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Abstract

The paper investigates the impact of different sources of income on farm household income inequality
in Hungary using Farm Accountancy Data Network dataset for the period 2007-2015. The decomposition
of the Gini coefficients by income sources is applied to focus on the impact of the policy shift from market
to government support on farm household income inequality. Off-farm income are rather stable with a slight
increase impact on farm household income inequality. Pillar 1 for direct income support subsidies have
remained more important than Pillar 2 for rural development subsidies for farm income due to the importance
of direct payments or single area payments for crop production. A slight increase in the importance of subsidies
from Pillar 2 can be linked to a policy shift towards targeting farms in less favoured areas, and a greater
role of agri-environmental and other rural development payments. The most striking finding is regarding

instabilities, declining pattern, and for a large majority of farms negative market income. Subsidies
from Pillar 1 reduced, while market income increased farm household income inequality.
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Introduction

Reduction in income inequalities for farmers
is one of the policy challenges. The available
public financial resources, and the restructuring
of budgetary expenditure patterns generate
additional issues for farm income inequality
to be resolved. Outside the European Union
(EU), attempts have been made to address
the situation by amending the regulatory
and institutional frameworks, and strengthening
market orientations, meanwhile, the goal is
to eliminate income inequality between farmers
(Mirsha et al., 2009). The impact of the policy
measures applied may vary depending on whether
the payments are decoupled from production
(Espinosa et al., 2021), on the share of market
income and direct payments within the total farm
income (Nitta, 2020) as well as the size of farms
and their market positions (Moreddu, 2011).
The effect of market income remains significant
while its share in total farm income decreases
(Allanson, 2005; Bojnec & Fert6, 2019a).
In addition to subsidies, the role of social factors

such as education can eliminate or increase
farm income inequalities (Gardner, 1969). Due
to agricultural policy regulations, the concentration
of direct payments on a smaller number of larger
farms is observed in several countries. Small
number of larger farms can receive most
of the direct payments while a large number
of small farms share the remaining part of subsidies
(Witzke and Noleppa, 2007; Beluhova-Uzunova
et al, 2017, 2020). Regional differences
in economic and agri-environmental conditions
and the regional needs can also influence the effects
of reducing income inequality by direct payments
(E1 Benni and Finger, 2013; Tantari et al., 2019).
The level and distribution of farm incomes and their
potential inequality have been topics of the highest
political and economic importance (e.g., Aristei
and Perugini, 2010; Fragoso et al., 2011).

Earlier literature has developed and empirically
applied the concept and the context
of the decomposition of the Gini Coefficient
to the structure and evolution of farm income
and agricultural household income (Keeney, 2000;




Mishra et al., 2009; El Benni and Finger, 2013;
Severini and Tantari, 2013a, 2013b, 2015). These
papers focus on the impact of Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP) reform on farm income and farm
household income inequality. While there may be
heterogeneity in results across EU member states
and their regions, most studies report that subsidies
have reduced income concentration and thus also
farm household income inequality. Keeney (2000)
finds that direct payment policies have reduced
farm income concentration in Ireland — particularly,
the compensatory allowances awarded to farmers
in areas faced with natural production handicaps
— which are at the greatest risk of having low
farm income. Allanson (2006) and Allanson et al.
(2017) for Scotland, Allanson and Rocchi (2008)
in a comparative study of Scotland and Tuscany
(Italy), El Benni et al. (2012) and El Benni
and Finger (2013) for Switzerland and Severeni
and Tantari (2013a, 2013b, 2015) and Cilierti
and Frascarelli (2018) for Italy have reported that
agricultural support, especially direct payments
(within the EU’s CAP Pillar 1) have reduced
income concentration and thus reduced farm
income inequality within the agricultural sector.
Hanson (2021) carried out a panel-level assessment
for the redistributive impact of the 2013 CAP
reform. The negative impact of direct payments
has been shown for the largest beneficiaries while
the redistributive effect on small farms is significant.
Bojnec and Fertd (2019b) find that subsidies
from Pillars 1 and 2 reduce farm income inequality
in Slovenia especially for less-favoured area
(LFA) farms. In short, empirical evidence suggests
that farm subsidies may reduce the farm income
inequalities in investigated European countries.

This  paper contributes to the analysis
of the impact of CAP reform on farm household
income inequality. While the effects of agricultural
policy on farm income inequality is well documented
for the Western European countries and for other
developed countries there have been limited similar
studies for Central and Eastern European countries
(except Bojnec and Fertd 2019b for Slovenia).
Hungary with a dual farm structure is an interesting
example to investigate the farm income inequality
issues.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows.
In Sections 2 and 3, the methods and data used are
presented. Section 4 presents and explains our
results on the effects of CAP reforms on the income
distribution of farm households. Section 5 discusses
the results and derives policy implications focusing
on the effects of subsidies from Pillars 1 and 2
on farm household income inequality. Finally,

Section 6 summarises main findings and concludes
with study limitations and directions for research
in future.

Material and methods

The chosen method is based on the approaches
employed in earlier literature (Keeney, 2000;
Mishra et al., 2009; El Benni et al., 2012; EI Benni
and Finger, 2013; Severini and Tantari, 2013a,
2013b, 2015), in which income is generated
by k components, and the decomposition of the Gini
(G) coefficients by income sources is undertaken
in the following way:

G = Xy Ry # Gy * Sy (1)

where R, is the ‘Gini correlation’ between income
component & and the rank of total income, G, is
the Gini coefficient for the " income component,
and S, is income share of the A" income source.

The concentration of coefficients of the kth income
source (C)) is defined as:

C=R *G, ()
The ‘proportional contribution to inequality’
of the k" income source (P,) is defined as:

P=R*G *S§/G 3)
and the Gini coefficient rate of change with respect

to the mean of the & income component is defined
as:

a6 1
d—Hk:;*(Ck—G) “
Data

The Hungarian Farm Accountancy Data Network
(FADN) for the period 2007-2015 is used as a data
source to evaluate the impact of CAP reform
and economic recession on farm income inequality
in Hungary. In addition, price indices as deflators
obtained from the Hungarian Statistical Office are
used to transform current forint values into constant
forint values using 2010 as the base-year. Total farm
income is comprised of two potential components:
1) income components, which can contain market
income and off-farm income, and; 2) subsidy
components, which can contain subsidies from
Pillars 1 and 2. Pillar 2 support includes subsidies
related to agri-environmental measures, LFAs
and other rural development measures.

Table 1 presents summary statistics of variables
used from the Hungarian FADN datasets at a farm
level. A large variation between negative minimum




Variables Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

total income 17553 144,691.80 438,488.9 -630,617.5 10,500,000
off-farm income 17553 29,419.96 211,300.4 -8,788.5 8,132,372
market income 17553 50,281.12 232,651.6 -6,355,737.0 6,058,521
total subsidy 17553 64,990.67 203,350.5 0 5,088.339
Pillar 1 subsidy 17553 53,239.47 157,633.4 0 3,786,887
Pillar 2 subsidy 17553 11,751.20 56,867.9 0 1,749,941

Source: Authors’ calculations

Table 1: Summary statistics of variables (Euro).

values and positive maximum values can be seen
for total income, off-farm income and market
income. As a remarkable is the negative minimum
value for market income. Pillar 1 subsidies are
more important than Pillar 2 subsidies in total CAP
subsidies.

Results and discussion

The empirical results are presented in four steps.
First, we present the evolution of farm household
income structures in constant value terms
and as relative shares. Second, we present total
farm income inequality distribution by sources
of income and total CAP subsidy distribution.
Third, the farm household income inequalities
rising the applied Gini coefficient decompositions.
Finally, inequalities in total farm household income
and total CAP subsidies distribution are presented
by the Lorenz curves.

The evolution of total farm income and its
components

Figure 1 illustrates the evolution in total farm
income for total sample of FADN farms in Hungary
(Figure 1 upper part). Total farm income tends
to increase but undergoes considerable cyclical
oscillation and a rapid decline in 2009 as well
as in 2015 largely due to the considerable decline
in market income. Due to this drop in market
income, which is determined by farm output sales
and output prices, its relative importance in total
farm household income also declined (Figure 1
lower part). Off-farm income, except for an increase
in 2015, remained rather stable both in terms
of value and in the structure of total farm income.
Subsidies from Pillar 1 remained more important
than subsidies from Pillar 2. The share of subsidies
from Pillars 1 and 2 in total farm household
incomes tends to a slightly increase over time.
The most remarkable is a substantial decline
of market income and its role in total farm household
income.
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Figure 1: Income and income composition for total farms,
2007-2015.

Farm income inequality and CAP subsidy
distribution

Figure 2 presents rather unequal distribution
of total farm income that remained rather stable
over the years 2007-2015: 20% of the largest farms
according to total farm income contributed around
80% of total farm income. The second largest group
of farms contributed additional around 10% of total
farm income. Finally, all other 60% of smaller sized
farms according to total farm income contributed
less than 10% of total farm income.

A strong concentration of income source
on a smaller percentage of largest farms is also
confirmed for distribution of total subsidy payments.
The comparison of Figure 2 and 3 confirmed
rather similar distribution of total farm income
with distribution of total subsidies according
to the farm size: 20% of the largest farms according
to total subsidy payments received around 80%
of total CAP subsidies; the second largest group




of farms received additional around 10% of CAP
subsidies, and all other 60% of smaller sized farms
according to total subsidy payments received less
than 10% of CAP subsidies.

The unequal distribution of total farm income
and CAP subsidies strongly revealed dual structure
of Hungarian farms where a smaller number
of largest commercial farms  dominates
in the structure of total farm incomes and total CAP
subsidies received by farms over a larger number
of smaller, mostly individual farms.
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Figure 2: Distribution of total farm income between 2007
and 2015.
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Figure 3: Distribution of total CAP subsidy payments between
2007 and 2015.

Gini coefficient decompositions

The Gini (G)) coefficients decomposition according
to the different farm income sources ranged between
0 and 1, except for market income (Table 2), which
overshoots 1 due to a negative farm income caused
by losses from farm market activities (Manero,
2017; Bojnec and Fertd, 2019). Market income,

off-farm income, and Pillar 2 subsidies (LFA
payments, agri-environmental measures,
and other rural development programs) are
much more unequally distributed than subsidies
from Pillar 1 (direct payments). Market income
depends on quantity of sales and farm prices
as well as possible relative farm output price
changes between farm production specializations.
Not all farms are engaged in off-farm income
activities. LFA payments depends on a farm location
in a specific, for farm less favourable production
conditions. Agri-environmental payments are based
on a voluntary farm participation in implementation
of these farming practices. While other rural
development payments largely depend on specific
farm project investment and on-farm diversification
activities supporting by rural development program.

Between 2007 and 2015, the Gk coefficients suggest
substantial overshoots 1 for market income, a slight
increase in income inequality from off-farm income,
and Pillar II subsidies, while the G, coefficient
remains at similar level for Pillar 1 subsidies. Pillar 1
direct payment subsidies are often paid for use
of farm-inputs such as cultivation per a hectare
of utilized agricultural areas with certain crops
and per a head of livestock payments.

The proportional contribution (S,) to farm income
inequality by income sources changed between 2007
and 2015. While in 2007, market income, Pillar 1,
and off-farm income play a crucial role in terms
of their proportional contribution to farm income
inequality, this changed in 2015 with a substantial
decline of market income and increased
of off-farm income and Pillar 1 subsidies.
Interestingly, unlike for Slovenia (Bojnec and Fertd,
2019), the proportional contribution of subsidies
from Pillar 2 in Hungary is less important
than from Pillar 1 for farm income inequality.
The S, for off-farm income remains at relatively
low value but makes a relatively stable proportional
contribution to farm income inequality. The most
remarkable is the substitution effect of market
income with off-farm income and further increase
of Pillar 1 subsidies to the proportional contribution
to farm income inequality. As can be seen
from Table 1, there is also a strong correlation
between the columns S, and the Share suggesting
that they capture similar structures.

The Pseudo-Gini correlation (R,) coefficients
of the different farm income sources are greater
than 0, suggesting that income from the specific
income sources is mainly distributed to farms in
the upper tail of farm income distribution (El Benni
and Finger, 2013). Except for market income




in 2015, all other sources of income are strongly
correlated with total farm income. The highest
Pseudo-Gini coefficients are found for off-farm
income and subsidies from Pillar 1. Unlike
for Slovenia (Bojnec and Fert6, 2019), the Pseudo-
Gini coefficients suggest that subsidies from Pillar 2
in Hungary are a slightly less important than
subsidies from Pillar I. This can be explained
by a greater role of direct payments from Pillar 1
for crops as an important source of income
for Hungarian farms.

The estimated changes in the Gini Elasticities
for the different income sources relating to farm
income distribution, which is presented in the last
column in Table 2, they range between less than
zero (negative values) and more than zero (positive
values). Values above 0 for market income
and off-farm income in 2005 and off-farm income
and Pillar 2 subsidies show that an increase
in the income source under consideration
of 1 per cent increased total farm income
inequality (as measured using the Gini coefficient)
by the defined percentage, ceteris paribus.
While values below 0 for an increase in Pillars 1
and 2 subsidies in 2007 and an increase in market
income and Pillar I subsidies in 2015 decreased
the inequality of total farm income.

The values for the Gini elasticity of market
income and off-farm income are positive in 2007.
A 1% increase in market income and off-farm
income could increase the Gini coefficient of total
income by 0.0114% and 0.024%, respectively.
The Gini elasticities of Pillar 1 and Pillar 2
subsidies present an equalizing effect in 2007,
1% increase in Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 subsidies reduce
the Gini coefficients of total income by 0.0315%
and 0.0039%.

The Gini elasticities show different impacts in 2015
by income sources. The market income and Pillar 1

subsidies reduce the Gini coefficient of total income
by 0.0642% and 0.0223%. The off-farm income
and Pillar 2 subsidies increase the Gini coefficient
of total income by 0.0864% and 0.0001%.

Lorenz curves of total farm income and CAP
subsidies distribution

The Lorenz curves reinforce the striking finding
on unequal distribution in farm income components
according to their farm size. Almost 80% of Pillar 2
subsidies and particularly off-farm income were
received by the largest 20% of farms, and these
patterns were further strengthened between 2007
and 2015. Interestingly, Pillar 1 subsidies were
a slightly less concentrated, but their inequality a
slightly increased between the analysed years. The
most striking finding is the negative market income
for alarge majority ofthe Hungarian FADN farms. In
2007, more than 70% of smaller farms experienced
negative market income (Figure 4). Up to 2015,
the percentage of farms with negative market income
further increased and the negative market income
became of larger size for a greater percentage
of farms: around 95% of farms experienced negative
market income (Figure 5). We can conclude that
subsidies from Pillars 1 and 2 and off-farm income
for a large majority of Hungarian farms were spent
to cover losses or negative farm market income,
and except for the largest farms according to total
farm income, to reduce farm income inequality.

In their study, Enjoras et al. (2014) point out
that public policy income redistribution poses
a significant challenge to farm management
and policy-making due to fluctuations in agricultural
incomes. The framework for income redistribution
in the EU is provided by the CAP, which has been
undergoing reforms since the 1990s (Sinabell,
2013). One of the tools for this is direct payments
or single area payments within Pillar 1, which are
for several EU countries, including for Hungarian

Source sk | Gk Rk | Share | Elasticity
2007

market income 0.3947 1.0594 0.7504 0.4061 0.0114

off-farm income 0.1895 0.9396 0.9265 0.2135 0.024

Pillar 1 0.3553 0.7589 0.9279 0.3238 -0.0315

Pillar 2 0.0604 0.9089 0.7958 0.0566 -0.0039
2015

market income 0.1468 3.3743 0.1228 0.0826 -0.0642

off-farm income 0.4065 0.9584 0.9314 0.493 0.0864

Pillar 1 0.4068 0.7532 0.9237 0.3845 -0.0223

Pillar 2 0.0398 0.938 0.7868 0.0399 0.0001

Source: Authors’ calculations

Table 2: Gini decomposition of farm income in 2007 and 2015.
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Figure 4: Lorenz curves of farm income components in 2007.

farms, the most important expenditure within CAP.
The decoupling of direct payments from the level
of farm production is intended to reduce income
inequalities. The impact of it has been investigated
in several studies (Ciliberti and Frascarelli, 2018).
Based on the previous literatures, it becomes clear
that the concentration of direct payments towards
larger input-based farms is rather heterogeneous,
with a high concentration in some EU Member
States (Severini and Tantari, 2014). With the single
payment scheme, differences in concentration
cannot be clearly explained. The impact may vary
not only from region to region but also from country
to country. However, previous studies agree that
CAP payments should be decoupled from the level
of farm production and it is necessary to limit
the amount of direct payments that can be paid
to the largest beneficiaries (Nitta et al., 2020).
Previous studies (El Benni and Finger, 2013;
Tantari et al., 2019; Bojnec and Fert6, 2019b)
used FADN data to show how income inequalities
in the different regions or farming sectors
with different production conditions evolved
as a result of direct and other CAP payments.

The effect of farm market incomes, off-farm
income, and CAP subsidies from Pillars 1 and 2
on farm income distribution is examined using
the Gini coefficient decomposition. The Gini
coefficient is a greater than 1 and increased between
the years 2007 and 2015 due to a negative value
for farm market income. The negative market
income for a large majority of Hungarian FADN
farms suggests that without CAP subsidies
and off-farm income most of farms would more
likely not be able to cover their operation costs
and be able to survive.

A large dependence of farms on CAP subsidies
and non-farming activities can be a treat for future
development as they not only largely reduce

Source: Authors’ calculations

Figure 5: Lorenz curves of farm income components in 2015.

the farm income inequality among Hungarian farms
and rural areas, but they are also keeping them a live
to maintain farming, particularly the restructuring
and exit of less efficient and competitive farms.
It might be also that several farms can be indebted,
what has not been investigated and can be an issue
for research in future.

There is less clear pattern regarding the convergence
processes toward a reduction in concentration
of CAP subsidies that would allow for a more equal
distribution of support for lower income farms.
Direct payments from Pillar 1 correlate to the level
of farm income for Hungarian farms still more than
the source of market-driven income that is rather
volatile with a declining pattern. Therefore, direct
payments from Pillar 1 represent a significant
proportion of total farm income and have an impact
on income equality (Ciliberti and Frascarelli,
2018). However, the system of CAP payments
needs to be reformed to eliminate inequalities
in the distribution of payments between the farms
and regions of the EU. To improve the efficiency
and equity of CAP measures, income support needs
to be better defined and information provided
on the farm income and wealth situation
of the agricultural population.

Conclusion

The paper investigated the development of income
inequality in Hungarian agriculture over the period
2007-2015 using FADN data. A shift in CAP
policy and related measures, off-farm income,
and particularly volatile and declining farm market
income have determined the evolution and structure
of farm incomes. While CAP subsidies can distort
production activities and agri-food markets
and postpone farm restructuring, they can also
reduce farm household income inequality.




Our calculations highlight the importance of CAP
subsidies in Hungarian farms and indicate that
the role of CAP subsidies in farm incomes increased
during the period of analysis. This can be explained
by the existence of large-scale commercial
and other crop farms in association to Pillar 1
direct payments, the small-sized farms and poor

natural conditions for agricultural production
in association to Pillar 2 rural development
payments. CAP reform in rural development policy
during the period 2007-2015 contributed towards
the stabilization of farm incomes, which were
volatile, declining and even negative for a large
majority of Hungarian farms for market income.

Corresponding authors

Szilard Podruzsik, Ph.D.

Centre for Economic and Regional Studies, Toth Kdaroly u. 4., 1097 Budapest, Hungary
E-mail: podruzsik.szilard@krtk.hu

References

(1]

Allanson, P. (2006) "The redistributive effects of agricultural policy on Scottish farm
incomes", Journal of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 57, No. 1, pp.117-128. ISSN 1477-9552.
DOI 10.1111/j.1477-9552.2006.00035.x.

Allanson, P. and Rocchi, B. (2008) "A comparative analysis of the redistributive effects of agricultural
policy in Tuscany and Scotland", Review of Agricultural and Environmental Studies, Vol. 86, No. 1,
pp- 35-56. ISSN 2425-6870. DOI 10.22004/ag.econ.188544.

Allanson, P., Kasprzyk, K. and Barnes, A. P. (2017) "Income mobility and income inequality
in Scottish agriculture", Journal of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 68, No. 2, pp. 471-493.
ISSN 1477-9552. DOI 10.3406/reae.2008.2069.

Aristei, D. and Perugini, C. (2010) "Preferences for redistribution and inequality in wellbeing
across Europe", Journal of Policy Modeling, Vol. 32, No. 1, pp. 176-195. ISSN 0161-8938.
DOI 10.1016/.jpolmod.2010.02.001.

Beluhova-Uzunova, R., Atanasov, D. and Hristov, K. (2017) "Analysis of Direct Payments
Distribution in Bulgarian Agriculture", Trakia Journal of Sciences, Vol. 15, No. 1, pp. 282-287.
E-ISSN 1313-3551, ISSN 1312-1723. DOI 10.15547/tjs.2017.5.01.051.

Beluhova-Uzunova, R., Atanasov, D. and Shiskova, M. (2020) "Distribution of Direct payments
in Bulgaria — Policy Lessons and Prospects Beyond 2020", Management, Economic Engineering
in Agriculture and Rural Development, Vol. 20, No. 2, pp. 53-59. ISSN 2284-7995.

Biagini, L., Antonioli, F. and Severini, S. (2020) "The Role of the Common Agricultural Policy
in Enhancing Farm Income: A Dynamic Panel Analysis Accounting for Farm Size in Italy",
Journal of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 71, No. 3, pp. 652-675. ISSN 1477-9552.
DOI 10.1111/1477-9552.12383.

Bojnec, S. and Ferté, 1. (2019a) "Do CAP subsidies stabilise farm income in Hungary
and Slovenia?", Agricultural Economics — Czech, Vol. 65, No. 3, pp. 103-111. ISSN 0139-570X.
DOI 10.17221/190/2018-AGRICECON.

Bojnec, S. and Fertd, I. (2019b) "Farm household income inequality in Slovenia", Spanish Journal
of Agricultural Research, Vol. 17, No. 4, E-ISSN 2171-9292. DOI 10.5424/sjar/2019174-13996.

Ciliberti, S. and Frascarelli, A. (2018) "The CAP 2013 reform of direct payments: redistributive
effects and impacts on farm income concentration in Italy", Agricultural and Food Economics,
Vol.6, No. 19 ISSN 2193-7532. DOI 10.1186/s40100-018-0113-5.

El Benni, N, Finger, R., Mann, S. and Lehmann, B. (2012) "The distributional effects of agricultural
policy reforms in Switzerland", Agricultural Economics-Czech, Vol. 58, No. 11, pp. 497-509.
ISSN 0139-570X. DOI 10.17221/215/2011-AGRICECON.

El Benni, N., Finger, R. (2013) "The effect of agricultural policy reforms on income inequality
in Swiss agriculture -An analysis for valley, hill and mountain regions", Journal of Policy Modeling,
Vol. 35, No. 4, pp. 638-651. ISSN 0161-8938.




[13]

[14]

[19]

[20]

(21]

[22]

(23]

[24]

[29]

Enjolras, G., Capitano, F., Aubert, M. and Adinolfi, F. (2014) "Direct payments, crop insurance
and the volatility of farm income. Some evidence in France and in Italy", New Medit, Vol. 13, No. 1,
pp- 31-40. ISSN 1120-6403. DOI 10.22004/ag.econ.122478.

Espinosa, M., Louhichi, K., Perni, A. and Ciaian, P. (2020) "EU-Wide Impacts of the 2013 CAP
Direct Payments Reform: A Farm-Level Analysis", Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy,
Vol. 42, No.4, pp. 695-715. ISSN 2040-5804. DOI 10.1093/aepp/ppz021.

Fragoso, R., Marques, C., Lucas, M. R., Martins, M. B. and Jorge, R. (2011) "The economic effects
of Common Agricultural Policy on Mediterranean montado/dehesa ecosystem", Journal of Policy
Modeling, Vol. 33, pp. 311-327. ISSN 0161-8938. DOI 10.1016/j.jpolmod.2010.12.007.

Gardner, L. B. (1969) "Determinants of Farm Family Income Inequality", American Journal
of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 51, No. 4, pp. 753-769. ISSN 0002-9092. DOI 10.2307/1237772.

Hanson, A. (2021) "Assessing the redistributive impact of the 2013 CAP reforms: an EU-wide panel
study", European Review of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 48. No. 2, pp. 338-361. ISSN 0165-1587.
DOI 10.1093/erae/jbab006.

Keeney, M. (2000) "The distributional impact of direct payments on Irish farm incomes",
Journal of Agricultural Economics, Vol. 51, No. 2, pp. 252-265. ISSN 0021-857X.
DOI 10.1111/j.1477-9552.2000.tb01227 .x.

Manero, A. (2017) "The limitations of negative incomes in the Gini coefficient decomposition
by source", Applied Economics Letters, Vol. 24, No. 14, pp. 977-981. ISSN 1350-485.
DOI 10.1080/13504851.2016.1245828.

Mishra, A., E1-Osta, H. and Gillespie, J. M. (2009) "Effect of agricultural policy on regional income
inequality among farm households", Journal of Policy Modeling, Vol. 31, No. 3, pp. 325-340.
ISSN 0161-8938. DOI 10.1016/j.jpolmod.2008.12.007.

Moreddu, C. (2011) "Distribution of support and income in agriculture", OECD Food, Agriculture
and Fisheries Working Papers, No. 46, Paris: OECD Publishing. DOI 10.1787/5kgch21wkmbx-en.

Nitta, A., Yamamoto, Y., Kondo, K. and Sawauchi, D. (2020) "Direct payments to Japanese farmers:
Do they reduce rice income inequality? Lessons for other Asian countries", Journal of Policy
Modeling, Vol. 42, No. 5, pp. 968-981. ISSN 0161-8938. DOI 10.1016/j.jpolmod.2020.02.006.

Severini, S. and Tantari, A. (2013a) "The effect of the EU farm payments policy and its recent
reform on farm income inequality", Journal of Policy Modeling, Vol. 35, No. 2, pp. 212-227.
ISSN 0161-8938. DOI 10.1016/j.jpolmod.2012.12.002.

Severini, S. and Tantari, A. (2013b) "The impact of agricultural policy on farm income concentration:
The case of regional implementation of the CAP direct payments in Italy", Agricultural Economics,
Vol. 44, No. 3, pp. 275-286. ISSN 1574-0862. DOI 10.1111/agec.12010.

Severini, S. and Tantari, A. (2014) "Which factors affect the distribution of direct payments
among farmers in the EU Member States?", Empirica, Vol. 42, No. 1, pp. 25-48. ISSN 0340-8744.
DOI 10.1007/s10663-013-9243-x.

Severini, S. and Tantari, A. (2015) "The distributional impact of agricultural policy tools on Italian
farm household incomes", Journal of Policy Modeling, Vol. 37, No. 1, pp. 124-135.
ISSN 0161-8938. DOI 10.1016/j.jpolmod.2015.01.004.

Sinabell, F., Schmidt, E. and Hofreiter, M. F. (2013) "Exploring the Distribution of Direct Payments
of the Common Agricultural Policy", Empirica, Vol. 40, No. 2, pp. 325-341. ISSN 0340-8744.
DOI 10.1007/s10663-012-9194-7.

Tantari, A., Pierangeli, F. and Cardillo, C. (2019) "Assessing the Impact of Direct
Payments Convergence on Farm Income Inequality: The Case of Italian Farms", Journal
of International Food & Agribusiness Marketing, Vol. 31, No. 4, pp. 417-428. ISSN 0897-4438.
DOI 10.1080/08974438.2019.1599761.

von Witzke, H. and Noleppa, S. (2007) "Agricultural and Trade Policy Reform and Inequality:
The Distributive Effects of Direct Payments to German Farmers under the EU's New Common
Agricultural Policy", Working Paper 79 Humboldt University of Berlin, Department of Agricultural
Economics, Working Paper Series. DOI 10.22004/ag.econ.10289.




