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Abstract

The paradigms of agri-centric rural economies and of mono-active farm families are now largely discredited.  To serve both rural and agricultural policy statistics are needed on the overall income of agricultural households, the dominant institutional unit in EU agriculture.  This paper reports a study that examined both user needs and the abilities of Member States in the enlarged EU to provide these statistics.  The UNECE Handbook of 2005/2007 proved valuable in providing a template for testing the feasibility of obtaining data across EU-27 .The information that was collected can be used to update what currently appears in the Handbook.  
1. Introduction
The paradigms of agri-centric rural economies and of mono-active farm families are now largely discredited in developed industrialised economies.  Increasingly farming households in such countries are recognised as representing a nexus of agricultural and non-agricultural economic activities.  Their well-being reflects a range of incomes streams (and forms of wealth), although there is great variability in the extent to which they are farm-dependent.  As residents of rural areas, farm families make a declining but often still critical contribution to the local economy, and as controllers of land use their landscape and environmental impacts can be major.  The implications of the paradigm shift for statistical systems have been the subject of a slow accumulation of literature starting in the 1970s but recently culminating in an international workshop supported by the Economic Research Service of the USDA (University of London/PennState 2002), studies and conferences organised by the OECD (2003, 2005), and sessions at the three most recent International Conferences of Agricultural Statisticians.  They are also manifest in the UNECE 2005/2007 Handbook dealing with statistics on rural development and agricultural household income.
In the EU Eurostat responded relatively early to changes in the way that agriculture was being viewed.  Following a 1985 Green Paper on the CAP (Commission 1985) that called for a better picture of the overall incomes of farmers, Eurostat developed a methodology based in national accounting for estimating the disposable income of the complete (sub)sector of agricultural households in EU Member States (Income of the Agricultural Household Sector – IAHS – statistics).  Results from this project were published from 1992.  However, the Eurostat project failed to make progress beyond the mid-1990s. Only about half of the EU15 Member States used the intended macroeconomic methodology, and its key proponents (Germany, whose results went back to the early 1970s, and France) encountered increasing difficulty in applying it annually so that the latest available results became increasingly historical.  
From the outset some Member States had preferred to use microeconomic methodology to generate results directly (rather than merely as distribution agents of economic aggregates). There was increasing recognition of the need for information on the distribution of incomes (such as by level of income, by farm size, by farming type and by region) that the sector-level results were not designed to provide.  Consequently, Eurostat suspended the IAHS statistics in 2002 (with the publication of the 2001 Report (Eurostat 2002), which also reissued the methodology and related studies).
An additional recent factor that has made the former paradigm no longer acceptable is the enlargements of the EU in 2004 and 2007 by twelve new Member States that have brought in significant numbers of institutional units that have their own legal status (companies, cooperatives etc.).  While household-firms still dominate numerically (see Figure 1), consideration now has to be given to how the other forms can be treated within income statistics.  In particular, many of the people working on large agricultural units would be considered by their national governments as part of the agricultural community, yet they are not self-employed and thus would not be classed as farmer in the conventional sense. Also, subsistence (as distinct from hobby) food production is part of the economic activity of households in many of these countries, some of them combining working in a large-scale agricultural unit with household plot cultivation.  Thus the concept of an agricultural household has to be re-examined.
Figure 1  Institutional forms within EU27 agriculture
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3
The 2007 data inventory and feasibility study   

A review by the European Court of Auditors (ECA 2003) on the ways in which incomes in agriculture were monitored within the EU concluded that Eurostat did not have a satisfactory means by which the CAP's aim of achieving a fair standard of living of the agricultural community could be assessed.  Income statistics for household-firm units was needed for this purpose.  Recognising the deficiencies of Eurostat's previous IAHS statistics, the Court recommended (later endorsed by the Council (of Ministers)) that a feasibility study should be undertaken of using a uniform approach across the EU as a way of improving the quality of the statistics.  In essence, this meant testing the practicality of drawing on existing microeconomic data sources or developing new ones to generate results.  This study was undertaken by Agra CEAS Consulting; the present writer formed part of the research team (Agra CEAS 2007).  Previous information-gathering work by Eurostat (reported in 2002), OECD (1995), ISTAT (2002) and Statistics Sweden (2006) was drawn upon where relevant.
A template for the new IAHS statistics was devised, drawing definitions from the UNECE Handbook (2005/2007)(which itself incorporated previous Eurostat work) and after consultation with a range of users (including the European Commission's Directorate-General for Agriculture and Rural Development).   For households of self-employed farmers the key elements that formed the "template" for feasibility testing are shown in Box 1; special treatment applied to workers on large-scale units in the new Member States and to subsistence producers, not covered in this paper (see Agra CEAS 2007)..    
Box 1.  The uniform approach to statistics for agricultural households (the "template")

· The definition of a household that forms part of the IAHS template is the single budget unit (meaning farmer, spouse and dependants).  However, in view of the use in some data sources of the dwelling unit (which might include more than one budget unit), the assessment of feasibility also asks questions about this.

· Data are needed to enable incomes per household, per household member and per consumer unit to be estimated (for agricultural households and other comparator groups).

· The method of classification is to be based on the main income of the household reference person (the individual contributing most to the household income, and normally the head of household).  However, in view of the possible use of the income composition of the entire household as a basis for classification, the assessment of feasibility also asks questions about this.

· Households must be capable of selection according to the “narrow” definition, that is, where income from agriculture is the main source of income of the household reference person.

· Households must also be capable of being selected according to a “broad” definition.  In view of the variety of ways in which this may be defined, the feasibility of three options are tested: (A)  There is some income from agriculture; (B) A household member operates a holding that qualities for inclusion in the EU Farm Structure Survey; (C) A household member operates a holding that is eligible for the flat-rate Single Farm Payment    
· Households must be capable of selection according to the characteristics of the holding (size, farming type, and region) they operate.

· The definition of net disposable income is as recommended by the UNECE Handbook.  While not being a full specification of household income, it is more practical because it omits most of the non-money items that commonly cause problems in income estimation.  Both total household income and net disposable household income should be estimated.

· The data on the individual items shown in the calculation should be available.

· Income from independent activity in agriculture should be defined as in FADN/RICA.  Forestry and fishing and other activities should be excluded (unless they form inseparable secondary activities). 

· The value of own consumption and imputed rental values (of owned dwellings) should be included within the concept of income.  Imputed rental values need to be separately identifiable because they are subject to dispute and the treatment of these is not always clear.  Thus comparisons may be made excluding this item.

With regard to the definition of a household and of disposable income the recommendations that were tested for feasibility were unsurprising and follow the UNECE(2005/2007) suggestions closely.  However, it became clear from interviews with policymakers and other potential users that there was a need to be able to select agricultural households in a flexible way in order to meet particular policy requirements.  There was a strong requirement for results relating to households where farming was the main income source, but this was accompanied by needs to be able to gain income pictures of alternative groupings.  These included all households which operated holdings that qualified for inclusion in the EU's Farm Structure Survey
 or fell into certain size bands, regions or types of farming.  In particular there was interest in the income situation of the operators of holdings eligible for support under the Single Farm Payment and households (in the new Member States) that were involved in subsistence production.  To do so meant that basic data sources needed to extend to small holdings (holdings that fell below national thresholds for inclusion in the FADN/RICA) and where the holding was not the main source of income of the household (or its reference person).  Thus this study went considerably further than assessing whether Member States can supply data for a given definition; for some key aspects it explore their ability to use alternatives.
In early 2007 Agra CEAS conducted a survey of statistical authorities in all EU27 countries and missions (with face-to-face interviews) to ten.  Only two countries did not reply or cooperate (Belgium and Cyprus). The first task was to update the inventory of data sources that had been built up from previous work at Eurostat and OECD (1995, 1997), and which was already represented in the UNECE Handbook (2005/2007).  The present situation is shown in Annex 1 to this paper.  Four main types of data source are identified:

·    
farm accounts surveys that in some countries collect data on household income, which is in addition to the requirements of the FADN/RICA system that is only concerned with the agricultural holding. The threshold tends to be high relative to the size spectrum encountered in the national Farm Structure Survey, and coverage of household members other that the farmer and spouse may be poor (though this is not a major problem if the concept of the single-budget household is employed, from which other financially independent adults living in the farm dwelling are excluded).  Data quality is generally good, though information on off-farm income is less satisfactory than are variables related to the farming activity.
·    
The EU-SILC system (Statistics on Incomes and Living Conditions), applied in all Member States, that conducts annual surveys of a general panel of households.  Income and occupation details are collected for each individual in the household.  Though both the household unit and income concept can be made compatible with the IAHS template, in most Member States the number of cases where farming is the main source of income is too small for meaningful results to be estimated.  There are also issues on data quality in income from self-employment.
·    
Household budget surveys, though again the numbers of agricultural cases where farming is the main source of income are too small in these general surveys, the quality of the data on self-employment may not be high, and data relate to the household unit (which is the dwelling rather than the single budget unit) and generally not to individuals within it.
·   
Taxation records and income statistics registers based on them.  Though potentially covering all households, or samples of them, these are only developed as a data source for income studies (as opposed to taxation issues) in a few Member States.  In others there may be legal barriers to their use as a basis for statistics.  A major drawback is that, in many countries, all or some farmers are not taxed according to their accounted income but on some per hectare (or similar) standard basis.  This means that actual income is not recorded.  There may also be tax conventions (such as treating certain forms of government payment as tax-free) that undermine the quality of the income data as reflecting the household's spending power.
4 Assessing the way of achieving data on a uniform basis, and costs
In order to test the feasibility of using the uniform approach in all Member States specified in the template (while permitting some flexibility in terms of how data were obtained), a mix of electronic questionnaires and face-to-fact interviews was used to explore separately each aspect (definition, procedure and so on), with responses grouped into four;

· This aspect of the definition/procedure was currently in use
· It was not in use but was technically possible
· Its use requires development of the existing data source
· It requires a new data source
There is only room here to give examples of the findings.  In terms of the ability to compare the households of agricultural households with those of other socio-professional groups selected in the same way (on the basis of the main source of income of the household reference person), the following responses were obtained (Table 1)

4.1  Definition of a household

Respondents were provided with two household definitions: single budget, meaning farmer, spouse and dependants; and, dwelling unit, meaning all persons resident at the same address and were asked to indicate which of the definitions is currently used, or it is technically possible to use from existing data sources, or whether a new data source would be required.  The responses are contained in Table 1.  The three Member States that required a new data source in order to use the single-budget approach also needed one to apply the dwelling unit.  It should be noted that in some cases there will be very little difference between these definitions due to the prevailing socio-economic conditions, for example, where young people traditionally leave home once they start earning their own income.  The single budget unit appears to be a more commonly used definition and is generally considered to be the more appropriate
.  

Table 1: Use of household definitions

	
	Currently used
	Technically possible
	Requires data source development
	Requires new data source

	Single budget unit
	Slovenia, Finland, Estonia, Denmark, Czech Republic, Bulgaria, Austria, Poland, Malta, Lithuania, UK, Sweden, Spain, France, Greece
	Romania, Ireland, Italy, Portugal, Latvia
	Luxembourg, Netherlands
	Germany, Slovakia, Hungary

	Dwelling unit
	Bulgaria, Ireland, France, Netherlands
	Romania, Finland, Denmark, Czech Republic, Italy, Portugal, Greece
	Estonia, Malta, UK, Sweden
	Slovenia, Germany, Slovakia, Austria, Poland, Luxembourg, Lithuania, Hungary, Spain, Latvia


Note: Czech Republic answer is for SILC, FADN/RICA requires data development in both cases.
4.2  Classification of an agricultural household using a “narrow” definition

The method of selecting households that are classified as agricultural using the narrow definition (i.e. the main source of income is from agriculture) was also explored with respondents.  Respondents were asked whether classification was possible on the basis of the main source of income of a reference person (normally the head of household), or according to the main source of income of the entire household.  The results in Table 2 show that in most cases it is technically possible to use existing data to classify households as agricultural using either basis of classification.  However, experience suggests that in the present stage of data development across the EU as a whole, the use of a reference person is to be preferred.  In the future, the income composition of the entire household may also be used; this is in line with the recommendation of the UN’s System of National Accounts (SNA) 1993.  From the point of view of some users it might be preferable to provide data according to both classifications now.  When data collection systems are being developed, flexibility should be built in so that at some future time a switch may be possible.

Table 2: Classification of households as agricultural, narrow definition

	
	Currently used
	Technically possible
	Requires data source development
	Requires new data source

	Reference person
	Lithuania, Bulgaria, Latvia
	Sweden, Portugal, Italy, Ireland, Malta, Poland, Austria, Czech Republic, France, Denmark, Finland, Romania, Slovenia, Netherlands, Greece
	UK, Luxembourg, Estonia, Spain
	Hungary, Slovakia, Germany

	Household
	Ireland, Poland, Denmark, Finland, Netherlands
	Sweden, Portugal, Italy, Lithuania, Austria, Latvia, Estonia, Romania, Slovenia, Greece
	Luxembourg, Malta, Czech Republic, Spain
	UK, Hungary, Bulgaria, Slovakia, Germany


Notes:

· Austrian answer is for SILC.  Data development would be necessary in the context of accounting data.

· Czech Republic answer is for SILC.  For FADN, data development would be necessary to classify according to a reference persons income and a new data source would be required to classify according to total household income.

· Slovenian answers are for SILC, FADN/RICA would require the development of existing data in order to classify according to household income.

4.3  Classification of an agricultural household using a “broad” definition

Respondents in Member States were asked to comment on the approach to classifying a household as agricultural using the broad definition.  To reflect the range of user needs, a number of ways of defining an agricultural household using the broad definition were put to respondents who were asked in each case to comment on usability.  The uniform approach proposed contained the possibility of using all three definitions, which were as follows:

· Broad variant A: there is some income to the household from self-employment in agriculture.

· Broad variant B: a household member operates a holding that qualifies for inclusion in the EU’s Farm Structure Survey.

· Broad variant C: a household member operates a holding that is eligible for receiving the Single Farm Payment (the main form of support following the 2003 Mid-Term Review of the CAP’s Agenda 2000, operated from 2005).

In order to use Broad variants B and C (or any other criterion relying on holding size
), it is necessary to know the area of the agricultural holding, if this is known, either variant can be used and these are therefore not considered separately.

The results are presented in Table.3 which shows that in most cases these classifications are either currently used or could be used through the analysis of existing data.  Only a limited number of Member States would require the introduction of an entirely new data source, and of these, only Germany and Hungary state that a new data source is required in each case.  However, it should be noted that the distinction between the need to develop existing data sources and the need for a completely new data source may have been interpreted differently by respondents, an observation that applies broadly throughout the questionnaire.  It is possible, for example, to consider an extension to a sample as a development of an existing data source or as a new data source and it is not always entirely clear which understanding is being used by respondents.  This means that a degree of caution should be applied to answers in the final two columns.

Table.3: Classification of households as agricultural, broad definition

	
	Currently used
	Technically possible
	Requires data source development
	Requires new data source

	Broad A
	Bulgaria, Italy, Lithuania, Netherlands
	Slovenia, Malta, Denmark, Austria, Portugal, Sweden, Ireland, Finland, Poland, Latvia, France, Greece
	Czech Republic, Spain, Estonia, UK
	Germany, Hungary, Slovakia, Luxembourg, Romania

	Broad B or C
	Denmark, Austria, Italy, Lithuania, Finland
	Malta, Romania, Bulgaria, Sweden, Ireland, Poland, Latvia, Netherlands, Greece
	Slovenia, Estonia, Portugal, UK, France
	Germany, Czech Republic, Spain, Hungary, Slovakia, Luxembourg


Notes:

· Responses for Romania, Slovakia and Luxembourg were interpreted from other answers because this question was not answered directly.

· Denmark, Finland and Austria currently use Broad variant B and could technically use Broad variant C, but do not currently do so.

· The Netherlands may require some development of the data source in order to provide Broad variant C.

4.4  Comparisons between socio-professional groups

In assessing whether the agricultural community has a “fair standard of living” it is necessary to be able to compare household income between socio-professional groups.  Respondents were asked whether this was currently done, was technically possible using existing data, could be done by developing existing data (i.e. by increasing the sample and/or adding questions) or whether such comparisons would require a new data source.  Respondents were asked to comment on a per household, per household member and per consumer unit basis, although in practice this made little difference to the response because if data are collected per household member then it is straightforward to produce results with respect to all three groups.

In the vast majority of cases it is technically possible to make comparisons between the agricultural sector and other socio-professional groups using existing data or with some developments to existing data sources.  However, in most Member States where it is possible to produce such comparisons, this is not currently done.  A factor behind this is the inadequate current coverage of the agricultural household sector (number of cases).  The robustness of such comparisons would be enhanced with a larger sample (see Table 4).  The exceptions, where new data sources would need to be developed include:

· Germany, where IAHS statistics based in national accounts were discontinued in 1993 and where the respondent commented that there is currently no political interest in making this comparison, even from the farming community who might have previously wanted to draw comparisons.

· Bulgaria, where suitable information from other socio-professional groups is lacking.

· Slovakia, Hungary and Luxembourg.

Table 4: Can comparisons be made between socio-professional groups?
	
	Currently made
	Technically possible
	Requires data source development
	Requires new data source

	Socio-professional comparisons
	Latvia, France, Finland, Lithuania, Ireland, Poland, Greece
	Sweden, Portugal, Austria, Malta, Denmark, Czech Republic, Romania, Slovenia, Netherlands
	Estonia, Spain, UK, Italy
	Germany, Slovakia, Bulgaria, Luxembourg, Hungary


4.5  Use of income definition and ability to provide data on income components

Respondents in Member States were asked whether they could provide results based on the definitions of gross or net income taken from the 2005/2007 UNECE Handbook
.  Net implies after the deduction of taxes and social contributions.  In most cases it was possible to provide income data both gross and net either currently or with some development of existing data sources (see Table 5).  Exceptions were as follows:

· Poland, where off-farm income is only collected net, as is income for other household members.  This is partly because much seasonal work is not declared for tax purposes.

· The UK, where new data sources would be required to calculate net income, as the present data source does not collect information from farmers on their payments of taxes or social contributions.

· Germany, where there are concerns over the reliability of some data sources which would be needed to contribute to the calculations.

· Slovakia, Luxembourg and Hungary.

Table 5: Use of gross or net income

	
	With existing data source
	With new data source

	Gross income
	Portugal, UK, Sweden, Italy, Ireland, Lithuania, Malta, Austria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Romania, Slovenia, Spain, France, Greece
	Germany, Slovakia, Hungary, Luxembourg, Poland, Latvia, Netherlands

	Net income
	Portugal, Sweden, Italy, Ireland, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Austria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Romania, Slovenia, Spain, France, Latvia, Netherlands, Greece
	Germany, Slovakia, UK, Hungary, Luxembourg


In terms of the components leading to disposable income, most Member States that could use the net income concept could provide income data for agricultural households to a reasonable degree of disaggregation, though it was not always technically possible to separate income from agriculture and income from other self-employment activities using current data sources.  The main issues surrounded the imputed rental value of the owned dwelling and the methodology for valuing own consumption.  

.

5 Costs of filling data gaps
Most countries were able to supply data on disposable income for their agricultural households from existing data systems but for eight this would require a new source (UK, Germany, Slovakia, Hungary, Romania, Lithuania, Austria, Latvia).  This of course does not imply that existing datasets would be sufficient to generate results for all groups of households for which their might be policy interest.   In particular, there was a lack of data for the occupiers of holdings large enough to be included in the FSS but falling below the threshold for FADN/RICA.   
From the responses an assessment was made of the way forward to apply the uniform approach in each Member States (see Annex 2).  Countries tended to fall into three groups:

1. Those where additional data collection would be necessary to service the use of both the narrow and broad definitions of an agricultural household.  In this case a special survey using a hybrid of FADN/RICA and EU-SILC questions would be required (the former to give adequate data on the farming activities and the latter to cover the other forms of income).

2. Those where the narrow definition of agricultural household is well covered, but additional data collection would be necessary to cover the broad definition.  In this case a special survey using FADN/RICA and EU-SILC hybrid questions would be necessary to extend coverage down to farms below the FADN/RICA size threshold.

3. A very few Member States where both definitions of agricultural household can be adequately covered using existing data sources.  In this case minimal additional data extraction and analysis would be necessary to extend coverage to the broad definition.

Costs of filling these data gaps were estimated from a variety of sources, including costs of existing national FADN/RICA surveys and EU-SILC surveys, and commercial estimates.  The Agra CEAS study provided a transparent basis for estimating total costs, so that parameters could be easily adjusted.  National EU-SILC collection costs were taken as the initial benchmark because, where additional collection was proposed, the methodology could be expected to be similar; commercial rates tended to be of a similar magnitude.  For the narrow definition case numbers were based on the sizes of existing FADN/RICA national samples, as these were already accepted by the Commission as adequate to allow a breakdown by farm sizes, types and region (though not necessarily by all three at the same time).  On this basis total cost of supplying IAHS statistics using a narrow definition of an agricultural household amounted to some €11.5 million for data collection in the EU-27, to which should be added costs incurred centrally by Eurostat which (judged by known costs of EU-SILC) is likely to be of the order of  €1 million annually.  Estimates using the broad definition were made in similar ways though involving larger numbers of cases.  Two approaches were tried to determine the sample size:

·   
Sampling the holdings within the FSS, but below the FADN/RICA threshold, at the same rate as those within FADN/RICA, which assumes that the structure (farm size and type) and regional dispersion is similar; and,

·  
Sampling 1% of holdings below the threshold.

The additional cost of providing IAHS statistics using broad definitions was estimated at between €9.1 million and €13.3 million per year, giving a total (including any survey work to cover the narrow definition) of €22 million to €26 million.  The extent to which these national costs might be funded from the EU budget is not a matter that we have explored.  To put these costs in context, EU-SILC costs approximately €27 million in total per year. 
Obviously such figures are open to challenge.  But even if huge under-estimates, they are tiny in comparison with potential gains from more efficient policy.  The annual average Pillar I projected spend for the period 2007-13 is €47 billion.  The OECD and others have pointed to the low transfer efficiency of previous support systems, and it is more than probable that there is poor targeting of income payments.  If the better statistics led to a 1 per cent saving in Pillar I each year, this would be 19 times greater than even the top of the range of estimate produced by the feasibility exercise.  The case for spending the money on statistical improvements seems strong.    

6.  
In conclusion

Without good quality statistics on the incomes of agricultural households information necessary to service the paradigm shifts in both rural and agricultural policies will be lacking.  The study reported here has attempted to address the key factor that has constrained the development of such statistics in the EU – the lack of basic data that would allow a uniform approach among Member States.  The findings on existing sources should allow the UNECE 2005/2007 Handbook to be updated and made more comprehensive.  Furthermore, gaps have been identified and ways of filling them proposed and costed.  The outcome could be a set of harmonised statistics, based on microeconomic methodology and comparable between Member States, capable of answering many of the emerging questions posed by EU agricultural and rural policy, though this depends on the political willingness to make resources available.  So far Eurostat has not chosen to take these statistics further.   
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Annex 1: Inventory of existing microeconomic data sources by Member State

	Member State
	Farm accounts survey
	EU-SILC*
	Family (household) Budget Surveys
	Taxation records
	Other

	Belgique/Belgie/Belgium
	Statistics Sweden (2006) suggests that income from outside the holding is collected, but this could not be verified in this study.
	There were only 40 cases in 2004.
	A survey exists, but there are few agricultural cases.
	Records exist, but income is not on an account basis.
	

	Bulgaria
	
	
	A survey exists, but agricultural cases are not identified separately
	Not applicable
	Special annual survey of holdings and livestock.  Sample about 1000

	Ceska republika/Czech Republic
	
	There were only 64 cases of people working in  agriculture, and only 18 self-employed farmers
	No income data collected
	Incomes not actual -revenue is declared, but costs can be estimated as a proportion of this.
	

	Danmark/Denmark
	Formerly there were accounts surveys of the Farmers’ Association (sample of 16,000); Smallholders’ Association (sample of 4,600); and the Institute of Agricultural Economics (sample of 1,800).  There is now only one farmer association and total number of accounts is somewhat lower, but still large.  There are approximately 2,100 accounts in FADN, of which around 300 relate to horticultural holdings
	There were only 109 agricultural cases in 2004.
	There is a survey, but there are few agricultural cases.
	The Income Statistics Register System is tax-based and is combined with an agricultural statistics register.  There are 15,000 cases.
	

	Deutschland/Germany
	There are test holdings of 11,000 which also cover household income.
	
	There is a survey of incomes and expenditure at 5-yearly intervals.
	This takes place on a 3-yearly basis.  However, about half of farmers are not taxed on an accounting income basis, standards are used as an approximation.
	There is an annual population microcensus.

	Eesti/Estonia
	
	There were only 103 agricultural cases in 2004.
	Number of agricultural cases not indicated (likely to be small, and self-employed income on a household basis only)
	No information
	

	Ellada/Greece
	Household income is not normally covered, but a pilot survey was made in 1992.
	There were 642 agricultural cases in 2004.
	This has been carried out every five years, but will be annual from 2006 there have been difficulties with incomes from self-employment in the past.
	Taxation records only cover professional farmers (defined as having more than 50% of time self-employed in farming) who earn over €3,000 from self-employment in agriculture or receive at least €1,500 in subsidy from crop enterprises or €2,250 from livestock enterprises.
	

	Espana/Spain
	
	There were only 253 agricultural cases in 2004 (similar number in 2005).
	There are only about 120 agricultural cases, but there are difficulties with incomes from self-employment.
	Some farmers do not pay tax based on actual incomes, and incomes may be estimated.
	

	France
	No information on non-farm income collected in FADN/RICA.  But there is periodic matching and merging at the case level of RICA results with tax data (for other incomes).  The latest of these exercises were carried out for 1997 and 2003.
	There were only 202 agricultural cases in 2004.
	Only about 200 farmer households are covered in the BDF.
	For more than 50% of farmers incomes from agriculture are not taxed on an accounts basis but under a "forfait" system (estimated income  based on farm type and Department).  Information on other sources of income considered reliable..  There have been two levels of sample enquiry (general and agricultural), A special study was undertaken in 1990.
	There was a special farm survey (CERC) in 1978.

	Ireland
	This is linked periodically with the Household Budget Survey.
	There were only 13 agricultural cases in 2004 and there are different definitions for farm household.
	Some 1,000 farmer-households were included in the 1987 survey.  The income data was good and this exercise was repeated in 1994 and 1999/2000.
	Farmers are not well represented under this source.
	There are records of social assistance.

	Italia/Italy
	Questions on off-farm income have been included in RICA-REA from 1998 (the number of valid cases was 11,379 in 2000).
	There were 367 agricultural cases in 2004.
	This is continuous and there are many agricultural cases, however, income data are not of high quality.
	Income is not on an accounts basis.  The valuation is based on farm type and region.
	Bank of Italy survey of households. The ISMEA 1996 Survey on agricultural households covered 1881 farms.  This has not been repeated since.

	Kypros/Kibris/Cyprus
	Statistics Sweden (2006) suggests that income from outside the holding is collected, but this could not be verified in this study.
	
	
	
	

	Latvija/Latvia
	
	Some 1,500 of the 3,843 cases in rural areas have 1 ha or more of agricultural land (mostly subsistence producers).  Another 1,386 cases in rural areas have agricultural land (perhaps for recreational purposes).
	Currently an annual survey. Of the net effective sample, 1,900 households have agricultural land, of which 150 produce for the market.  Income is measured gross (not net).
	Tax data for non-agricultural income might be used, if combined with FADN/RICA (the implication is that tax data on income from farming is not usable in a direct way).
	From 1999-2003 data was collected an income and expenditure as part of the crop and livestock survey.  Sample was about 15,000 holdings

	Lietuva/Lithuania
	There are 1,286 FADN/RICA cases.
	In the 2004 EU-SILC there were 1,650 rural households (16% of total) but agricultural households were not separately identified
	In the 2004 HBS there were 509 agricultural households (7,586 in total)
	
	

	Luxembourg
	Special questions covering household income were added in 1989 only.
	There were only 78 agricultural cases in 2004 (from a total of 3,500).
	There are few agricultural cases.
	Most farmer’s income is not on an accounts basis.
	There is a poverty survey of households (CEPS).

	Magyaroxzag/Hungary
	Currently does not  cover non-farm income, but this might be technically possible
	Very small number of cases likely (not analysed).
	Regular annual survey – number of agricultural cases not given, but a special pilot survey carried out (see 'other). HBS changed in 2004-05 to better reflect agriculture
	Special tax arrangements for registered agricultural producers, including exemption on small levels of production, mean that tax records are not suitable as a data source on incomes.
	Special pilot survey (2003) of agricultural households based in HBS but drawn from the agricultural census.  6000 cases

	Malta
	
	Data collection started in 2005 for the reference year 2004.  This data is collected on an annual basis according to EU Regulation.  Only 60 households from 3,200 (2.5%) are agricultural.  Small proportions from relatively small samples may give misleading results.
	The most recent HBS took place in 2000 (next planned for 2008).  Approximately 2,500 households were included, but no information given on the number of agricultural cases.
	The NSO has not been granted access to income tax data on either the micro or macro level.
	

	Nederland/Netherlands
	There used to be two annual surveys; one used to build the national production account (with 3,000 cases); the other was part of FADN/RICA (with 1,500 cases).  These are now combined.  There are currently 1,500 cases.
	There are 6,500 cases in total.  The number of agricultural cases is unknown.
	Total sample size is 2,000, but the number of agricultural cases us unknown.
	There is an annual panel study, the Personal Income Distribution Statistics.  Access to further tax registers has recently been gained and the use of these in relation to agriculture is currently being studied.
	

	Osterreich/Austria
	There is a sample of 2,500 holdings which also covers household income.  1,800-1,900 contribute to FADN.
	There were 271 cases in 2005.
	This is carried out once every 5 years.
	For a large proportion of farmers tax payment is not based on accounting income (farmers pay 'lump sum' taxes).
	

	Polska/Poland
	Data on five types of non-agricultural income collected from about 10,000 farmers in 2005.  Results published annually.
	Number of agricultural cases not known; they are combined with other self-employed.
	Some 2,000 agricultural households in 2005., but problems with income data quality (collected over a month).
	Only the production of a specific list of commodities is covered by the tax system.  Assessment (mainly) uses a standard rate based on land and forest area, land quality and distance to market.
	

	Portugal
	
	There were 367 cases in 2004.
	There are difficulties with income from self-employment and this was last undertaken in 2000.
	Few farms are covered.
	

	Romania
	
	SILC will begin in 2007.
	Results are available for 2001 to 2006.  The number of cases and quality of the income data is unclear.
	
	

	Slovenija/Slovenia
	
	1,311 cases have income from farming (2005 – 16% of all cases).
	300 cases (of a total of 1,300)
	Only a minority are taxed on an accounts basis.  Most are on a cadastral income assessment.
	

	Slovensko/Slovakia
	
	Not separately identified
	Not separately identified
	
	

	Suomi/Finland
	The Profitability Study of Agriculture (FADN/RICA Finland) covers 1,000 holdings.  In principal the entire household is covered.  However, Statistics Sweden (2006) notes that data collection on income from outside the holding was discontinued after 1997.
	There are around 800 agricultural cases (cross-sectional EU-SILC is fully integrated with the national Income Distribution Survey).
	There is a family budget survey, but the sample has been reduced since 1994.
	There are three data sources:

(a) Agricultural Enterprise and Income Statistics (10,500 agricultural cases in 1999) with data taken from tax forms;

(b) Income and Taxation Statistics for the Finnish Farm Economy (formed by combining administrative registers); and,

(c) Income Distribution Statistics (totally register-based) covering all private household-dwelling units


	

	Sverige/Sweden
	The Farm Economics Survey (JEU) covers 1,000 holdings, but questions about non-farm incomes were dropped in 1990.
	There were only 31 agricultural cases in 2004 and less than 10 in 205.
	(a) Survey of household finances (HEK) Sample of 17.000

(b) Survey of living conditions (ULF) sample of 9000

The number of agricultural households is not known but is considered to be too small to give reliable results. 
	There are three data sources:

(a) Taxation Statistics of Agriculture (DU), historic series ended in 1993 (2,700 agricultural cases in 1991);

(b) Survey of Income Distribution (HINK), taxed based, covering all households, about 600 agricultural cases in 1992, 199 in 1997; and,

(c) Annual taxation statistics for the whole population, farmers were separately identified in 1991, 1992, 1996 and 1997.
	

	United Kingdom
	The non-farm income of farmer and spouse has been covered since 1988/89.  Income is banded.  Full household income data (for the principal farmer only) was collected from 2004/05, but will be published only from 2005/06.  Data from the first year of collection were not regarded as being of sufficiently high quality to publish.
	The UK contribution to EU-SILC, the General Household Survey, is not sufficiently developed to be actively under consideration, but it may present options for the future.
	This does cover the agricultural sector, but there are few households headed by a farmer (about 60).
	Less than 2,000 agricultural cases are taken from the Survey of Personal Incomes (from tax records of self-employment income).  Farmers with businesses run as companies not covered.
	The Family Resources Survey was introduced in 1996, but there are too few agricultural cases.


Notes:

* 2004 is the latest year for which data are available.

Source: taken from Hill (2000) and updated incorporating basic information from Eurostat and OECD (1995) and a 2007 survey of Member States carried out under the auspices of this project.
Annex 2: Practical way forward by Member State

	Member State
	Practical way forward

	Belgium
	NO RESPONSE RECEIVED.  ADDITIONAL data from a periodic special survey of agricultural households, drawn from agricultural holdings, following a FADN/RICA and SILC hybrid methodology.

	Bulgaria
	ADDITIONAL data from a periodic special survey of agricultural households, drawn from agricultural holdings, following a FADN/RICA and SILC hybrid methodology.

	Czech Republic
	ADDITIONAL data from a periodic special survey of agricultural households, drawn from agricultural holdings, following a FADN/RICA and SILC hybrid methodology.

	Denmark
	EXISTING data taken from administrative registers, including Farm Structure Survey, Family Register and Tax-based Income Register.

	Germany
	ADDITIONAL data from a periodic special survey of agricultural households, drawn from agricultural holdings, following a FADN/RICA and SILC hybrid methodology.

	Estonia
	ADDITIONAL data from a periodic special survey of agricultural households, drawn from agricultural holdings, following a FADN/RICA and SILC hybrid methodology.

	Greece
	EXISTING data from SILC cover a relatively high number of agricultural cases.

ADDITIONAL data from a periodic special survey of agricultural households, drawn from agricultural holdings, following a FADN/RICA and SILC hybrid methodology.

	Spain
	ADDITIONAL data from a periodic special survey of agricultural households, drawn from agricultural holdings, following a FADN/RICA and SILC hybrid methodology.

	France
	EXISTING periodic combined use of farm accounts survey and taxation records.

ADDITIONAL data to cover the broad definition drawn from a periodic survey of farmers below the FADN/RICA threshold (8 ESU) using a SILC methodology.

	Ireland
	EXISTING data from a periodic combination of farm accounts survey and Household Budget Survey.

ADDITIONAL development of the HBS sample may be necessary to ensure households operating very small farm holdings are captured adequately.

	Italy
	EXISTING data drawn from several periodic surveys including RICA-REA and ISMEA.

	Cyprus
	NO RESPONSE RECEIVED.  ADDITIONAL data from a periodic special survey of agricultural households, drawn from agricultural holdings, following a FADN/RICA and SILC hybrid methodology.

	Latvia
	ADDITIONAL data from a periodic special survey of agricultural households, drawn from agricultural holdings, following a FADN/RICA and SILC hybrid methodology.

	Lithuania
	ADDITIONAL data drawn from a periodic special survey of agricultural households, drawn from agricultural holdings, following a FADN/RICA and SILC hybrid methodology.

	Luxembourg
	Luxembourg made no practical proposal.  However, our understanding is that ADDITIONAL data from a periodic special survey of agricultural households, drawn from agricultural holdings, following a FADN/RICA and SILC hybrid methodology should be possible.

	Hungary
	ADDITIONAL data from a periodic special survey of agricultural households, drawn from agricultural holdings, following a Household Budget Survey methodology which is equivalent to a FADN/RICA and SILC hybrid.  This replicates surveys that have already been carried out.

	Malta
	ADDITIONAL questions might be added to the FADN/RICA survey, but to achieve data that are compatible with SILC. Small national numbers of holdings presents special problems of mounting a separate survey (burden on respondents, and response rate).

	Netherlands
	EXISTING FADN/RICA data do not adequately cover other household members.

ADDITIONAL data from a periodic special survey of agricultural households, drawn from agricultural holdings, following a FADN/RICA and SILC hybrid methodology.

	Austria
	EXISTING data from the farm accounts survey.

ADDITIONAL data to cover the broad definition from special survey of holdings would be needed below the threshold of the farm accounts survey (5 ESU).

OTHER work needed on comparisons with other socio-professional groups from other surveys.

	Poland
	EXISTING data on farmer and spouse household income collected via farm accounts survey (contributor to FADN).

ADDITIONAL data to cover the broad definition drawn from a periodic special survey covering those farms below the FADN/RICA threshold (2 ESU) drawn from holdings in the Farm Structure Survey.  

OTHER work needed on comparisons with other socio-professional groups from other surveys.

	Portugal
	ADDITIONAL data from a periodic special survey of agricultural households, drawn from agricultural holdings, following a FADN/RICA and SILC hybrid methodology.

	Romania
	ADDITIONAL data from a periodic special survey of agricultural households, drawn from agricultural holdings, following a FADN/RICA and SILC hybrid methodology.

	Slovenia
	ADDITIONAL survey with a FADN/RICA and SILC hybrid methodology (existing data from registers may be combined, but would only permit a broad comparison with other socio-professional groups).

	Slovakia
	ADDITIONAL data from a periodic special survey of agricultural households, drawn from agricultural holdings, following a FADN/RICA and SILC hybrid methodology.

	Finland
	EXISTING data taken from register-based income distribution statistics.

	Sweden
	EXISTING data taken from administrative registers, including Register on Incomes and Taxation. 

	United Kingdom
	EXISTING data on farmer and spouse household income collected via farm accounts survey (contributor to FADN).

ADDITIONAL data to cover the broad definition from a periodic special survey covering those farms below the FADN/RICA threshold (16 ESU in England, Scotland and Wales, 8 ESU in Northern Ireland) drawn from holdings in the Farm Structure Survey and using a FADN/RICA and SILC hybrid methodology.


Note: in Belgium and Cyprus some information on off-farm income may be available through the national farm accounts survey.  However, the absence of replies from these countries leaves this unconfirmed.   Bold indicates that mission took place to collect data.
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� More properly the EU Survey of the Structure of Agricultural Holdings.  The minimum thresholds for inclusion vary between Member States.


� It should be noted that in Italy a preference was expressed for the use of dwelling unit.


� For example, in Latvia the Farm Register goes below the threshold for inclusion in both the FSS and SAP.


� The UNECE simplified definition was provided as a Table for consultation.
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