

11,4 

11,6 

12,8 

18,5 

12,1 

7,4 

3,8 

7,4 

8,5 

10,2 

10,3 

15,8 

12,6 

8,0 

14,0 

19,9 5,4 20,4 

14,8 6,0 9,2 

10,6 6,8 4,0 

7,4 8,3 1,8 

10,9 14,5 1,4 

5,6 10,9 0,5 

4,1 8,1 0,2 

4,8 21,1 0,2 

----------------------~-------~--------~-------~--------~-------~--------~-------~--------~-------~-------,---------, I I I I I I I I I I I I 

TOTAL I 100 I 100 I 100 I 100 I 100 I 100 I 100 I 100 ! 100 ! 100 ! 100 ! 
I I I I I I I I I 1 1 1 

----------------------JL-------~--------~-------~--------~-------~--------~-------~-------~--------------------------
Source : FADN, 1983/84 results, current weighting 

(1) Agricultural income = net value added of holding per annual work unit 

.+;. 
oc 



~LJ: 
DISTRIBUTION OF A~ICULTURAL INCOMES (l) IN COMMERCIAL HOLDINGS 

- --·-- --------------- -------------------- --- --- (l) Net value added of ho:ding ~~r 

z 

% of holdings in each income category 
Source: FADN, 1983/34 results, current weighting 
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STATISTICAL A~P~NDIX 



_'fab.l~}--~ Indices of net value added at factor cos:t per unit of manpower employed, real 

"1980" (l) • 100 

1973 0 1974 0 1975 : 1976 : 1977 : 1978 : 1979 : 1980 : 1981 : 1982 0 1983 0 1984 : I 1985 :1 1985 0 0 0 0 

1984 
:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------

0 : : : 0 : : : 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

D 0 124,4 : 107,2 : 122,3 : 128,1 : . "'. , 12\l,i ; 106,8 : 93,5 : 100,1 : 118,8 : 93,4 : 110,8 : 95,3 : -14,0 0 ·-. t w • 

: : : : : : : : 0 0 
0 0 

F 0 132,2 : 121,3 : 109,4 : 108,7 : 108,0 : 110,6 : 110.9 : 96,7 : 94,3 : 112,9 : 104,9 : 107,5 : 97,8 : - 9,0 0 

: : : : 0 0 : : 0 0 

I : 91,9 : 88,9 : 95,1 : 92,4 : 95,4 : 100,0 : 104,5 : 101,4 : 96,4 : 97,6 : 102,3 : 96,4 : 97,5 : + 1,1 
: : : : : 0 0 : 0 . 

NL : 111,7 : 93,9 : 100,8 : 109,9 : 104,9 : 103,2 : 95,0 : 91,7 : 112,6 : 118,1 : 117,1 : 123,3 : 117,9 : - 4,4 
: 0 : : : : . 0 . : 0 0 0 0 

B : 115,1 : 92,0 : 96,3 : 113,3 : 94,3 : 102,0 : 92,1 : 98,9 : 109,3 : 111,0 : 124,0 : 118,4 : 115.7 : - 2,3 v. 
: : : : : : 0 0 : : -0 0 

L 0 107,8 : 89,9 : 98,4 : 84,3 : 108,2 : 101,1 : 103,8 : 95,0 : 101,9 : 139,7 : 118.9 : 123,8 : 124,3 : + 0,4 0 

0 : : : 0 0 0 : 0 0 0 0 

UK : 129,3 : 115,5 : 114,0 : 121,1 : 112,0 : 107,6 : 103,1 : 96,1 : 101,6 : 112,0 : 103,7 : 118,1 : 97,4 : -17,5 
: : : : 0 0 : : : : . 0 

0 0 0 0 

IRL 0 109,0 : 97,3 : 116,5 : 111,1 : 136,8 : 139,8 : 111,7 : 93,2 : 97,2 : 104. 7 : 109,6 : 124,3 : 107,1 : -13,8 0 

0 0 : : 0 : : 0 0 0 0 0 : 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

DK : 110,8 : 103,3 : 84,2 : 86,7 : 98,8 : 106,8 : 91,1 : 98,1 : 110,6 : 132,4 : 115,4 : 151,8 : 148,6 : - 2,1 
0 0 : : 0 : : : 0 : 0 0 : 0 0 0 0 0 0 

GR : 79,5 : 77,9 : 79,1 : 85,6 : 83,1 : 93,8 : 89,1 : 101,4 : 107,6 : 11619 : 106,9 : 116,3 : 115,6 : - 0,6 
: : 0 : : : 0 : : : : 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

0 : : : : : 0 : : : 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

EUR 10 : 111,1 : 101,7 : 103,3 : 105,4 : 104,5 : 106,8 : 103,4 : 97,3 : 99,3 : 109,8 : 104,1 : 108,9 : 101,9 : - 6,4 
: 0 : : : 0 : . : : . 

0 0 0 0 

(1) "1980" • (1979 + 1980 + 1981) ;. 3o 



(VIPOl-56) 

T:a~l~ 17 The farmer and his family's net income from farming, real 

"1980" (1) = 100 

1973 : 1974 : 1975 : 1976 : 1977 : 1978 : 1979 : 1980 : 1981 : 1982 : 1983 : 1984 : 1 1985 :1 1985 : 
1984 : 

:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:--------:-------: 
: : : : : : : : : : : : 

D : 149,3 : 122,2 : 147,2 : 155,1 : 147,4 : 138,8 : 114,9 : 89,6 : 96,3 : 125,4 : 83,2 : 110' 2 : 86,0 : - 22,0: 
: : : : : : : : 

F : 159,6 : 135,7 : 118,1 : 117,5 : 115,2 : 116,8 : 116,8 : 94,6 : 91,3 : 117,3 : 102,5 : 104,6 : 89,2 : - 14,7: 
: : : : : 

122,8 : 110,1 : 113,9 : 105,1 : 104,2 : 108,7 : 113,3 : 103,2 : 88,3 : 86,9 : 94,7 : 80,8 : 81,1 : + 0,4: 
: : : : : : : : : : : 

NL : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : - 5,8: 
: : : : : : 

B : 126,2 : 98,7 : 104.3 : 126,2 : 99,8 : 106,2 : 92,3 : 97,9 : 110,1 : 116,9 : 12817 ! 120 ,l : 115,8 : - 3,6: 'J> 

: : : : : : . . : : t...> . . 
L : 114,9 : 93,1 : 100,3 : 80,9 : 108.5 : 102.1 : 105,3 : 93,9 : 101,5 : 148,1 : 122,5 : 128,0 : 128,1 : + 0,1: 

: : : : : : : : : : : 
UK : 209,5 : 159,1 : 159,3 : 175,5 : 153,6 : 136,6 : 111,3 : 87,2 : 103,3 : 128,0 : 101,6 : 131,2 : 70,8 : - 46,0: 

: : : : : : : : : : : : : 
IRL : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : 122,1 : 88,1 : 94,1 : 104,6 : 117,0: 140,9 : 117,2 : - 16,8: 

: : : : : : : : : . : . 
DK : 1164,8 : 977,1 : 576,3 : 541,2 : 661,7 : 652,5 : 143,4 : 16,4 : 140,0 : 554,2 : 299,9 : 783,7 : 753,9 : - 3,8: 

: : : : : . : . 
GR : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. : n.d. 

: : : : : : : : : : : : 
: : : : : : : : : : : : 

EUR 8 : 149,5 : 126,3 : 125,4 : 126,1 : 121,4 : 120,5 : 112,9 : 94,6 : 92,5 : 110,2 : 98,2 : 103,2 : 89,1 : - 13,7: 
(2~ 

(1) "1980". (1979 + 1980 + 1981)!. 3. 

( 2) No data (n.d.) for Netherlands and Greece or, from 1973 to 1978, for Ireland. 



1973 : 
1974 . 

0 

1975 : 
1976 : 
1977 : 
1978 : 
1979 0 

0 

1980 : 
1981 : 
1982 : 
1983 : 
1984 : 
1985(2) : 

(1) "1980" • 
(2) Forecasts 

D 

90,4 
90,8 
90,4 
91,0 
95,9 
99,3 
99,5 

100,4 
100,1 
108,8 
104,6 
108,5 
104,5 

: F 
: 
0 
0 

: 95,7 
0 94,6 0 

: 87,6 
: 88,8 
: 88,8 
: 95,1 
: 100,5 
: 100,6 
: 98,9 
: 107,7 
: 104,1 
: 109,8 
0 108,0 0 

.Th_bl~l_8 _Final_ god~c_t:i,_o_ll_of_~~-culture (volume)_ 

("1980" (1) = 100) 

: I : NL : B : L 0 
0 

0 : : . . : : . 
: 85,0 : 76,0 : 99,8 : 105,3 : 
0 86,4 : 80,0 . 102,0 : 107,4 0 . 0 0 

: 89,5 : 79,1 : 94,3 : 105,4 : 
: 87,8 : 82,7 : 93,0 : 99,6 : 
: 89,0 : 86,6 : 95,1 : 102,8 : 
: 92,3 : 92,5 : 98,3 : 102,5 : 
: 97,9 : 96,6 : 99,2 : 100,6 0 

0 

: 101,3 : 99,1 : 99,6 : 97,3 : 
: 100,8 : 104,2 : 101,2 0 102,0 0 

0 0 

: 98,6 : 108,1 : 103,6 : 114,5 : 
: 105,6 : 110,1 : 102,9 : 108,2 : 
: 101,5 : 113,9 : 108,3 : 110,1 : 
0 100,2 : 115,6 : 108,3 : 108,7 : 0 

1979 - 1980 - 1981 ~ J 

UK : IRL 0 DK : GR : EUR 10 0 

92,7 0 83,3 : 83,8 : 85,6 : 89,5 0 

91,4 0 86,0 0 92,0 0 87,4 0 90,3 . 0 . 0 

87,5 : 91,3 : 83,9 : 93,6 : 88,3 
86,4 : 86,3 : 84,9 : 93,6 : 88,4 
93,2 : 94,1 : 93,2 : 89,3 : 91,0 
97,4 : 100,0 : 95,7 : 96,8 : 95,7 
98,1 : 98,9 : 98,8 : 93,5 : 98,7 • \Jl 

101,3 : 100,7 0 99,2 : 102,6 0 100,7 •...-. 0 

100,6 : 100,4 0 102,0 : 103,9 : 100,6 . 0 0 

108,1 : 106,7 : 107,8 : 105,6 : 105,8 
106,5 : 110,1 : 104,6 : 101,1 : 105,3 
112,8 : 119,4 : 116,9 : 106,6 : 108,8 
109,2 . 116,9 : 114,7 . 108,4 : 107,0 0 . 



Tab_~e 19 Tr,e "costJ~:rice squeeze" (::..)or "terms of trade" 
11 1 980" ( 2) = 1 00 

* 0 I F I I J Nl I 8 I L I UK I IRL I OK I GR 

* 1973 111,8 I 124,2 1 107,3 I 113,3 I 109,4 I 11a,s I 116,8 I 125,0 I 111,6 I 108,5 109,3 

* 102,4 I 104,8 I 95,4 I 100,8 I 97,4 I 104,1 I 103,0 I 95,2 I 94,0 I 100,3 1 97,5 

* I 1975 110,2 I 107,8 I 94,8 I 110,2 I 107,5 I 101,a I 111,2 I 96,6 I 100,1 I 94,2 102,3 

• I 1976 I 112,4 I 111,5 I 97,1 I 113,0 I 110,3 I 102,5 I 118,3 I 104,8 I 104,0 I 104,9 106,0 
I I I I I I I I I * I I 
I 1977 I 108,2 I 111,2 I 101,1 I 108,3 I 103,1 ! 1oo,s I 106,7 I 109,1 I 101,0 I 107,1 

* I 1978 I 108,5 I 109,4 I 101,2 I 107,7 I 10t-,2 I 102,6 I 104,3 I 113,7 I 110,6 I 113,8 106,4 I 
I I I I I I I I I * I I I. 
I 19791 105,0 106,2 I 106,5 I 100,1 I 101,1 I 104,3 I 103,9 I 108,2 I 104,8 I 107,4 104,0 I• 
I I I I I I I I I I 
I 1980 I 98,1 97,4 I 100,6 I 99,4 I 100,1 I 99,4 I 97,5 I 95,1 I 99,6 I 96,6 98,5 I 
I I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 1981 I 96,8 96,4 I 93,0 I 99,9 I 98,3 I 96,4 I 98,7 I 96,7 I 95,6 I 96,0 I 97,4 I 
I I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 1982 I 96,1 96,9 I 95,5 I 98,8 I 96,9 I 100,5 I 97,8 I 94,5 I 95,4 I 103,3 I 98,5 I 
I I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 1983 I 92,7 96,4 I 92,6 I 98,4 I 99,0 I 97,8 I 94,6 I 94,6 I 93,6 I 100,4 I 97,7 I 
I I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 1984 I 90,9 92,0 I 90,7 I 97,5 I 92,7 I 95,4 I 92,6 I 88,5 I 90,7 I 105,3 I 95,7 I 
I I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 1985 I 89,5 89,3 I 93,3 I 99,5 I 93,7 I 99,5 I 89,5 I 84,4 I 92,2 I 106,2 I 95,9 I 

C1) Index of farmgate prices divided by the index for prices of inputs 
(2) •1980• = (1979 + 1980 + 1981) ~ 3. 
* EUROSTAT'estimate 

'Jl 
-4 



!a-J>le 20 Total agricultural labour in the Comnnmity 
"1980" u) • 100 

=========·====··==~·====·=·=····========•==============================··==·=····====····=··=·=····=··==·····====····-=====··=·===·= 
1983 : 1974 : 1975 : 1976 : 1977 : 1978 : 1979 : 1980 : 1981 : 1982 : 1983 : 1984 ::~ 1985 =~ 1985 : .. : 1984 : .. 

:-----------------:-------:-------:-------:-------:-------:-------:-------:-------:-------:-------:-------:-------::-------:-------: .. . . 
D : 126,4 : 121,1 : ll8,1 : ll5, 2 : 109,4 : 107,1 : 101,8 : 99,8 : 98,5 : 96,2 : 93,7 : 92,2 :: 91,2 : - 1,1 .. . . 
F : 117,3 : 113,5 : 109,7 : 107,4 : 105,2 : 103,5 : 101,8 : 100,0 : 98,2 : 96,4 : 94,5 : 92 '5 :: 89,7 : - 3,0 .. . . 
I . ll7 .s : 115.3 : 110,7 : 109,8 : 107,2 : 106,1 . 103,2 : 100,3 : 96,5 : 91,1 : 91,0 : 87,6 .. 84,5 : - 3,5 . . .. . . . . 
NL : ll2,9 : 110,9 : 109,7 : 108,2 : 105,0 : 102,6 : 101,4 : 100,3 : 98,3 : 97,9 : 97,9 : 97,5 :: 96.7 : - 0,8 

: : : : : : : : : . : . .. . . 
B : 129,8 : 124,8 : ll9,5 . 113,7 : 108,8 : 105,2 : 104,9 : 99,2 : 96,1 . 94,7 : 94,1 . 92,8 :: 91,4 : - 1,5 . . . . . . . 
L ! 124,0 : 118,3 : ll4,0 : 108,8 : 104,3 : 107,1 : 103,6 : 99,6 : 96,8 : 94.7 . 92,8 : 90,9 :: 88,4 : - 2,7 . . . . . 
UK ! ll2,6 : 108,3 : 105,4 : 106,2 : 105,0 : 104,8 : 102,6 : 99,8 : 99,6 : 96,8 : 95,8 : 94,5 :: 93,6 : - 0,9 : V> 

V> .. .. : 
IRL : 118.7 : 115,8 : 114.3 : 111,3 : l09,u : 108,4 : 106,1 : 100,1 : 93,7 : 92,3 : 90,3 : 86,8 :: 84,6 : - 2,5 

: : : : : : . : : : : . .. . . 
DK 120,3 : 117.7 : 115,0 : 112,0 : 110,0 : 106,6 : 104,2 : 99,4 : 96,3 : 93,8 : 89,0 : 86,1 .. 83,0 : - 3,6 . . .. : 
GR : 118.2 : 115,5 : 112,6 : 110,0 : 107,4 : 104,9 : 102,5 : 99,9 : 97,6 : 95,9 : 94,5 . 92,3 :: 90,5 : - 1,5 . 

:-----------------:-------:-------:-------:-------:-------:-------:-------:-------:-------:-------:-------:-------::-------:-------: 
: EUR-10 : 118,5 : 115,1 : 111,7 : 109,9 : 106,8 : 105,1 : 102,6 : 100,0 : 97,4 : 94,9 : 93,6 : 91,3 :: 89,1 : - 2,4 : 
••••••••••••••••=••s••••••••••=•••z•=============••====•=========•a•••••==•=======z=•••••••••••=••••••••••••===•••••••••••••••••••a: 
(1) "1980" • 1980/1981/19820:: J 



Tal:J..!.~ 21 Unpaid agricultural labour 

(" 1980" {1) a 100) 

D . F . I . NL : B : L : UK : IRL . DK : GR . . . . 
: . . . . . . . . 
: . : . : . . 

1973 . 127,7 : 117,5 : 120,5 : n.d. : 130,2 : 122,2 . 110,0 . n.d. . 119,2 . "' .... . . . . . 
1974 : 121,3 : 114,1 : 117,8 . n.d. : 125,3 : 117.0 . 105,1 : n.d. . 116,5 . r\. tJ.. . . . . 
1975 . 118,9 : 110,5 : 113,8 . n.d. : 120,0 . 113,4 . 103,4 . n.d. . 114,5 . _.. .... . . . . . . . 
1976 : 116,5 : 107,9 . 111,2 . n.d. : 113,3 : 108.8 : 105,5 : n.d. . 111,8 . n.d. . 'JI . . . . . 0'-

1977 . 110,5 . 105,6 : 107,8 : n.d. . 108,6 . 103,8 . 104,0 . n.d. . 109,3 . n.d • . . . . . . . . 
1978 . 108,2 : 103,7 : 107,5 . n.d. : 104,8 : 106,8 : 104,4 : n.d. . 105,4 : n.d. . . . 
1979 . 101,8 . 101.8 : 103,9 . n.d. . 104,6 . 103,5 . 102,3 . 105,4 . 104,0 : n.d • . . . . . . . . 
1980 . 100,2 : 100,0 . 100,0 . n.d. . 99,0 : 99,8 : 99,6 . 100,2 . 99,9 . n.d. . . . . . . . 
1981 . 97,8 : 98,2 : 96,1 . n.d. . 96,4 : 96,7 . 98,1 . 94,4 . 96,0 . n.d • . . . . . . . 
1982 : 95,7 . 96.4 : 89,6 : n.d. . 94,6 . 94,4 : 97,9 . 93,2 . 93,~ . n.d • . . . . . . 
1983 . 93.3 . 94,6 : 91,0 : n.d. : 93,6 . 92.5 . 97,4 . 91,3 . 89,0 : n.d. . . . . . . 
1984 : 92,4 . 92,6 : 88,4 : n.d. : 92,3 : 90,7 : 97,5 : 87,7 . 86,1 : n.d. . . 
1985 . 90,0 . 89,8 . 85,4 . n.d. . 90,9 : 88,4 . 97,0 . 85,5 . 83,0 . n.d. . . . . . . . . . 

(1) "1980" • 1979-1980-19817- 3 
n.d ... no data 
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In the context of this document changes in ~!~ul.!-~1 .. in_Qomef! , 
for "agriculture" as a whole, are assessed essentially on the 
basis of two income indicators, each of them having a quite 
specific economic significance which can be summed up as follows: 

A) !!_~_t_ _V!Llue add~ at _ _fa~_t_o~ _ _92_1?t ~r_P.e;'~- _eY.lo_y:ed: 
this indicator represents all the resources deriving from 
farming available to farmers to remunerate the various factors 
contributing to its formation, namely _!a~o~ (of the farmers, 
family members and paid workers) on the one hand, and capital 
(including land and buildings, owned or borrowed) on tti"e other, 

B) N_et __ i!!£.O.m~ f~oEl_fa.r:ming of the_f~er and his/her .f.ami~J?.e.!:. 
:p8!:_1?_~n~mpl_o~: this indicator represents the income that can 
be distributed to ~J>a.i~. _a_gric.~l.t~l __ labour ( normally the farmer 
and his or her family} once ~id_!_a_~~- ~nd _C!:})_i~l. )>o~~l!e~ have 
been remunerated. 

These indicators are obtained according to the following equations: 

Final agricultural production 

Inputs (intermediate consumption) 
= Gross value added at market prices 
+ Subsidies 
- Output-related taxes 
m Gross value added at factor cost 
- Depreciation 

Indicator A • Net yalue add_ed at ~~.£~.£r. cost : emJ>.l.,2Y!!!ent _5>_f_!_otal agricultural 
l~bourJ in W.Q_r~ units _:_~_t_e_of_i_~lati_on 

- Rent and interest paid 
Wages paid 
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Net value added at factor cost is then divided by total 
empio"yine"n"f-oi "ia-bour" "fn"agriculture, in work units/year (the 
work unit/year expressing the labour input that actually goes 
into farming in proportion to the time that farming takes up). 
One thus gets the average income of ~ll those working in 
agriculture (farmers, paid workers, family members). 

~~ n!l.:t_ income _from farming o! ~E-~- _fB.:I'!'I_e!'_an£ Jl_!_s __ :[~mig is, 
on the other hand, divided only by the employment of agricultural 
~pa_i~ labour, still in work units/year,since the remuneration of 
paid workers has already been deducted from this item. 

Since the aim is to determine annual changes in incomes, the 
basic data, as well as the results, is expressed in terms of the 
~~e- ~f.EhaQ~ from one year to the next. 

'I!!e_ c~~n_ge __ i!l_ ~~1 _t_erJilS in incomes is obtained by dividing the 
_c_~~fl:ge_i_n no~i-~l_t!l_;:m_s by an appropriate deflator, in this case 
the GPD deflator. 

Indicator A is obtainable from 1973 onwards both at Community 
level and for all the Member States. 

Indicator B exists for 1985 solely for nine Member States (leaving 
out Greece), reflecting the difficulties some of the them have to 
contend with in attempting to establish sufficiently accurate estimates 
of certain items. However, the historical series since 1973 only 
exists for seven Member States (i.e. not including Ireland, Greece 
and the Netherlands). 

II. Ml_c~_::-_e_c_o_nomi_c _ a:n:a.~es 

A) :3i~tJ_stic~1_ -~-s_e_~ _: ___ F_AD_N 

The Farm Accountancy Data Network (FADN) musters figures from 
a sample of farm holdings in the Community. During the 1983/84 
accounting year the sample covered about 40,000 holdings, 
representing around 2.7 million commercial holdings in the EEC. 

These are holdings which sell at least part of their output 
and have a minimum of economic activity. This minimum is defined 
in terms of European Size Units (ESU) 
and varies according to the Member State. 

The commercial holdings represent about 80% of total 
agricultural gross value added, 85% of utilized agricultural 

area, and 907~ of the Community's dairy cattle. 
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The holdings selected are regrouped according to types of farming 
on the basis of a Community "typology" of agricultural holdings, 
and broken down into specialised holdings and mixed types of farming. 
The proportion of each type of holding in the total number of holdings 
is given in Table 13 of this report. A summary of the accounting 
figures is contained in the Report on the Agricultural Situation in 
the Community, and in the Commission's annually published "FADN 2 Accountancy 
Results". 

The definition of income used in this report for FADN data is "net value 
added of holdi~'-'. expressed :per annual work unit. 'lbe net 
~lue added of holding is equal to the value of total output 
minus total inputs (after deduction of depreciation and output-· 
related taxes and including subsidies). This definition therefore 
corresponds to that of net value added at factor cost used in the 
macro-economic analysis. 
The annual work unit represents the work actually carried out 
by a full-time worker during the yea:r. Pa:rt-time work and 
seasonal work are entered in the accounts in proportion to the 
length of the work. 

The estimates of how agricultural incomes have evolved in 1984 
and 1985 have been obtained using an "updating" model employine; 
coefficients relating to changes in quantity and price (R.F.S.). 
These coefficients are applied to the accounts figures for the 
various types of farming during the 1983/84 accounting yea:r, the last 
for which the accounts data is currently available). The updating 
is carried out either on the basis of the accounting yea:r (Table 13) 
or on the basis of the calendar year (Tables 11 and 12). 
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The SI€Cific approach adopted by the two sources leads to 
discrepancies with regard to the field of observation covered, 
the collection of ~a, and the definitions and methods of 
calculation used. 

The results obtained from the two sources cannot therefore be 
expected to be identical. The two approaches are to be regarded 
as complementary. 

The macro-economic approach provides an overall and aggregate view 
of farming as a general economic activity at the level of the 
Member State and of the Community, and thus enables direct comrarisons 
to be made with average income for all economic activities. 

The micro--economic approach pinpoints differences between 
agricultural holdings de1~nding on type of farming or economic 
size, and gives information on the distribution of incomes. 
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