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JINTRODUCTORY REMARKS
The purpose of this brochure |

For the second year in succession, the Commission is publi-
shing in its "Newsflash" series a detailed report on agri-
cultural incomes in the Community.

The Commission's intention is to place at the disposal not
only of specialists but also of a wider public a coherent
body of information with figures on agricultural incomes in
1984 and previous years, with an explanatory analysis of the
various factors which have helped to determine changes (fipnal
agricultural production, farmgate prices, prices paid, costs,
ete.).

Although mainly concerned with changes in agricultural
incomes over time, the brochure includes an analysis of the
breakdown of farms in each Member State by class of incomse.

For the first time, as well as the usual information, the
Commission is in a position to provide not only figures for
the agricultural income of farmers and their families in 1984
by Member State but also figures on changes in this income
indicator since 1973 (at least for the Member States for
which the necessary date are available),

This progress towards better information on agricultural
incomes is the fruit of efforts which the Commissionts staff
have made in recent years, working with the responsible
national agencies with a view to obtaining more accurate and
fuller forecasts or estimates on the economic results of
farming in the past year,

This objective remains a priority task for the Commission's
staff now and in the future.

Khat is agricultural income ?

The question might seem superfluous, but the concept of
agricultural income must be defined in advance, for it may be
used in several different ways.



In this document, "agricultural income" is defined as income
from farming., It must not be forgotten that many of the
Community's eight million farmers, with their families, have
other incomes : this take the form of unearned accruals (e.g.
social security) or remuneration for other part-time work,
which may be regular or may be restricted to certain periods
‘'of the year. The disposable income of farmers can also be
influenced by other factors (e.g. taxation) the importance of
which it is not easy to assess at Community level.

However, the purpose of this document is not to review either
living standards or the social conditions of famers and their
families, which reflect many factors other than income from
farming. :

How are changes in agricultural income measured ?

In 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 contri- ‘
buting to its formation. The indicators are as follows (1)

Indicator A : farm pnet value added at factor cost, per work
unit : this shows changes in the income of
all persons working in agriculture (farmers,
family members and paid workers). The indi-
cator exists for all the Member States.,

Indicator B : Net income from farming of th: farmer and-his
family, per work unit : this findicator
expresses the income deriving from agri-
culture disposable for the (for himself and
his family}, after deduction of wages, rent
and interest on borrowings. This indicator
is available only for 8 Member States (sta-
tistical series since 1973 exist, however,
for only 7 Member States).

Income changes are expressed in preals terms, i.e. after
deduction of the loss of purchasing power of the currency in
each Member State. Purchasing power loss is measured by the
inflation rate for the general economy. It should, however,
be stressed that, like all statistical assessments, these
indicators cannot be completely accurate, were it only
because of the difficulty of estimating certain aggregates
influencing changes in agricultural incomes,

(1) See, in the Annex on methods, the method of calculation
of the two indicators.



The margin of error is a good deal wider for indicator B than
.for indicator A : the former depends not only on all the
factors -~ except employment - involved in the calculation of
indicator A (value of final agricultural production and
intermediate consumption, depreciation, subsidies, taxes,
inflation rate), but also on other items usually more
difficult to assess (rents, wages and interest paid). Also,
while, in indicator A, income is calculated in terms of total

agricultural employment, indicator B, income refers only to
the labour of the farmer and his family : this is an aggre-

gate which is more difficult to determine for the statician
than the former.

Hhat are the sources of the data used ?

This document 1s divided into two complement any - parts,
based on two different sources of data

- the first concerns the analysis of agricultural incomes
at macro~-economic level, i.e. from data relating to the
"agriculture™ industry as a whole. These data are sent
to the Commission every year by the responsible agencies
in the various Member States and are then processed on a
standardized basis by the Statistical Office of the
European Communities;

- the second involves an analysis of incomes at micro-
economic level, i.e. from data deriving from obser-

vations made on a sample of holdings chosen so as to
represent the various catagories of holding, and these
are the data and estimates drawn from the farm Accoun-
tancy Data Network of the Community (FADN).

Khat is the pature of the figures given ip this document?

This document is based on the latest figures sent to the
Commission by the Member states as at 20 February 1985,
However, they are estimates, some of the data, particularly
"those concerning 1984, may still have to be reviewed. Worked
out on the basis of standard methods, but from the data sent
in by the member countries! agencies, the forecastes for
agricultural incomes in 1984 may differ, sometimes substan-
tially, from the figures published in the countries them-
selves. This depends either on the definition of income used
or on the way certain items in the caleulations are them-
selves calculated, or on other factors (date of the forecast,
differing treatment of changes in stocks, etec.).
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ssion publications on agricultural incomegz .

This document amplifies and at the same time updates infor-
mation on agricultural incomes provided regularly by the
Commission in other documents it publishes at different times
of the year (such as the Annual Report on the Agricultural
Situation in the Community, established on the basis of data
available at the beginning of November, the explanatory memo-
randa to the price proposals, generally presented 'at the turn
of the year, publications of the Statistical Office of the
European Communities on the sectoral income index, and publi-
cations concerning the Farm accountancy Data Network (FADN)).

The 1984 Report on the Agricultural Situation in the Commu-
nity, published in January 1985, has a special chapter on
"Income disparities in agriculture in the Community™, which’
examines in greater detail the problem of the disparities as
between holdings and as between regions, and there is also a
chapter on "Production and agricultural incomes".

On 20 February 1985, the Statistical Office of the European
Communities published a document containing a fairly detailed
analysis of income changes in 1984 and during the 1973-1983
period, much of the material from which has been used for
Part I of this brochure.



IHE AGRICULTURAL JINCOMES 1984 : GENERAL

After the relatively sharp decline in agricultural incomes in
1983, compared with the particularly favourable incomes for
1982, 198Y4 saw a significant recovery in real incomes in most
of the Member States. Data sent to the Commission by the
appropriate departments in the various Member States up to 20
February 1985 yields an estimate of this improvement over
1983 as follows, according to the indicator chosen :

{a) About + 4.3 % on average, for the farm net yalue added
at factor gcost per work upnit (- 6,1 % in 1983), which
represents the average income of gll those working in
agriculture (farmers, paid labour and family help).
Growth in real terms in agricultural incomes was very
sharp in Denmark (+ 35.5 %), Greece (+ 11.6 %) and the
United Kingdom (+ 10.1 $). Above-average improvements
were also achileved in Ireland (+ 7.4 %), the Netherlands
(+ 6.1 %) and Germany {(+ 5.7 %). In France, the income
improvement was only modest (+ 2.1 %), and 3 Member
States - Luxembourg (- 0.5 %), Italy (- 1.1 %} and
Belgium (- 6.5 $) - suffered a real decline.

(b) About + 4.3 % also for the pet income for farming of the
- farmer and his family per work unit (- 13.5 % in 1983),
after deduction of wages, interest and rents paid. This
average concerns, however, only eight Member States, as
neither Greece nor Ireland were able to send in the
estimates needed to determine this income indicator.
Altough the Community average for this income indi-
cator is the same as that for indicator (a), it is a
faet that the changes for individual Member States
are in some cases decidedly sharper. This is because
in addition to the factors determining the perfor-
mance of indicator (a) indicator (b) is also
influenced by the changes (and their relative impor-
tance in income formation) in three items : interest,
rents and wages paid. As already noted for indicator
{a), real improvements in net agricultural income of
the farmer and his family per work unit in 19814 were
strong in Ireland (+ 16.2 %), the Netherlands
(+# 9.7 %) and Germany (+ 7.8 %). On the other hand,
three Member States suffered income losses : Luxem-
bourg (- 1.1 %), Italy (- 5.7 §) and Belgium (-
8.0 2). There was a modest improvement in France {(+
1.6 #). In Denmark, where interest paid plays a
crucial role in the formation of the net income of
the farmer and his family, incomes fluctuate very
widely from one year to the next; as a result, in
1984, this indicator shows an increase in agri-
cultural income of 315 %.



The improvement in incomes in 1984 is the net result of two
opposing factors :

-~ the increase, in many cases a spectacular one, in the
volume of production, especially of crop products because
of the good weather and major gains in yields : new
records were set for cereals production (28.2 ¥ over 1983)
and oilseeds (about 30 %}, but improvements in quantities
produced were also achieved for roots and grassicas (pota-
toes and sugarbeet), for fresh vegetables, and also for
most types of meat (except poultrymeat),

- secondly, the deterioration in the cost/price ratio (or
"sequeeze") for farmers (ratio of prices paid by the
farmer for his inputs of goods and services to the
farmgate prices), which was partly a matter of the
increase in the volume of production : farmgate prices
showed an average improvement in the Community of 3.5 %,
but the prices of inputs rose by an average of 6.1 %,
tightening the squeeze.

The combined effect of the two factors and the relative
importance of each type of production as a proportion of
final agricultural production account for income differences
in the various Member States. For example, in most of the
Member States (including Germany, France, the Netherlands,
the United Kingdom, Ireland and especially Denmark), the
deterioration in the cost/price ratio was more than offset by
the increase in the volume of production, whilst in others
{Belgium and Luxembourg), the increase in the volume of
production, though sharp, failed to yield an actual impro-
vement in incomes, in real terms. In Italy, the deteriora-
tion in the cost/price ratio served to aggravate -a reduction
in the volume of production. In Greece, the opposite was the
case : production increased, but the cost/price ratio also
showed an improvement.



The relative improvement in incomes in 1984, though not
enough to offset the decline in 1983, confirms the tendency
for incomes to recover after the decline in 1979 and 1980,
As compared with the three-year average 1979-1981, incomes
for 1982-198Y4 progressed by 6 ¥ in real terms according to
indicator (a) and 1 § according to indicator (b). It is,
however, undeniable that for the longer term the trends are
less satisfactory, especially for the second indicator.

Commission estimates, made on the basis of the updating of
the latest FADN figures, show that the improvement in incomes
in 1984 was very sharp in farms specializing in cereals
growing (23 ¥ over 1983) and in pigmeat (27 %), following the
reductions in 1983 (of 7 ¥ and 28 % respectively). Incomes
also showed real gains for farmers specializing in general
cropping (not including cereals) (by 15 %) and horticulture
(4 %), and in all the mixed holdings (2 ¥ and 5 % respecti-
vely for mixed cropping and mixed cropping-livestock). Howe-
ver, lncomes declined on the specialized wine-growing
holdings (by 16 %), forestry holdings (11 %) and dairy farms
{by 4 £). For beef/veal farmers, incomes showed little real
change (only + 1 %).



PRODUCTION, COSTS AND INCOMES IN AGRICULTURE



I. FINAL AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION
1. The volume of production
Total final production

In terms of quantities produced (1), 1984 was a record
year, final agricultural production in the Community
having exceeded by 2.6 ¥ the exceptional output of 1982
and by 3.6 % that of 1983, 1In ten years, the volume of
final production in the Community thus showed an increase
of about 23 %, i.e. an annual rate of increase of 2.1 §%.
All the Member States except Italy produced more in 1984
than in 1983. Sains were substantial in Denmark (15.%),
Greece (5.9 %), the United Kingdom (5.9 %), France (5 %),
Ireland (4.8 %) and Belgium (4.6 %¥). In most cases, the
1984 increase more than sufficed to offset the decline in
1983, as the table below shows :

Table 1 Rate of change (%) in final production of agri-
culture, in volume, in the last three years,

4+ + 11+ttt ittt ettt et et Rt A et i

e o o S e e A P A B e P B e P B S A Sy O S ) S D0 SN M S e g s OO A e A P e g A o S o e e e
- s - A A e et 1

1984 : +3.6 : +5.0 : =2.0 : +3.0 : +4,6 : +3.7 : +5.9 : +4.8 :+15.4 : +5.9 : +3.6 :
: 1983 : -3.9 : ~2.3 : +3.3 : +1.3 ¢ =0.1 ¢ -5.5 : =1.5 : +3.8 : =2,9 : =3.6 : ~1.,0 :

: 1982 : +8.6 : +8.2 : =2.2 ¢ +4.3 : +2,6 1412.2 : +7.2 : +3.2 : + 5.9: +1.3 : +5.0 ¢

- > o o o e S e v e S e S N e 9 o o e S e S S e S e e A L M 4 D e e S e e S Y S 9 e o o e o i e N e e S R N e o e e
i+ i i+t i1ttt Ittt it Ittt 1ttt it ittt ittt ittt 141t 113

- O e - - e G =

(1) For convenience, the expressions "quantities produced",
"yolume of production®, "final production in volume" are
used indifferently. 1In fact, the reference here is to
final agricultural production at constant prices.

"Final agricultural production® is defined as follows :

Final agricultural production

- Gross production

- Losses

- Intra-consumption(products used within agriculture as
inputs).

Accordingly, the rates of change given in this brochure
may differ from the figures deriving from the statistics
concerning the level of production.



Except in Italy (-3.9 %), crop production showed increases in
all the Member States, ranging from 7.5 (NL} to 62.7 % (DK),
with an average of 8.5 ¥ for the whole of the Community.
including Italy.

On the other hand, livestock production increased in some
countries but declined in others, averaging out at - 0.1 §%
for the Community.

JTable 2 Rate of change (%) in crop and livestock production,
volume 1984, '

e e o T e S i T e g S e S S i i e S e e s S S e e S A A o e e i S A i v S 0 e et S e T B
A A A A R e I e e e

D : F I : NL : B L : UK IRL : DK GR :EUR-10:
Final crop 417.7 ¢ 49.3 ¢ =3.9 : +37.5:410.0 :426.9 :421.6 :415.1 :462.7 : +9.5 : +8.5 :
production (1) H : : : : H : H

+1.9 ¢ =1.1 : <2,7 : +2.7 : -1.5 : =1.5 : -0.1 :
production : : : : :
Total final

¢ Final livestock
: production

—
-
~
s #% 46 40 e e sa ws se 4
-
s es oo

s 85 45 ee ee ev ee e

2.0 1 3.0 : +4.6 : +3.7 : 45,9 : +4.8 +15.4 : +5.9 : +3.6

B e R A e e et A e R e

(1) Deliveries only

Crop produection

Two main factors account for what was in some cases the
spectacular increase in overall crop production in 1984 :

(a) Crop production in 1983 had declined because of very
poor weather in many regions, and indeed the decline was
very steep 1in most of the Member States from the levels
achieved by the bumper 1982 crops;

(b) In 1984 there was a marked improvement in yields due not
only to the much better weather than in 1983 but also to
the increased use of fertilizers and, for certain
products, the increase in acreages assigned to higher-
yield varieties. The increase in overall areas sown was
a secondary, or even negligible factor, in the trend in
1984, '

This is true in particular for cereals, production of which
inereased by 28.2 % in 1984 for the Community as a whole,
although areas sown were much the same as in 1983.



The same is true for roots and brassicas, etc (especially.
potatoes and sugarbeet), final prodution of which increased
by 14.3 % in volume, although areas sown increased by only

2 %. The appreciable growth in final production of oilseeds
(by about 30 ¥ over 1983) was a result, on the other hand,
both of an increase in areas (by about 10 %) and an
improvement in yields.

The production of fresh vegetables, though up by 2.3 % over
1983, was in fact lower than that for 1982,

. For the second year running, less fresh fruit was harvested
in the Community, mainly because of poor crops in Italy (-
10.9 %), Greece (- 5.8 %) and the Netherlands (- 12.0 %).

Wine production dropped by 7.6 % in 1984, after a modest
increase in 1983,

Livestocks production

As already noted, final livestock production in 1984 showed
much smaller changes (in either direction) than crop
production.

For example, for beef/veal there was an increase in the
volume of production of 2.5 % for the Community as a whole.
Nonetheless, the increase was more substantial in France

(+ 8.7 ,» ignoring changes in stocks), Belgium (+ 5.0 %) and .
Denmark (+ 4.2), while in five Member States (Germany, Italy,
Luxembourg, United Kingdom and Greece) production volume
declined. At this stage, with these figures, it is not easy
to determine the impact of the introduction of the milk quota
system from 1 April 1984 on beef/veal production in that
year. But there is evidence that the increase in the number
of dairy cattle slaughtered in the second half of the year as
a result of the activation of the quota sytem and additional
incentives to cease dairy farming adopted by certain Member
States helped to spur on the normal beef/veal production
eycle, which was near the top of the curve in 198%4.

Estimates of milk production in 1984 show a volume reduction
of 2,4 % on average as compared with 1983, due mainly to the
“activation of the quota system. The reduction exceeded the
Community average in the United Kingdom (-~ 6.1 %), Denmark
(- 3.7 ¥) , Germany (3.5 %), Belgium (- 3.0 ¥) and the
Netherlands (-~ 3.0 £). It fell short of the Community
average in France (- 1.0 %) and in Greece (~0.1 %), and in
three Member States output actually increased (in Italy by
0.5 %, in Luxembourg by 3.5 % and in Ireland by 4.1 %).
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Production of pigmeat showed an average increase of 0

.6 % for

the Community as a whole, but declined in a number of Member

States. As for eggs and poultry, the pattern across
countries showed more reductions than increases. On

the
average,

poultry production tended to mark time, but egg production

deleined by 0.7 %.

2. Farmgate prices

As the table below shows. farmgate prices in the various
Member States (1) lagged well behind the inflation rates

for the general economy, except in Greece :

Iaple 3 Farmgate prices and inflation rates 1in
various Member States {1984 over 1983 (%))

0 T G A A L 0 S ke e St o Ty S 0 e T e N e Y e S A ety S e e S A ot B s SN e e S P M D S e e
4+ e - e R e e

‘the

P Ty e
4+

: Country : Final crop : Final animal : Total final : Inflation :
: : production : production : production : rate (1) :
: Germany : = 3.5 : - 1.1 : - 1.9 : + 1.9 :
: France : + 1.0 : + 4.3 3 o+ 2.7 : + 7.0 :
: Italy : o+ 8.4 : + 8.3 :  + 8.3 : + 10.5 3
: Netherlands : + 5.0 H + 1.0 1+ 2.5 : + 3.1 H
: Belgium : - 10.3 : + 2.9 : - A7 : + 5.4
: Luxembourg s -~ 4.7 : + 2.0 : + 0.6 : + 5.9
: United Kingdom : -~ 3.1 : + 3.5 .+ 1.2 : + 3.7 H
¢ Ireland s - 1.2 : + 3.7 : o+ 2.6 : + 6.6
: Denmark : « 6.5 : + 6.8 : + 1.8 : + 5.7 3
3 Oreece T o+ 19,5 3 + 21.4 T o+ 2001 : + 18.1 :
: EUR-10 : + 3.4 : + 3.3 : o+ 3.5 : (+ 5.6) (2):

A T T R e S S S A S S e S D A N e g e R W S S e e e S et R e e o S e N S e S S e e Y A
M2t S S S S 3 A A A

) GDP deflator.
)

farmgate prices because of differing weighting
calculation methods,

- - o -
ACRRSSaS=ERS

Figure not comparable with the Community average of

and

In several Member States, there was even a reduction,
sometimes quite substantial, in farmgate prices as
compared with 1983, in particular with regard to crop
production, This was notably the case in Belgium,-

Denmark and Luxembourg.

e G O e R W R T G e e

(1 The figures on farmgate prices in this document
refer to average unit values obtained by dividing

final production in value by final production
volunme, They may therefore differ fronm

in
the

statistics on the output price indices published

by the Commission or by the Member States.
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For crop products, these changes, which must be assessed in
the light of the increases - some of them, spectacular - in
prices in 1983, are largely due to overproduction of several
items in 1984, especially when compared with the relatively
poor crops in 1983. The most striking example of this is
cereals, prices for which feel on average by 3.9 %, while
largests increased, as we have seen, by 28.2 $§. The fall in
cereals prices was felt even more keenly in the Netherlands
(- 10.5 %), Belgium (- 9.3 %), Denmark (- 8,3 %), Germany (-
7,8 %), Ireland (- 7.3 %) and the United Kingdom (- 7.0 %),
and also France (- 5.8 %), i.e. in the Member states all of
which enjoyed a sharp increase in cereals production in 1984,

- With regard to livestock production, the situation is quite
different for cattle-farming (both beef and dairy) from that
for other forms of livestock farming (pig farming, poultry

. farming, ete).

For beef/veal, the market situation, which was already
'oausing concern early in 1984, further deteriorated
thereafter : the beef/veal production cycle was in its upward
phase, and the market was also flooded with meat produced as
a result of the slaughtering of dairy cows. Measures adopted
at the end of July by the Commission to support prices is
this exceptional situation enabled the deterioration to be
halted in the second half of the year. Nonetheless, in 1984,
farmgate prices for cattle and calves declined by 1.4 § on
average, but with very sharp cuts of 9.8 ¢ in Denmark, 7, 5 4
in Germany and 7.0 § in the Netherlands.

Farmgate prices for milk showed an increase of a bare 2.2 §
for the Community as a whole (in fact a decline in real
terms), the rates of change for the various Member States
ranging from - 1.5 § for Germany to + 17.9 % for Greece.

On the other hand, prices increased more substantially (but
not always in real terms) for pig farmers and poultry
farmers. '
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3. Ihe value of final agricultural production

The combined effect of the changes in the quantities produced
and of changes in farmgate prices is expressed in terms of
changes in the value of final agricultural production, as
shown below by Member State :

Table 4 Changes (%) in the value of final production of
agriculture at current prices (1984 over 1983)

e T T T T T T e T e T T T T T T T T T T Y
13 3t ittt it i+ 3t i et et it bt - et P Pttt e e 2 2 2

) o i o 0 v o o i e e et B i e e e e e e e e e e Y A A E R A A N e E A m EEE e E E E E N A S S E M S E e E M m e E -

' Final crop 1413.6 1410.3 : +4.2 : 413,0: ~1.3 :420.9 :+17.8 :413.7 1452.1 :430.9 :+12.2 :
production B s {1} : : : : H H : : H
Final livestock: =3.3 : +6.,5 : +6.1 : +2.0 : +4.9 : 0.9 : +0.7 : +6.5 : 45.2 :419.6 : +3.2 :
production : s (1) : : : : : H H H :
Total final : +1.6 2 +7.9 ¢ 46,1 & 45.5 5 +2.8 : +4.3 : +7.2 : ¥7.5 :+17.5 :+27.2 : +7.2 3
production H : : : : H H : : : :

(n Dgliveries only

As the table shows, in nominal terms the value of final
agricultural production declined in none of the Member
States. This means that the increase in the volume of pro-
duction consistently offset price reductions, and that price
reductions were not steep enough to entail actual income
losses. For exemple, in Germany, the decline of 1.9 ¥ in
farmgate prices was offset by a 3 % increase in volume, which
left a net increase in the value of final production of

1.6 ¥. Conversely, for Italy, the 2 % decline in the volume
of production was offset by an 8.3 ¥ increase in farmgate
prices.



II - INTERMEDIATE CONSUMPTION OF AGRICULTURE

The cost, and changes in the cost, of farm inputs - all
current purchases of goods and services used for final pro-
duction in agriculture - are of great importance in the
formation of agricultural income, especially as the share of
intermediate consumption in the value of final production is
relatively high e.g. in Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium,
the United Kingdom and Denmark). :

In 1984, the volume of inputs showed little change on average
as compared with 1983 (0.1 %). In other words, it can be
stated that in 1984 3.6 % more on average was produced than
in 1983 with virtually the same overall inputs, the produc-
tivity of these inputs at Community level having improved by
3.5 % in 1984,

In fact, the situation was by no means the same across all
the production factors : overall quantities of animal feed
declined in all the Member States, but thoses for fertilizers
showed appreciable inoreases in some cases, especlally in
France, Denmark and the United Kingdom. ‘

. The prices of inputs increased by 6.1 ¥ on average, a rate a
~good deal higher than the average increase in farmgate prices
(3.5 %), but generally quite close to the inflation rate in
~the various Member States, as the table below shows :
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Iahle 5 Changes in value, volume and in . prices of
. farmers' inputs and inflation rates’
(change (%) in 1984 over 1983)

o > - S 2D Sy e S R T 90 e S S o Sy A e e B e S W e W Ty T e 0 e Y L e e T D e T S e e v S S e A e on S S S A S A S S G S e B
1+ 4+ttt i1ttt ittt st it ittt e - e )

: Country - Value : Volume : Prices : Inflation :
: H : : : rate (1) :
: Germany T+ 3.1 : + 0,1 : + 3.0 : + 1.9 :
: France : o+ 8.7 : + 0.9 s o+ T.7 : + 7.0 :
: Italy T o+ 9.1 : - 1.5 :  + 10.8 : + 105
: Netherlands :  + 3.0 : 0.0 :  + 3.0 : + 3.1 :
: Belgium : + 6.3 : - 0.3 : + 6,6 : + 5.4
: Luxembourg : o+ 0.5 : - 5.2 : o+ 6.0 : + 5.9 :
: United Kingdom : + 3.0 : - 0.6 :  + 3.6 : + 3.7
: Ireland :  + 6.1 : + 0,2 s+ 5.9 : + 6.6
: Dermark :r  + 8.0 : + 1,5 : + b.4 : + 5.7 :
: Greece 1+ 23.0 : + 3.5 : + 18.8 : + 18.1
: EUR-10 t o+ 6.2 : + 0.1 t o+ 6.1 : {+ 5.6) (2):
(1) GDP deflator.

(2) Figure not comparable with the Community average of

purchasing prices.

The inputs £he prices of which increased most were energy
products, feed and fertilizers.

Comparison of changes in average farmgate prices with
changes in average prices of inputs gives a cost/price ratio
(Table 6).
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Iable & Cost/price ratio in agriculture in 1984 (1983 =

100)
s D L R LT m B L LW SIML:DE : on :EURtO:
: Farmgate : 98.1 :102.7 :108.3 : 102.5: 98.3 :100.6 :101.2 :102.6 :101.8 :120.1 :103.5 :
: prices (a) : : : : : 1 : : : : : H
: Input prices :103.0 :107.7 :110.8 :103.0 :106.6 :106.0 :103.6 :105.9 :106.4 :118.8 :106.1
: (b) : s : H : : s : : : : :
: Cost/price  : 95.2 : 95.4 : 97.7 : 99.5 : 92.2 : 94.9 : 97.7 : 96.9 : 95.7 :101.1 : 97.5 :
: ratio (a)/(b) : : : : : : : : : : : :

As the table shows, in 1984, except in Greece (+ 1.1 %), the
cost/price ratio deteriorated in all the Member States, espe=
cially in Belgium (- 7.8 %}, Luxembourg (- 5.1 %) and Germany
(- 4.8 %) and France {- 4.6 %).

As for the increase in inputs in terms of value, in view of
what we have seen so far, it is not surprising to note that
it reflects very closely the change in the purchasing prices,
the quantities used having shown little change in most of the
Member States (Table 5). .
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III. OTHER FACTORS ACCOUNTING FOR INCOME CHANGES IN 1984

The factors accounting for changes in incomes from farming,
according to the varijious definitions of income referred to in
the context of this brochure (1), and change rates for 1984
as compared with 1983, are given in Table 7. Changes in the
value of final production and of inputs having already been
examined, a brief account is given below of changes in other
significant items in this table.

Subsidies

In 1984, national Community subsidies changed (both upwards
'and downwards) by relatively large margins : the average was
+ 35 % at Community level. Even higher increases were
conceded in Germany (+ 146.4% %), partly because of the
compensation, effected through the VAT scheme, for the
reduction in support prices due to the dismantlement of the
positive compensatory amounts authorized by the EEC Council
of Ministers at the end of June 1984, Subsidies to agri-
culture also climbed in Ireland (+ 53.6 %), Italy (+ LL4.5 %),
but dipped sharply in the Netherlands ( - 250 %), Luxembourg
(- 23.2 ¥} and the United Kingdom (- 7.5 %). :

Qn;gg;-ge;g;eg taxes

In line with the increase in subsidies to agriculture, taxes
linked to production increased in 1984, often by substantial
margins : this heading showed an increase of 35.1 % in
‘Germany, 96.7 % in Ireland and 44.5 in Luxembourg.

pgpnegiagign

In general, changes in depreciation reflect gross asset
formation in agriculture and changes in the prices of capital
goods. It is therefore not surprising to note a fairly close
correlation between the rates of change in depreciation in
1984 and the rates of inflation in the various Member States.

(1) Net value added at factor cost, and net inconme
from farming of the farmer and his family. The
definitions of these two indicators are given in

. an annex.
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Table 7 : Factors affecting changes in agricuitural incomes
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Rents paid

The rents paid increased in 1984 in almost all the Member
States for which estimates are available, except France,
where there was a reduction of 4.1 %.

‘Interest paid

Interest paid increased at a relatively high rate, especially
in France (17.0 %)) and Italy (17.9 %). On the other hand,
this cost item declined in Denmark (by 3 %), after increasing
sharply in recent years,

Agricultural labour

Changes from year to year in agricultural labour affect
considerably changes in the individual incomes of those in
farming. Because of the fairly steady decline in labour used
in agriculture, changes in income per persop employed gene-
rally outstrip changes in overall income, the latter being
spread over a smaller number of work units., In the context
of this brochure, given the income indicators used, two
~different aggregates for agricultural labour must be referred
to :

- Total labour : this represents the work units (of the
farmer, his family and op paid workers) actually used for
income formation, and proportionately to the time allocated
to farming. As Table 7 shows, according to Member States!
estimates, total labour contracted by 2.2 ¥ on average in
the Community, the rates of change for the various Member
States ranging from - 3.3 § for Italy to - 0.7 % for the
Netherlands, This shows that the drift from the land has
been faster in those Member States in whiech agricultural
employment is a greater proportion of total employment.

- Unpaid labour : this represents essentially the work
carried out by the farmer and his family, thus not
including paid workers. The estimates in Table 7 with
regard to employment, and particularly "unpaid"
employement, are extremely tentative, as the statistics for

. & proper assessment of the volume of labour actually used

,in faming are not always very reliable.

Changes in agricultural incomes being expressed in real
terms, Table 7 shows inflation rates for the general economy
(GPD deflator) in 1984 in the various Member States.
Commission estimates, in line with the estimates of the
_national agencies, put inflation rates in 1984 at 1.9 % in
Germany to 18.1 % in CGreece.
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Agricultural income in- 198

Table 7 shows, as a percentage of 1983, not only the changes
in the various factors influencing agricultural income
changes but also the combined effect of these different
factors in terms of change in agricultural income between
1983 and 1984, according to income indicators (1) :

Indicator A : Net value added at factor cost per person
: employed, in real terms

Indicator B : MNet income from farming of the farmer and his
family, per person employed, in real nggg

As Table 7 shows, the Community average change in
agricultural income in 1984 is exactly the same for the two

. income indicators :. + 4.3 %, in real terms. - However, for
indictor A this average concerns all the Member States, but
indicator B does not cover Ireland or Greece, which were
unable to provide the estimates for certain heading necessary
for the establishments of the indicators. Also, although the
Community average is the same, the changes in each Member
State are in most cases different :

1984 compared with 1983 (%)

Indicator A Indicator B

Germany + 5.7 + 7.8
France + 2.1 + 1.6
Italy - 1.1 - 5.7
Netherlands + 6.0 + 9.7
Belgium - 6.5 - 8.0
Luxembourg - 0.5 - 1.1
United Kingdom + 10.1 + 16.2
Ireland + T.4 n.a.
Denmark + 35.5 + 314.8
Greece + 16.6 n.a.
EUR-10 + 4.3 + 4.3 {1)
(1) EUR-8

- These rates must, however, be seen in a context of several

years; for this reason, agricultural incomes since 1973 are
described below.

o L L L g

(1) See "Preliminary Remarks™ and "Annex on Methods".
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IV, INCOMES FROM 1973 TO 1984

Table 8 shows for each Member State and for the Community as
a whole changes in net value added at factor cost per person

enployed in real terms (indicator A) since 1973, by 3-year
period.

Iable 8 Real net value added per person employed since
1973. - "1980" (1) = 100

197375+ 117 : 121 : 92 : 104 + 108 : 101 : 121 1 107 98 83 106
1976-78 + 124 1100 i 96 :107 103 : 98 : 174 128 : o7 90 106
1979-81 + 100 : 100 : 100 : 100 : 100 : 100 : 100 & 100 100 100 100
1982-84 1103 : 108 : 97 1120 : 121 :127 + 110 : 111 1129 : 113 : 106
1983 : 93 :105 : 98 : 119 : 125 : 120 : 104 : 110 : 109 E 105 f 103 %
1984 : 98 1108 : 97 +126 : 117 :120 : 115 + 118 148 17 E_."’"

(1) "1980" = Average of 1979-~1980-1981

Except in Italy, where farm incomes fell, and in Germany,
where there was only a slight improvement, the above table
shows that in 1982-84 there was an appreciable improvement,
in real terms, as compared with the preceding three-year
period, in all the Member States.

However, in the longer term, i.e, in the 1973-75 peried to
the 1982-84 period, average agricultural incomes lost ground
in real terms - in Germany by 12 %, in France by 11 %, and in
the United Kingdom by 9 %, but increased in the other Member
States, especially Greece (by 36.1 %), Luxembourg (by 25.7
%), Belgium (by 16.3 %) and the Netherlands (by 15.4°%), the
Community average having remained unchanged.
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Chart 1 gives a clearer picture of annual changes in agri-
cultural incomes in the various Member States since 1974 and
allows of a comparison with income trends for the general
economy. The chart shows that in most of the Member States
agricultural incomes have declined appreciably in real terms,
especially during the 1979-1980 period, and, essentially for
reasons connected with the weather, in 1983. However, in
certain Member States, particularly in Germany, the Nether-
lands and the United Kingdom, the reduction in incomes began
in 1976 and continued until 1980.

Chart 2 shows changes in the 1974-84 period in the two main
variables influencing net value added of agriculture : final

production in volume and the cost/price ratio. This chart

shows that the deterioration in the cost/price ratio was a
erucial factor in the decline in incomes, especially in 1979
and in 1980. Fluctuations in the volume of production
(upwards or downwards) were, on the other hand, the main
factor in the improvement or deterioration of incomes in
1976, 1982, 1983 and 1984,

Table 9 Real net agricultural income fo the farmer and his
family, per person employed, since 1973
"1980" (1) = 100

: : D : F I : NL : B : L : UK : IRL: DK : GR :EUR-10:
D o375 1138 L 137 & 116 :na. : 109 : 105 : 182 : ma. 814 n.a. 133
S \9T6-78 L N7 . 116 106 :ma. s T1 : 98 : 158 : ma. : 560 n.a. 122
© 1979-81 . 100 4 100 . 100 : m.a. : 100 : 100 : 100 : p.a. : 100 : n.a, 100
© 198288 . 99 108 . 84 :ma. i 116 : 132 : 118 :nma. : 559 : ma. : 101
: 1983 : 82 :104 : 85 : n.a. : 122 : 124 : 104 : n.a. : 223 3 n.a. f 95 E
Do L 89 1106 1 B0 ima.: M2 123 120 :ma. 1923 ima: 99

(1) (1) "1980" = average 1979-1980-1981
* n.a. = not available

Table 9 shows changes in real terms in the net agricultural
incomes of the farmer and his family (after deduction of
wages, rents and interest paid) according to the same three-
year period since 1973 for the Member States for which data
are available,
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The table shows that except for Germany and ltaly, the income
of the farmer and his family was a good deal higher on
average in these last three years in real terms than in the
previous three-year period, the most substantial improvements
being in Denmark {459 3), Luxembourg (32 %), United Kingdom
(18 %) and Belgium (16 %). However, when compared with the
excellent results during the 1973~75 period, there was a
major deterioration in real agricultural incomes in five

Member States out of seven, while the other two showed impro-
vements,

To achieve a better understanding of the reascns for this
very unfavourable movement in this income indicator in the
last ten years, as compared with net value added at factor
cost, trends in this period im the factors accounting for net
incomes of the farmer and his family (net value added, wages,
rents and interest paid) must be examined.

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

Indices 1982-8%4
(Base 1973-74-75 = 100}

i o o e e
- - e e T T T T T T I T I L Lttt
T IS I T T L ittt bt e b sk ashed i =

: : D : F I : NL : H L : UK : IRL DK : GR

:-Net value added : 98.0 : 187.4: 346.8:173.3 :149,0 :179.8 :369.6 :268.9 :235.1 :489.9 :
: at factor cost, : : : : : : ot : E f f
: overall : : : : : H E E : : '
; Wages . ; 1"0.“2256.1 ; 500.1; n.a. ;160.0 : 95.4 :313.8 : n.a. : n.a. : n.a. :
: Interests : 161.5:352.1 :1107.0: n.a. :356.0 :231.0 :465.6 : n.a. : 412, : n.a. :
: Rents . 181.7:151.1 : ¥29,0: n.a. :116.1 :183.1 :505.1 : n.a. : 388.5: n.a. :
; Net agricultural ; : : : : : : : H : :
: .income of the . 78.3:164.7 :264,2 : n.a. :138.4 :180.7 :189.4 : n.a., :1230.9: n.a, :
: farmer and his B : : H : : H : f f f
: family, overall : : B : : : : : : : !

- - - - e YT T T T T T T YT T S LT 1-1
Py e T T T T T TP T T LT T P L L T T T -
EEEEE IS E RS S S S S E R EC ISR RRRRESES ==

{1) 1982-83 index (Base : 1973-74 = 100)
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As this Table shows, in most of the Member States except in
Denmark and Luxembourg the net agricultural income of the
farmer and his family increased overall less rapidly in the
1973~75 to 1982-84 period than net value added at factor
cost. In Germany, both net value added and net agricultural
income of the farmer and his family declined in nominal
terms, the latter more than the former,

- This is accounted for by the fact, as show in the table, that
wages, Iinterest and rents paid generally increased faster
than net value added at factor cost. Ths was the case, in
particular, for interest paid, which increased in nominal
terms by 3.5 times in France and Belgium, more than U4 times
in the United Kingdom and in Denmark and 11 times in Italy.
Also, wages paid increased in nominal terms by 250 ¥ in
France, 300 § in the United Kingdom and 500 § in Italy.
Rents paid also showed substantial increases 1in most of the
Member States, especially Germany, Denmark, Italy and the
United Kingdom. This explains why the net agricultural
income of the farmer and his family - after deduction of
wages, interest and rents paid - generally improved less
rapidly than net value added at factor cost. In addition, if
it is borne in mind that unpaid agricultural work (particu-
Iarly that of the famer and his family) probably contracted
at practically the same rate as total agricultural employ-
. ment, it is not surprising to observe that indicator B (net
agricultural income of the farmer and his family per work
unit) generally lags behind indicator A (net value added at
factor cost per work unit).
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REAL INCOMES IN THE GENERAL ECONOMY AND IN AGRICULTURE

(Average 1973 - 1974 - 1975
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. CHART 2

CERTAIN FACTORS DETERMINING AGRICULTURAL INCOME
(Average 1979 - 1980 - 1981 = 100)
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PART II

AGRICULTURAL INCOMES BY TYPE OF FARMING
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Y. AGRICULTURAL INCOMES IN 1984

V.1

At Commupityv level

The first part of this document has shown that agri-
cultural incomes - expressed in terms of net value
added at factor cost per person employed - increased by
4,3 ¥ in 1984 in real terms., Part II lookd more clo-
sely, on the basis of the latest updted figures from
the Community's Farm Accountancy Data Network (FADN),
at changes in income according to the various types of

" P"gommercial"™ holding (*). In this connection, it must

be remembered that, by definition, the FADN's field of
survey does not cover all holdings, so that some.
figures for all holdings represented in the FADN may
show discrepancies as againt the figures obtained at

. macro-economic level, This is also partly a matter of

the methods used, which are explained in the Annex.
The estimates for the Community as a whole are summa-
rized in the table. '

See annex on methods.



Table 11 Changes in agricultural income (2) per person .
employed (2) in 1984 and in 1983 for the maintypes
of farming (in real terms) - (EUR=-10) ‘

- S S wm o - S D G e S D S e Am e D e e v D D M e e A A A S G e R At A A v e e A T S Y S e e S W 0 e T e W W W M S o Y S e
H ittt i ittt - R - - 1 2 1]

: : Annual change (%) :
: Type of farming (3) : :
: : 1984 over 1983 1983 over 1982 :
: I. Specialized farms : :
: Crop products : :
: Cereals : + 23 - 7T :
H General crops : + 15 - 7 :
: Horticulture : + 4 + 20 :
: Wine-growing : - 16 - 22 :
: Fruit and permanent crops (4) : - 1 + 10 . :
: Livestock production : H
Tt Cattle - dayrying : - 4 - 3 :
: Cattle - beef/veal : + 1 + 2 :
: Pigmeat : + 217 - 28 :
:II. Non-specialized farms : :
: Mixed cropping : + 2 - 7 H
: Mixed cropping - Livestock : + 5 - 6 :
: All holdings : S+ 3 - b :

o T T 2 S e . S A S G o M S S e g @S S S A e e DN S M S e A e R TS A S S S S S G S8 S G e S Ee G AR Ee S e S G S A G S A S e
Pt 1 A e R e e

(1) Agricultural income = farm net value added.

(2} Person employed = arnual work unit.

(3) Selection of the maintypes of farming accounting
for about 80 % of all holdings covered by the
FADN.

(4) Including olives and other permanent crops.

Source : FADN, results weighted on the basis of the 1975
Structure Survey.
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As Table 11 shows, the increase in incomes in the
specialized cereals farms was relatively sharp in 1984
(23 %3 in real terms), following the decline in the
previous year (by 7 %). The increase was mainly due to
the expansion in the volume of cereals production in
1984 over 1983 (by 28 %), farmgate prices having
declined on average by 4 %.

Another sector in which incomes recovered after losses
in 1983, partly thanks to better weather, was that of
the farms specializing in general crops {including
roots and brassicas, industrial plants and fresh open-
field vegetables) : the improvement was 15 % in 1984,
after a reduction of 7 % in 1983,

Incomes improved in real termas for the second year in
succession for specialized horticulture, although not
as fast as in 1983 (4 ¥, compared with 20 ¥ the
previous year).

The incomes of specialized fruit holdings, however,
fell by 11 § in 1984,

Wine-growers suffered a second difficult year, incomes
per person employed having declined by 22 % in 1983 and
by 16 % in 1984, This was mainly because of the con-
traction in the volume of production (by about 8 % in
1984) and the increase in production costs, the prices
" actually received by the wine growers having increased
by an average of 4 %.

As for livestock production, the first point to mnote is
a further decline in the incomes of specialized
dairying farms (by 4% ¥ in real terms in 1984, after a 3
% decline en 1983. As already noted in Part I of this
document, this was mainly due to the introduction on 1
April 1984 of a milk quota shceme (which entailed a 2 §
reduction in the volume of production) and the reduc-
tion in real terms in farmgate prices (by about 3 %).
Cuts in the use of concentrated feed enabled farmers to
bring the decline to a halt.

As for specialized beef/veal farmers, on average the
decline in farmgate prices in 1984 jwas offset by the
increase in volume, and incomes improved by only about
1 % in real terms. ‘
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The incomes of specialized pig farmers staged a strong

recovery in 1988 (by 27 ¥) after declining in 1983 (by
28 %).

As for non-speclialized holdings (representing more than
20 % of the total), in general their incomes increased
in 1984 after the decline in 1983.



Table 12 - Agricultural incomes (2) per work unit in 1984 by main type of farming
(Change % compared with 1983, in real terms)

: Type of farming : % of total : ) : : : : : 3 : : : : 3
: ¢ commercial ; D : F : I : N B : L : UK : IRL ¢+ DK : H : EUR-10 :
: : holdings : : : : : H : H : : H
: : (2) : : : : H H : : H : :
H : Cereals : (7)) - :> 30 : 13 26 . s ¢ s 3 29 : 32 37 ¢+ 25 : 23 :
: : General crops : (11) : 18 : 13 7 :<-30 : - 1 : : 34 : : e 23 9 : 15
: : Horticulture : (2) : 8 : 1 : - 3 : 8 : 4 : : : 21+ : : - & 1 1 : 4 :
:Specialised : Wine—growing H ( 8) 1 <=30 : - 4 : -21 : : 1 3 < =30 : : 3 T oz L 10 : -16 :
H : Fruits (3) : (11) : : ¢ = 2 3 =22 3 -1 : 1 : C 12 i : - 6 : 22 ;3 -11 :
sholdings :
t s Milk : (14) : - 8B 0 : -1 : 1 : =10 : 11 ¢ -15 : 2 : =13 : s - 4
: + Beef/veal : ( 4) : 13 : 4 : 1 : : 3 - 7 : =10 : - 7 : 3 : : 3 - 8 1 :
: : Pigmeat : (1) s >30 : 1l : 2 37 : 4 s ¢ >30 : : : >30 : : oz 27 :
:Mixed s+ Mixed cropping (11) : 16 : -1 ¢ - 7 T : e 24 : : s 22 15 : 2 :
:holdings  : Crops-livestock : (16) : 16 : 7 : 5 : =17 : - 5 : T 3 7 = : 1 : 6 : 5 :
: All type of ] : : : : H : : H s : :
¢ farming ¢+ (100) : 8 2 : - 6 5 : - 4 8 13 3 11 : 12 3 :
Source : FADN estimates (weighting based on the 1975 Structures Survejr)
< =30 = incame reduction of less than 30 %.
: indicateg either that these are few or more of this type of holding in a Member State and therefore that information is sufficient to allow

of estimates.

(1) Agricultural incomes = farm net value added
{2) Results of 1975 Structure Survey
(3) Including olives and other permanent crops

g —
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Apalysis by Member State

Table 12 shows changes in agricultural incomes in the
various Member States, always in real terms, according
to the various types of production. For a number of
reasons, as already indicated, the results for all
commercial holdings represented in the FADN show
discrepancies as against the macro-economic data given
in Part I of the report. MNonetheless, this table does
confirm the main conclusions drawn at macro-economic
level and thus allows a more detailed treatment : it
shows that in only two Memeber States (Italy and
Belgium) was there a decline in income in real terms in
1984, and that in all the others there was an impro-.
vement, sometimes a large improvement, after the steep
decline in 1983. .

However, the main value of the table lies in the break-
down in the rates of change in incomes by Member state
and by type of farming :

~ As has already been noted at Community level, 198}
was a year of quite substantial growth in incomes,
even in real terms, for cereals, in all the Member
States. Even 1f a large part of this increase served
to offset the losses in 1983, it is still true that
in general the income improvement remained ample in
1984, particularly in Denmark (37 %), Ireland (32 %),
and the United Kingdom (29 %). The same is true for
general crops, for which incomes show definite impro-
vements in all the Member States afterr the decline in
1983, except in the Netherlands, where the decline
exceeded 30 ¥, because of the sharp reduction in
potato prices and the small size of this crop in this
particular Member State.

~ Holdings specializing in horticulture enjoyed income
increases for the second year running in all the
Member States except Italy and Denmark.

- Almost all the wine-growing Member States except
Greece suffered income deteriorations for the specia-
lized wine-growing holdings. The downward movement

. was particularly sharp in Italy (21 ¥) and for the
second year running, in Germany and Luxembourg.

- With regard to fruit holdings (including olive hol-
dings), income improved in the United Kingdom and in
Greece, but moved downwards in Italy.
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- the incomes enjoyed by specialized dairy farmers
declined in most of the Member States : the decline
was sharpest in Belgium, the United Kingdom, Denmark
and Germany. But there was a modest improvement in
Ireland and the Netherlands.

‘- on the holdings specializing in beef/veal, the
situation developed along fairly favourable lines in
Germany, France and Ireland (but it must not be
.forgotten that in 1983 some of these Member States
had experienced major income losses in this area).
On the other hand, incomes fell in other Member
States (notably Belgium and the United Kingdom).

- after the sharp decline in incomes in 1983 in specia-
lized pig farms, there was a definite improvement in
1984 in most of the Member States. However, in
France and in Italy, the income improvement in 1984
was not enough to offset the reduction in 1983,



VI. AGRICULTURAL INCOMES IN THE 1978-1984 PERIOD

-As Table 13 and Chart 3 show, most of the main types of
farming chosen suffered, between the 1978/79 marketing year
and the 1980/81 marketing year, a relatively sharp reduction
in real incomes; both on the crop side and on the livesatock
side. However, 1981/82 saw a recovery, owing to the relative
improvement in revenues from livestock farming. This conti-
nued during 1982/83, a season during which incomes from crop
products also rose appreciably, thanks to the excellent
weather, Following a further reduction in 1983/84, especial-
ly for crop products, due to poor weather, incomes from the
main types of farming (except wine-growing, forestry and
dairy farming) staged a further recovery in 1984/85. Table
13 and Chart 3 show not only changes in incomes over time
according to the various types of farming but also relate
income levels in each type of farming to the others and to
all holdings.

For example, it will be seen that despite quite remarkable
fluctuations in income from spacialized pig farms, average
incomes per work unit in this sector are well above the
average throughout the period. The same is true for holdings
specializing in cereals, the incomes of which, per work unit,
inecreased in real terms by more than 40 ¥ between 1981/82 and
1984/85, after a reduction of about 20 % between 1978/1979
‘and 1981/82.

In 1978/79 and 1979/80, the average income accruing from
specialized wine growing exceeded the average, but in the two
following marketing years incomes deteriorated, to below the
average for all holdings.

Specialized dairy farms, though remaining above the average,
- suffered appreciable income losses in real terms between
1978/79 and 1980/81; incomes recovered in 1981/82 and in
1982/83, but again deteriorated in 1983/84 and 1984/85,
Despite this loss, average incomes from dairy farming were
st1ll running in 1984/85, in real terms, above the 1979/80

. level.

On the other hand, incomes from beef/veal farms remained
consistently below the average. '

As for non-specializec holdings, the best performances in
relative terms were achieved by mixed cropping-livestock
holdings, the incomes of which were generally above the
average for all holdings. Mixed cropping, on the other
hand, generally yielded incomes not only lower than the
average but also lower than all other types of farming.



(1) ‘Agricultural income =

farm net value added

(2) Cn the basis of the 1975 Structure Survey
(3) Including olives and other permanent crops.

Table 13 - Agricultural income (1) per m it during the 1978/79 - 1981-82 period
for the main types of famming (in real temms)

: Type of farming : % of total : EUR 9 : EUR 10 '

: : conmercial : Average, all types of farming : Average, all types of famming 3

: + holdings : 1981/82 = 100 : 1981/82 = 100 H

: s (2)  : 1978/79: 1979/80: 1980/81: 1981/82: 1982/83: 1983/84: 1984/85: 1981/82: 1982/83: 1983/84: 1984/85:
: : Cereals . (4 : 179 : 154 : 154 : 142 : 166 : 155 : 190 : 141 5 175 : 163 : 200 :
: : General crops @ (15) : 151 ¢ 134 : 133 : 13} : 127 : 119 : 141 : 104 : 100 : 93 : 107 :
; ; Horticulture H (2) : : e 3 ¢ : s+ 136 : 128 : 153 : 167 : 140 : 128 : 153 : 167 ;
:Specialised : Wine-growing : (5) s 142 . 131 99 : 89 : 109 : 85 : 77 ¢+ 104 : 126 : 99 : 90
: : Fruits and per- : : : : H : : : : H : H :
: : manent crops (3): (11) s 101 95 : 93 : 87 : 73 82 70 80 74 8l : 72
sholdings :
: : Cattle—dairying : (16) : 148 : 18 : 109 : 117 ¢ 130 : 127 : 122 : 119 : 133 : 130 : 124 :
H : Cattle-beef:veal: (.4) s 114 71 79 98 : 87 89 90 : 100 : 88 : 90 : 91 :
: : Pigmeat : (1) : 174 : 204 ; 151 ¢ 233 : 239 : 171 : 213 : 239 : 226 : 161 : ..201 :
sMixed s Mixed cropping : (11) s 89 : 78 72 : 67- + 15 '76 : 70 : 65 : 72 s 67 : 69 :
: : Mixed cropping- : : : : : H : : : : : H :
sholdings : livestock : (12) ¢ 110 : 100 94 9 : 108 : 102 : 107 : 94 : 107 : 101 : 106 :

: All holdings H (100) : 119 : 105 97 : 100 : 107 : 101 : 103 100 : 106 : 100 : 103
Source. : FADN results 1978/79-1982/83; FADN estimates 1983/84 and 1984/85



Chart 3 AGRICULTURAL INCOME (1) PER PERSON (2) FOR THE MAIN TYPES OF FARMING,
1978/79~ 1984/85 in real terms

EUR 9, 1981/82 average income for all holdings)

(Base 100

- Source

(1) Farm net value added

~FADN results for 1978/79 - 1982-83 (weighted on the basis of the

1975 Structure Survey)

-FADN estimates for 1983/84 - 1984/85

(2) Annual work unit

(3) Inéluding olives and other
permanent crops
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VII. - THE DISTRIBUTION OF AGRICULTURAL INCOMES OVER
COMMERCIAL HOLDINGS

The expression "distribution™ in this context refers to the
total number of persons working in agriculture broken down by
different income classes,

-Table 13 and Chart 4 show the distribution of the agricul-
tural incomes of persons working in "commercial™ holdings (1)
covered by the FADN fleld of survey. Although absolute

~ incomes vary widely from one year to the next, only 1982/83
is referred to in this context, this being the last periocd
for which sufficient data are available. Income distribution
in the various Member States and over the various income
"classes is, however, a relatively stable phenomenon. The
most striking feature in Chart 4 is that of the fairly sharp
differences in the structure of incomes as between the Member
~States in the north of the Community and those in the south.
"For example, in Greece, more than 60 % and in Italy nearly
half the persons working on "commercial®™ holdings received in
1982/83 an average income of less than 4 000 ECU., On the
other hand, in the Netherlands, in Belgium, in Denmark and in
the United Kingdom, farms yielding an income of less than
4000 ECU ranged from 3 % to 11 % at most of the total.
Conversely, at the other extreme it is found that farmers.
enjoying incomes exceeding 12 000 ECU per year accounted for
71 ¥ of the total in the Netherlands, 63 % of the total in
Belgium, 67 % of the total in Denmark and 5S4 ¥ of the total
in the United Kingdom, comparing with about 8 % in Italy and
a bare 1 % in Greece.

"In Germany, France, Luxembourg and Ireland, incomes are
.largely concentrated in the 4 000 - 12 000 ECU class, which
accounts for at least 40 ¥ of the persons working in agri-
culture in these Member States.

It must be borne in mind, however, that comparisons between
Member States are liable to be quite misleading, since an
income of 4§ 000 to 12 000 ECU has neither the same economie
significance nor the same purchasing power for example in
Greece as in the Netherlands. Also, the definition of income
referred to in this context is the farm net value added, i.e.
income before deduction of rents, interest and wages paid.
This means that the income the farmer and his family dispose
"of after deduction of these items is not only less than the
farm net value added but may also vary appreciably depending
on the relative scale of costs, 1.e. on the extent to which
these factors are used in the various types of’ farming and
forms of management.

- O M e G A e OF D R e O3 D e

(1) See Annex on methods.



Table 14 Distribution of agricultural incomes (1) in "commercial" holdings as a percentage of the
total number of work units in each income class
(1982/83 accounting year)

T T N I T T T T e T T e T T T T T D R T T T L e L
R R e A L e e P - A e A

: Agricultural income : D : F : I : NL : B : L : UL : IRL: DK : GR :EUR-10:
« (EcU) (1) : : : : H : : : : : : :
: < K.000 2% ;16 : M8 : B 1 3 : 19 1 11 : 20 4+ T + 62 : 33 :
. 4.000 - 8.000 : 28 i 26 i 28 i 8 i 12 i 15 : 16 : 36 . 9 . 32 i+ 26 :
© 8.000 - 12.000 : 21 4 24 3 12 : 17 : 22 : 30 : 19 +°19 + T + 5 i 16
© 12,000 - 20,000 i 20 : 22 :+ B : 32 : 36 + 24 : 32 : 12 + 35 & 1 : 16 1
© 20,000 -28.000 : 5 + T : 3+ 19 + 16 : B i M : 3 : 20+ - i 6 1
t > 28,000 Co20i 5+ 1:2 111+ Eoi 8+ 14124 - 1 3

o o Y T S = Y e e P S S A SN S S 0 e e S S T S S e S S ey v AN ST S A e g My e S A S A ¢ S S S P g o AP A M far S A S e oy S Sy A4 e e e -
sttt A A A L - L -t -t

(1) Agricultural income : farm net value added per annual work unit

Source : FADN, 1982/83 results, weighted on the basis of the 1975 Structure Survey.



>Chart 4 Distribution of agricultural incomes_(l)'in commercial holdings
— g of the total number of work units in each income class

Source : FADN, 1982/83 accounting results,
weighted on the basis of the 1975
Structure Survey

x X ¥ y

(1) Farm net value added per annual work unit .

1 50+ 50 504
14} 401 40
30 30- 30
20 204 20
10 10 10

6 & B 2 6 20 26 28 32 36 40 D & 8 1216 20 24 28 32 36 40 0 4 8 1 16 20 26 28 32 36 40 0 & 3 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40

Reverm/UTA (000 ECU) Revenu/UTA (000 ECYY Reverwy/UTA (000 ECWD Revenu/UTA (*000 ECU)

60 - 60 603 s

] BELGIQUE/BELGLE 'I LUXEMBOURG 1
504 50+ 504 50
404 40 401
304 . 304 304
204 204
10~ X 10+

‘ - t \

1 N - -
0 4 B 1276 20 2% 28 R 36 40 C & 8 12 16 20 24 2B 32 36 &) 0 4 & 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 0 4 8 1216 0 24 28 R 35 40
Revenu/UTA (°0X0 ECW) Revenu/uTa (°000 ECU) Reveru/UTA (000 ECW) RevenusUTA ('000 ECUY

o . '
50-
40
304

0 & 8 97 16 20 24 28 = 36 40 0 « 8 1216 20 2 28 32 36 ’ 0 4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40

Reyenu/UT4 {7000 £20) . Reveru/UTA (°000 £CU) Revenu/UTA (*000 ECV) :

= - -



STATISTICAL ANNEX



Table 15 = Indices of net value added at factor cost per unit of manpower emploved, real

"1980" (1) = 100

1984

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

H : : : : 3 : : : : : : : s 1983

: D : 123.2 : 106.7 : 121.7 : 127.7 : 124.4 : 120.0 : 106.6 : 93.8 : 100.0 : 118.5 : 93.5 : 98.3 : + 5.7
: F : 132.0 : 120.7 : 109.1 : 108.6 : 107.7 : 110.3 : 110.7 : 96.5 : 94.8 : 110.4 : 105.3 : 107.5 : + 2.1
: I : 91.9 : 88.9 : 95.1 : 92.4 : 95.4 : 100.0 : 104.5 : 101.4 : 96.4 : 97.6 : 97.9 : 96.8 : - 1.1
: NL : 113.7 : 95.4‘: 101.9 : 111.3 : 105.4 : 103.0 : 95.6 : 91.7 : 112.1 : 116.4 : 118.5 : 125.6 : + 6.0
: B : 118.8 : 95.0 : 99.6 : 114.0 : 92.6 : 102.1 : 93.3 : 98.3 : 108.8 : 120.2 : 124.7 : 116.6 : - 6.5
: L ; 110.5 : 91.7 : 99.3 : 85.3 : 108.3 : 101.4 : 103.9 ; 94.8 : 101.9 : 141.4 : 120.2 : 119.6 : - 0.5
: UK : 130.4 : 116.5 : 114.7 : 121.7 : 112.4 : 108.1 : 103.4 : 96.3 : 99.3 : 112.4 : 104.0 : 114.5 : + 10.1
: IRL : 108.7 : 97.3 : 114.2 : 109.7 : 135.4 :‘ 138.4 : 109.5 : 94.0 : 98.0 : 105.0 : 109.9 : 118.0 :' + 7.4
: DK : 109.5 : 102,2 : 83.1 : 85.9 : 98.3 : 106.6 : 90.8 : 98.5 : 109.0 : 130.5 : 109.4 : 148.2 : + 35.5
: GR : 84.7 : 82.2 : 83.1 : 89.9 : 85.4 : 95,2 : 90.0 : 101.0 : 107.0 : 118.4 : 204.7 : 116.8 : + 11.6
§ EUR 10 : 112.0 : 102.1 : 103.7 : 105.7 : 104.6 : 106.9 : 103.6 : 97.4 : 99.1 : 109.4 : 102.7 : 107.1 : + 4.3

(73}
.

(1) "1980" = (1979 + 1980 + 1981) /
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. (1) "1980" = average 1979 - 1980 - 1981.



Table 18 - THE "COST-PRICE SQUEEZE" (1) (Changes in the cost/farmgate price ratio)

"1980" (2) = 100

: : D : F I :+ NL : B L ¢« UK ¢ IRL*: DK : GR : EURI10 :
: 1973 : 111.9 : 124.,5 : 107.3 ¢+ 113.3 : 110.9 : 118.2 : 117.0 : 125.3 : 1l1l1.6 : 108.4 : 115.4 :
¢ 1974 : 102.4 : 105.0 : 95.3 : 100.8 : 99.2 : 103.9: 103.3 : 95.5: 94.1 : 102.2 : 101.8 :
: 1975 : 110.3 : 108.0 :+ 94,7 : 110.3 : 109.7 : 101.6 : 111.7 : 96.8 : 100.1 : 94.2 : 106.5 :
+ 1976 : 112.4 : 111.7 : 97.0 : 113.0 :+ 111.4 : 102.3 : 118.6 : 105.1 : 104.0 : 104.9 : 109.1 :
« 1977 : 108.3 ¢« 111.4 : 101.0 : 108.2 : 103.1 : 100.3 : 107.1 : 109.4 : 101.0 : 107.1 : 106.8 :
: 1978 . 108.6 : 109.7 : 107.2 : 107.6 : 106.2 : 102.8 : 104.8 : 113.9 : 110.5 : 113.8 : 108.1 :
: 1979 : 105.1 ¢« 106.5 ¢ 106.5 : 100.7 :+ 101.8 : 104.5 : 104.1 : 108.4 : 107.4 : 104.9 : 98.7 :
: 1980 : 98.2: 97.6: 100.6 : 99.4: 99.7: 99.2: 97.7: 95.3: 99.6: 99.6: 98.6:
: 1981 : 9.7: 95.9: 92.9: 99.9: 98.5: 96.3: 98.2: 96.3 : 95.6: 96.1 : 96.5 :
: 1982 : 96.1: 96.2 : 95.4: 98.7: 97.2: 100.3 : 97.6 : 95.1 : 95.4: 103.4 : 97.1 :
¢ 1983 : 92.9: 9.2 : 95.0: 98.6: 96.9: 97.6: 95.5: 95.0: 93.1: 100.9 : 96.1 :
«+ 1984 : 88.5: 91.7 : 92.9 : 98.1 : 89.4 : 92.6 : 93.3 : 92.0 : 89.1 «+ 102.0 : 93.7 :

(1) Implicit index of farmgate prices

(2) "1980" = (1979 + 1980 + 1981) : 3

* EUROSTAT estimate.

divided by the implicit index for prices of inputs.



Table 19 - Total agricultural labour in the Commnity

"1980" (1) =100

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

o

1981

1982

1983

1984

1984
1983

: : 1973

; D : 126.4
: F : 117.3
: I ; 117.8
: NL : 111.7
: B : 132.1
: L : 124.0
: UK : 111.6
: IRL : 118.7
: DK A: 119;7
: GR : 110.6
EUR-10 . 118.2

121.1
113.5
115.3
109.8
127.1
118.3
107.5
115.8
117.1
109.0

114.5

S5 05 60 00 G0 G S0 BF @t G8 GF €0 40 B0 90 0 85 S0 ¥ U E3 SF SF GO 40 o5 @8 o4

118.1
109.7
110.7
108.3
121.5
114.0
104.8
114.3
114.4
107.4

111.2

@8 36 80 S0 #E 84 0% B0 00 96 95 B0 65 60 €0 @¢ 8 C¢ 40 o0 oe

115.2
107.4
109.8
106.8
116.2
108.8
105.9
111.3
111.4
105.9

109.5

B0 08 00 B8 00 00 00 G4 ¢U G0 46 €5 04 G0 UL BN UE 00 €8 O¢ e

109.4
105.2
107.2
104.5
110.8

1104.3

104.6
109.4
109.4
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94.1
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96.2
96.4
91.1
97.0
94.0
94.7
96.9
92.6
95.8
"91.8

94.6
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- 3.3
- 0.7
- 1.0
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- 0.8
- 2.5
- 2.6
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(1) "1980" = average 1980/1981/1982.



("1980" (1) = 100)
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(1) "1980" = average 1979 - 1980 - 1981.

n.a. : figure not available.
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