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1. Introduction 

 

1.1   The present document is intended as a basis for a joint discussion of the next EESC-

Turkey Joint Consultative Committee meeting in April.  The Chamber of Agriculture is preparing a 

similar document. This document has not been adopted by the EESC; the report and the views 

expressed are those of the rapporteur. 

 

1.2   There is already a large amount of literature and statistical information pertaining to 

the current state of Turkish agriculture, including the Commission's annual report on development, 

and literature from the World Bank, the IMF, OECD, FAO, etc. There are several agricultural 

organisations that report agricultural statistics in Turkey. Our intention here is not to re-hash existing 

information, but to single out some areas for discussion which have not been addressed by the other 

institutions, and where the EESC, by virtue of the fact that its membership includes representatives 

from agricultural, consumer, employee, industrial and environmental organisations – i.e. what is often 

called 'organised civil society' – can address the issues from a practical standpoint. The following 

brief overview aims merely to provide an introduction to the background and context. 

 

1.3   As part of the preparatory work for this opinion, the Turkish Chamber of Agriculture 

organised a national hearing, which was held in Ankara on 3 and 4 March 2003, and attended by 

representatives from the Turkish regions, and from various producer cooperatives and employee 

organisations. The hearing and ensuing discussion have provided input for the present opinion, and 

the proceedings of the hearing will be published in a separate document. 

 

1.4   The Turkish report will provide an account of the agricultural situation as they see it, 

and they are clearly in the best position to provide this information. The present document will detail 

experiences that could also be used to reflect on the changes Turkish agriculture needs to make to 

comply with the common agricultural policy. However, it is also important to focus, not just on 

"primary production" but also on the food industry, i.e. the entire food chain, from stable to table. 

This is not just necessary in terms of "food safety", but also because the entire food chain needs to be 

competitive in a larger market. 

 

1.5  In order to give an idea of the future situation in which Turkish agriculture has been 

incorporated into the European Union, a brief summary of the background to the common agricultural 

policy is also provided. This could be necessary to explain how and why the common agricultural 
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policy took on its current shape, and, more importantly, to understand how it might evolve in the 

future. 

 

2. Agriculture in Turkey 

 

2.1   The Commission's 2002 report, based on statistics from 2000, reveals that agricultural 

land makes up over half, i.e. 53.5% or 41 million hectares, of the country's surface area, and that 35% 

of the workforce is employed in agriculture. Agriculture accounts for circa 11% of GDP. Statistics 

such as these vary depending on the source. The Turkish report will, of course, provide more recent 

data, but the levels reported thus far still provide important pointers. 

 

2.2   The size of the agricultural workforce is very high from a European perspective, on a 

par with the situation in Romania and Bulgaria. However, while the EU average is low, the figure 

varies from 1.2% to xx%. It seems that one of Turkey's political objectives is to get the number of 

agricultural workers down to circa 10% of the workforce by 2023. A change of this kind must be 

allowed to take place over time and in a socially acceptable manner. In order to achieve this, there 

must be a balanced national economy and economic growth to provide stability and encourage 

investment. 

 

2.3   Important crops in Turkey include cotton, hazelnuts, sugar, raisins and oilseed. 

Turkey accounts for 74% of world hazelnut production, and there is a constant surplus. The global 

financial institutions have developed and funded programmes to support various schemes to reduce 

production. However, hazelnuts are grown exclusively on very steep inclines, where it is impossible 

to grow anything else, and production is on an extremely small scale. 

 

2.4   Sugar beet and sugar production also play an important role in Turkish agriculture, 

and cater for domestic needs. Beet growers belong to an organisation called Pankobirlik. The existing 

27 state sugar refineries are to be privatised. The growers also have 3 refineries in common 

ownership. They are experiencing huge problems with privatisation, and a lack of cooperative 

legislation. Turkey's current follow-up arrangements with the IMF require a drastic reduction in sugar 

beet production.  

 

2.5   The balance of trade in agriculture has deteriorated and Turkey imports more than it 

can export. Turkey has had a customs union with the EU since 1995, but agricultural products are 
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excluded. However, the aim of the agreement is also to secure free trade in agricultural products, and 

in 1998 an agreement providing just such progress was signed.  

 

2.6   A future "pre-accession programme", along the lines of the existing SAPARD 

programme for the new Member States, must be created to allow agriculture and farmers to be part of 

a common agricultural policy. 

 

2.7   The Commission's 2000 annual report on Turkey's progress towards membership 

states that state aid for agriculture amounted to EUR 4 billion, or 2.5% of GDP. Under the IMF 

agreements for an anti-inflation package and conditional loan, the Turkish government undertook to 

stop providing aid in the form of inputs (subsidised credit, fertilisers, etc.), and replace all types of aid 

with direct aid. Although the aim was not primarily to adapt to the EU, it does fit in nicely with the 

EU trend. 

 

2.8   The DIS (Direct Income Support) system provides direct support per hectare for areas 

up to 50 hectares. It requires land/company registration, organised in cooperation with the local and 

regional chambers of agriculture and the government. The registration fees are used to fund the work 

of the chambers of agriculture. Some smaller holdings feel that the fee is too high compared to the 

support they receive, and they do not bother to apply for support and registration. 

 

2.9   It was revealed at the 3-4 March hearing that the government had announced that it 

would not be making the DIS system payments that should have been made at the end of the year. In 

addition, no DIS system payments are to be made until 2004 is underway. If this proposal is accepted, 

it will have serious consequences for farmers and the rural economy. 

 

2.10   The formerly state-owned and managed Agricultural Sales Cooperatives Unions 

(ASCU) have been fully privatised over the last year few years. The criticisms raised during the 

process relate to how farmers might wield sufficient influence and, in the longer term, benefit from 

added value, if they do not own a share of the firm. 

 

2.11   Farmers are organised through the chambers of agriculture. Individually, they are 

members of the local and regional chambers, and these go to make up the national framework. The 

local level is funded through the registration fee mentioned above, and the national level via local 

membership fees. To a certain extent, the chambers of commerce are regulated, and could perhaps be 
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classed as semi-public. They do, however, act independently and defend farmers' interests robustly in 

the community. 

 

2.12   The World Bank's programme for Turkey has set aside funding that could be used to 

help establish unions, which are more common across the EU. Thus far, however, there seems to be 

scant interest for this, probably also due to the fact that the chambers of agriculture already bring 

farmers together in a strong organisation. If farmers are to wield any influence, it is essential that they 

should have their own movement, enabling them to speak with one voice. 

 

2.13   The Union of Turkish Chambers of Agriculture is a member of the European 

Confederation of Agriculture (ECA) and the International Federation of Agricultural Producers 

(IFAP), where it plays an active role. It has strong ties with the EU's farmers' organisation, COPA-

COGECA, and it also sits on IFAP's Mediterranean Committee. 

 

2.14   However, the state's ability to interfere in the work of both the cooperatives and the 

chambers of agriculture was constantly mentioned as a problem at the hearing of 3-4 March. Current 

legislation allows the government to intervene to make changes to Board membership, and influence 

their work in other ways. There were complaints from several quarters about this, although there had 

been some success in blocking such attempts. 

 

2.15   Another problem is that there is no common cooperative legislation. Different 

sections of cooperatives come under different laws and different departments. This was singled out as 

an obstacle that created problems. 

 

2.16   Privatisation has enabled firms to adapt better to customer/market requirements 

without undue political intervention. At the same time, there is a problem for individual suppliers of 

raw materials – which farmers are – when it comes to enjoying the benefits of the food industry's 

value added when, or if, the focus is on capital returns. This is one reason why the EU food industry is 

largely owned by farmer-supplier cooperatives, where the focus is not on capital returns but on the 

best possible contract price. This European cooperation has emerged over a long period of time, 

whilst rapid privatisation in many applicant countries has meant that private, national or multinational 

firms can and must invest to modernise. 

 



- 5 - 

DI CESE 19/2003  SV/KH/vh …/… 

3. The Background to EU agricultural policy 

 

3.1    The common agricultural policy is enshrined in the Treaty of Rome. In 1957, 

Article  9 of what was then the Treaty establishing the European Community set out the objectives for 

the common agricultural policy: 

 

• to increase agricultural productivity;  

• to ensure a fair standard of living for the agricultural community;  

• to stabilise markets;  

• to ensure the availability of supplies; 

• to ensure that supplies reach consumers at reasonable prices. 

 

3.2    While this has remained unchanged, a number of other policy areas have been added, 

impacting on the implementation of agricultural policy. Over the years, circumstances – mainly 

financial and market-related - have pointed to the need to adjust the CAP. The following EC Treaty 

articles are particularly important for the CAP:  

  

• Article 6 (integrating environmental protection requirements into Community policies, in 

particular with a view to promoting sustainable development);  

  

• Article 152 (ensuring a high level of health protection in the definition and implementation of 

all Community policies);  

  

• Article 153 (ensuring a high level of consumer protection);  

  

• Article 158 (reducing disparities between the levels of development within the Community);  

  

• Article 174 (Community policy on the environment, the objectives of which include 

preserving, protecting and improving the quality of the environment and which is based inter 
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alia on the precautionary principle and on the principles that preventive action should be 

taken and that the polluter should pay).  

 

3.3   Agricultural (CAP) and fisheries policies are the only fully harmonised policy areas. 

Presumably, this was also necessary in order to establish and develop the single market without 

awkward trade barriers. 

 

3.4   There is talk in some political circles that the best thing would be to renationalise 

agricultural policy. This is both naïve and ignorant. The single market will need much more 

harmonisation of legislation and regulations. This will be demanded by various market players as 

being the best way to create healthy, fair competition. 

 

3.5   The content of the CAP has changed over the years. The 1992 reform led to lower 

intervention prices, counterbalanced by direct support. Export subsidies were also cut. These changes 

were attributed to growing production surpluses and related cost increases. The main reason, however, 

was that the GATT free trade agreement would require lower production and export subsidies. 

 

3.6   More changes were decided in the year 2000, under "Agenda 2000". This contains 

decisions relating to how agricultural policy should be made, and to the Structural Funds up to the end 

of 2006. A Mid-Term Review (MTR) was scheduled for 2002. 

 

3.7   In order to understand the common agricultural policy, it is important to understand 

that there was a shortage of food in the devastated Europe after World War II. The mechanisms 

selected, including important tools such as the organisation of the market and export subsidies, were 

intended to create a safety net for producers so that prices could not go into free-fall. To secure this, 

corresponding tariffs had to be applied to imports. 

 

3.8   The intention was that the agricultural policy support system would enable produce to 

be stored in good years for use in bad ones, thus providing stable prices for both consumers and 

producers. In the early 1980s, production had risen so much that there were constantly large surpluses 

in all important production sectors. With the cost of the policy spiralling, cost reductions were 

demanded in order to achieve a more balanced market. The international community launched the 

Uruguay Round, which aimed to achieve free trade in food by cutting agricultural subsidies. 
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3.9   The common agricultural policy takes up about half of the EU budget. In terms of a 

common average GDP, the figure is about 1%. There is much criticism of the fact that half the budget 

is spent on agricultural policy, but as long as there is no common EU expenditure on defence and 

social insurance, etc., this is not particularly remarkable. National subsidies to the industry are 

currently higher than the figure for the entire agricultural budget. 

 

3.10   When discussing agricultural questions, people often tend to focus on aid and 

subsidies. These are an important, perhaps even central part, but it is important to note that on average 

80% of agricultural income comes from market prices. 

 

3.11   Notwithstanding a common agricultural policy with various types of subsidy, food 

production operates within market conditions. The market sets price levels, although other factors 

such as EU export subsidies also impact on these indirectly. The market in food is characterised by 

increasingly strong competition. It is therefore absolutely essential for agriculture and the food 

industry to be able to adapt to this situation. 

 

3.12   In addition, "food safety", i.e. access to safe, harmless foodstuffs, has become an 

increasingly important part of food production regulations, from agriculture to the food industry. It 

has become clear in the wake of a number of food crises that consumer reactions can rapidly affect 

demand, impacting significantly all round. Consequently, numerous measures are required at both 

farm and food industry level. Moreover, agricultural policy has been re-jigged to enable sustainable 

production, with a greater emphasis on quality and ethical issues. 

 

4. Future membership and agriculture  

 

4.1   Now that Turkey is moving closer towards negotiating EU membership, it needs to be 

able to cope with the common agricultural policy. National legislation will have to be amended, and 

national institutions will need to be able to administer the regulatory system. The problem for the 

applicant countries at the moment is that, with changes due to be made to the common agricultural 

policy and coming out of ongoing WTO negotiations, it is difficult for them to know what the 

objectives are. 

 

4.2   The EU is currently conducting an intensive debate about the future shape of 

agricultural policy. During the first half of 2003, the Council is expected to come to a decision 



- 8 - 

DI CESE 19/2003  SV/KH/vh …/… 

regarding the changes to be made during the current programme period, whilst decisions regarding the 

policy for the years ahead will be taken after 2006. 

 

4.3   Although we do not yet know what those decisions might be, it is absolutely clear 

that the policy trend will be towards greater liberalisation and removing trade barriers. This means 

there will be no more subsidies linked to production by volume or acreage. Payments for 

environmental initiatives will be made where the Member State launches Commission-approved 

programmes. Export subsidies will be cut. 

 

4.4   This can be seen as a continuation of the 1992 reforms, intended to create a strong, 

competitive European agriculture, with prices closer to world market levels, and where subsidies are 

not production-related. All in all, the trend will be towards lower incomes, and both agriculture and 

the food industry will have to face up and adapt to this. Support will be encouraged for other, new 

types of rural activity. 

 

4.5   All these upcoming changes could be perceived as a threat. Clearly, changes will 

have to be made, but the agricultural sector must also be able to see the opportunities as well as the 

challenges. For an applicant country such as Turkey, however, there could well be an advantage in the 

fact that, when it is actually time to join, the policy and objectives will be more widely understood. 

 

5. Possible discussion points  

 

5.1   How can farmers strengthen their position and their organisations in order to be 

completely independent of political interference from various quarters? 

 

5.2   What would be the implications of common legislation for cooperatives? 

 

5.3   How can we find opportunities in the review and diversification of the agricultural 

sector? 

 

5.4   How can we create the insight, understanding and initiative that would enable farmers 

to negotiate the changes and focus on the opportunities rather than the problems? 

 

5.5   How can the sector influence the privatisation process, so that agriculture benefits 

from the value added? 
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5.6   What is most important in current and future efforts to comply with EU 

requirements? 

 

5.7   Where are the weak links in the food chain? 

 

 

   
 


