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Abstract

This paper examines the resilience of small-scale farmers in Turkey who are facing an expanding industrial 
model in agriculture that is deepening the structural conditions of marginalisation and exclusion. This type of 
model is vulnerable to supply-chain disruptions due to various world-historical conjunctures, including the 
Covid-19 pandemic and the war in Ukraine, resulting in unprecedent hikes in agro-industrial-input and market-
food prices, as well as food insecurity. Drawing on official documents and pre-pandemic interviews, the paper 
situates the resilience of these farmers within the state-planned expansion of agro-industrialisation directed 
towards boosting market- and export-based earnings. This industrial model is based on imported agro-inputs, 
land commodification, and contraction of village resources, as well as registration and standardisation as a 
condition for market access. It is further characterised by racially segmented agricultural labour markets, and 
exclusion of unregistered farmers and their food. The paper explores the structural constraints that emerge 
from an expanding industrialisation in agriculture, and considers how small-scale farmers might adapt to these 
conditions while co-existing with agro-industrialisation.
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INTRODUCTION

Covid-19 related social-distancing requirements, lockdowns, and transport restrictions have exposed the 
fragility of the global agri-food system. Although regional variation has been evident across the world, the 
most immediate impacts were: failures in the supply of seeds, feeds, and fertilisers; food-price hikes; fewer 
choices in and access to market food; food loss/waste on farms due to inability to harvest; and wage loss 
and disruptions to farm employment (e.g., UNCSN, 2020). The enduring impacts remain unclear, requiring a 
burden of proof to establish cause-and-effect relationships. This is not my goal here. 

Existing research examines the Covid-19 effect on global agri-food in relation to labour productivity and 
production output through the lens of un/availability of farmworkers due to illness and migration restrictions 
(e.g., Haqiqi & Horeh, 2021). To avoid the risk of labour shortages, such research tends to suggest the adoption 
of digital technologies and biotechnologically improved crop varieties (e.g., Henry, 2020). ‘Producing more food 
with less farming’ is emphasised and further justified by fears of future food insecurity due to pandemics and 
population growth. An interesting research question emerges as to the growing prevalence of a perspective 
centred on high-tech-led productivity/yield optimisation in response to future supply-chain disruptions, but 
without examining its long-term effects on small-scale peasant-like farmers who continue producing food for 
local/regional consumption. 

To get a better idea of the increasing predominance of market-oriented productivity/yield optimisation and 
its consequences for small-scale farmers, I adopt a big-picture approach to agri-food restructuring which the 
Covid-19 pandemic has only accelerated. Research shows that the global agri-food system was ‘broken’ long 
before the pandemic as regards its consequences for small producers. This can be traced back to the market- 
and export-oriented restructuring of global agricultures occurring since the 1980s under the World Bank’s 
‘new agriculture’ programme and the founding of the WTO in 1995 (Clapp & Moseley, 2020; McMichael, 2023). 
The pandemic became a ‘revealer’ of underlying structural problems within the industrial agri-food system. As 
a result of standardisation in production methods, crop varieties, agro-chemical and agro-industrial input use, 
and commercialisation of land, it has created significant vulnerabilities in small-scale food production. 

Research on Covid-19’s impact on agriculture in Turkey has often assumed, rather than demonstrated, 
widespread supply-chain disruptions. However, there is lack of comparative analysis on the varied and combined 
effects of various world-historical conjunctures, including the pandemic, the war in Ukraine, government’s 
inflationary monetary policy, and climate change. These conjunctures are often ‘added’ to a list of factors in 
accounting for supply-chain disruptions (e.g., Urak, 2023). Some scholars also examine pandemic effects in 
relation to farmers’ anxieties about the increasing cost of, and access to, inputs (e.g., Uğur & Buruklar, 2022), 
calling for reduced import-dependency on grain crops (Urak, 2023; Özden et al., 2022)1. Such research often 
ignores the political-economic history of agricultural restructuring along an industrial model premised on 
the marginalisation and exclusion of small-scale farmers. My belief is that in Turkey, pandemic-induced supply-
chain disruptions were neither long-term, nor permanent, nor uniform across agri-food relationships and 
scale of farming. The neglect of agricultural restructuring is surprising, especially in light of existing research 
which shows that a neoliberal, market-oriented developmentalist model (which began in Turkey in the 1980s) 
created the structural conditions for farmers’ exclusion, marginalisation, and dispossession (Atasoy, 2017; 
Aydın, 2002; 2010; Gürel, 2011; Karataşlı & Kumral, 2023; Keyder & Yenal, 2011; Öztürk, et al., 2018) – long 
before the pandemic. 

This paper highlights the structural constraints generated for small-scale farmers, while keeping in mind 
recent findings by Atasoy (2023a) showing that these farmers continue to produce market food, as they do 
in many places across the world (Harriss-White, 2023; Jansen, 2015; Lewison, 2022). Thus, this paper asks: 
How do we make sense of the structural constraints arising from an expanding process of industrialisation 
1Turkey, which is not self-sufficient in wheat, barley, and corn-seed crops, imports grain from Russia and Ukraine.
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in agriculture? How do farmers adapt to these conditions? What, if anything, does Covid-19 have to do with 
this context?

The question of how small-scale farmers endure has been a subject of extensive research, which shows 
that smaller-scale agroecologically oriented farming can be more productive and resilient (Akram-Lodhi, 
2021; Mosely & Battersby, 2020). In general, it is difficult to assess the resilience of farming at larger scales 
– resilience being the ability of a system to withstand shocks and overcome disturbances while retaining its 
basic features (Walker et al., 2006). This includes the ‘adaptability’ that a system can sustain by reforming itself 
through the reconfiguring of old elements and the combining of new ones. My aim here is not to demonstrate 
how small-scale farmers continue farming within agro-industrialisation. Rather, I am concerned with the issue 
of their adaptability through a historical understanding of the structural constraints that arise from market-
oriented agricultural restructuring. My particular interest is in small-scale farmers’ options emerging from 
within these constraints. Farmers in Turkey do not formulate these options through a grassroots agroecological 
mobilisation against the industrial model (Atasoy 2023a; cf. Holt-Gimenez & Altieri, 2013), but as actors situated 
within it. They practice a mixture of customary and industrial production methods, thus constituting dynamic 
elements in the expansion of commercial relations. These farmers may not know the meaning of the term 
agroecology, but they are highly knowledgeable about the agroecological conditions of their farming, and their 
practices are rooted in tacit, experiential knowledge acquired over generations. They use natural resources 
and customary conservation methods to maintain soil productivity; blend elements of customary farming 
with selective use of industrial inputs; and feed themselves while also producing food for sale in local/regional 
markets. They simultaneously co-exist alongside the large-scale capitalist processes that deepen industrial 
agriculture. In an effort to understand the conditions in which these farmers operate, I first offer a broad 
description of expanding standard industrial agriculture since the early 2000s.

Structural constraints arising from the processes of state-led agro-industrialisation include: 1- expansion 
of a large-scale commercial agriculture with an emphasis on efficiency/productivity optimisation through 
land commodification, extended industrial inputs, and bio-digital precision-agriculture technologies; 2- 
standardisation of agriculture in compliance with private-sector supermarket standards; 3- increase of 
racialisation and exploitation in labour relations within commercial agriculture; and 4- exclusion of unregistered 
farmers from formally established markets. Farmers’ options are determined within these processes. Farmers 
of different scales and production/marketing trajectories adapt to changing contexts in their different ways. 
Large-scale commercial farmers are dependent on high-cost, high-tech industrial input and hired labour 
for specialised, standard monoculture production of high-value crops; they have little room to manoeuvre, 
other than by deepening labour exploitation. Small-scale farmers adapt through their use of some industrial 
methods, application of animal manure, reliance on unpaid labour of family members, and closer cooperation 
with one another and consumers, allowing them to co-exist with the dominant industrial model while situated 
within an expanding economic sphere of informalisation. Thus, the paper focuses on the structural conditions 
of agri-food in Turkey which the state periodically reorganises, along with resulting inequalities and farmers’ 
adaptation options. 

Two types of data were used in this research: information gathered from publicly available official documents 
and statistics, and information gathered from pre-pandemic fieldwork and interviews conducted in the 
Harmancık village of Beypazarı in the summer months between 2018 and 2021. I use the first type of data 
to describe the first three processes of agro-industrialisation described above, and the associated structural 
constraints on farmers. Beypazarı has experienced a 6.3% increase in agricultural lands in recent years (TÜİK, 
nd), manifested in the expansion of large-scale specialised production of lettuce, spinach, and carrot varieties 
for supermarket chains, export, and industrial processing. This expansion pulls in migrant workers. A large 
proportion of Ankara’s 179 GAP-certified farmers operate in Beypazarı (MAF, 2022b). Agriculture in Beypazarı 
also consists of a significant number of small-scale farmers. I conducted my interviews in Harmancık in order 
to visit both large- and small-scale farms, and gain access to migrant/refugee farmworkers. My interviews 
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were open-ended, in-depth, and based on extended conversations held on the farms. The large-scale farmer 
I interviewed in Harmancık is one of the central figures in agro-industrialisation in Beypazarı. He produces 
carrot and lettuce varieties for supermarket chains and export, and employs Syrian refugees to reduce his 
labour costs. In total, I interviewed 23 Syrian refugee workers, one Kurdish seasonal-migrant worker, three 
labour contractors, and four farmers (one large-scale and three small-scale). My interviews with small-scale 
farmers relied on their willingness to talk to me; all of them gave their verbal consent to be interviewed. 
Small-scale farmers are all unregistered vegetable farmers who sell their produce on informal markets, and 
none of them has employed hired labour. 

In what follows I describe the broad picture of agro-industrialisation expanding in tandem with high-
tech ‘precision agriculture’. This picture points to a growing emphasis on bio-digital precision-agriculture 
technologies for food-system predictability in the aftermath of the Covid-19 pandemic. Although there is a 
lack of systemic research on the effects of the pandemic on agriculture, this section underscores that there is 
an increasing push for leveraging the prospect of possible agri-food disruptions that could emanate from future 
pandemics, military conflicts, or climate change, to build a standardised high-tech agriculture. In this part of my 
analysis, I show that this push for standardisation results in growing dependency on imported industrial inputs, 
increased costs, land commodification, diminished access to locally available natural resources, and class-
based food insecurity. I explore this through an analysis of GLOBALG.A.P., national GAP (good agricultural 
practices), and supermarkets’ own private standards. Expanding on this understanding, I add that large-scale 
farmers’ adaptation to the price/cost pressures of industrial agriculture relies on the availability of racialised 
migrant/refuge farmworkers and highly exploitative labour practices. I then examine how agro-standardisation 
exacerbates structural constraints on small-scale farming and deepens their marginalisation and exclusion. I 
raise the question of how these farmers might respond to these constraints and continue to produce market 
food. In the conclusion, I review my findings, noting that the Covid-19 pandemic afforded an opportunity to 
deepen industrial standardisation through high-tech precision agriculture. 

Big Picture: Agro-industrial standardisation

In response to the Covid-19 pandemic, the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF) immediately undertook 
several policy initiatives to supply farmers with seeds and fertilisers, expand e-agriculture platforms and 
farmers’ internet access, and provide hygiene training for agricultural workers. Moreover, while social distancing, 
quarantine, and travel restrictions were implemented for longer periods in many European countries, Turkey 
did not impose lasting restrictions. A curfew was imposed for a limited period for those under 20 and over 
65 years of age. However, the pandemic provided an opportunity for the government to intensify its efforts to 
launch new agro-industrial projects, including ‘climate-smart agriculture and competitive agricultural growth’ 
in 2022 – financed by the World Bank (MAF, 2023: 296). The government has also intensified its efforts to 
disseminate information on various high-tech ‘agricultural innovations’ to farmers through print and video 
documents. It published 8,820 such documents in 2022 alone (MAF, 2023: 146). The MAF’s (2024) 2024-2028 
strategic plan focuses on productivity/yield maximisation as a response to future food insecurity due to 
climate-change, natural disasters, future pandemics, and wars. The 106-page document mentions Covid-19 
only once and the word epidemic/pandemic five times.

The MAF positions its productivity/yield maximisation plan on a continuum of agro-industrialisation – a 
recurring theme since the 1930s. Over the years, agro-industrialisation shifted from its early focus on surplus 
production for national consumption and in support of national economic development during the statist era 
of the 1930s and the import-substituting era of the 1960s-70s, to a focus on production for distant consumers 
through export-oriented production from the 1980s-90s, and increased incorporation into global supply 
chains from the 2000s. The efficiency-via-industrialisation principle for increasing productivity of labour and 
yields to enlarge market earnings has been a constant. Since the early 2000s, expanded agro-industrialisation 
has occurred within the context of a state-led neoliberal restructuring of the economy (e.g., Atasoy, 2017; 
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Aydın, 2010). The associated dynamics of this restructuring in agriculture include: growing standardisation, 
dependency on imported agro-industrial inputs, increased costs, land commodification, and diminished access 
to locally available natural resources. Currently, agro-industrialisation appears to be entrenched within the 
pandemic-induced mindset of market-oriented productivity/yield optimisation in agriculture.

Restructuring entails greater use of industrial inputs of synthetic fertiliser, pesticides, herbicides, and hybrid/
engineered seeds, along with farm machinery, to increase yields of specialised crops (Atasoy, 2023a: 5). The 
enactment of at least 15 different laws since the 2000s has enabled the government to reorganise agriculture 
as an importing and exporting sector that relies on corporate-agro-industrial/biotech inputs, supermarket 
chains, and finance capital (Atasoy, 2017; Aydın, 2010). The AKP government, in power since 2002, is currently 
pushing for the ‘integration of agriculture and industry’ through contract farming to produce raw materials for 
industry (Hazine ve Maliye Bakanlığı, 2022: 45) – a push that would relegate agri-food in Turkey to ‘industrial 
appropriation’ for agro-fuel, animal feed, and processed food production (for the concept, see: Goodman et 
al., 1987). In what follows I elaborate on the processes of commercialisation in agriculture that produce the 
conditions for dispossession dynamics. 

Dispossession through land commercialisation, declining natural resources, high-
priced imported agro-inputs, and increasing food insecurity

The state’s reconfiguring of access to, exclusion from, and claims over common resources, and the 
reorganisation of land-property relations underpin ‘dispossession’ dynamics in agriculture (Peluso & Lund, 
2011). This reconfiguring encompasses an expansion of lands for large-scale industrial farming, a decline 
in small-scale traditional crop-producing lands and access to village natural resources, and alterations in 
customary land-use relations. These changes are central to the ‘agrarian question’ (e.g., Bernstein, 2010; 
McMichael, 2023) implicated in the commercialisation of agriculture and associated effects on marginalisation, 
exclusion, and dissolution of small-scale food production. 

In Turkey, there has been a decline in the share of arable land from 59% in 2000 to 52% in 2019 (MAF, 2021: 44). 
There has also been a decline in low-value traditional grain and food-crop production on rain-fed dry lands 
and hilly plots, and an increasing diversion of small-scale farmlands to large-scale commercial monoculture 
production of high-value crops (Atasoy 2023a; Aydın, 2010; Öztürk et al., 2018). Between 2001 and 2020, the 
low-value traditional grain-sown areas decreased by 12.8%, while the area used for high-value fruits, beverage 
and spice crops increased 36.4% (MAF, 2021: 23). Areas sown with corn and sunflowers for industrial oilseed 
have also increased by 165% and 192% respectively (TÜİK, 2023f). These changes have been accompanied by 
a decline in small-scale farmlands of less than 10 ha. Nevertheless, small-scale farmers, a significant number of 
whom farm on less than two hectares of land, still account for 80.7% of all agricultural holdings, although they 
operate on only 29.1% of agricultural land (TÜİK, 2018; MAF, 2021: 23).2

On the other hand, there has been an expansion of public lands through various land-reclamation, cadastral 
work, and land-consolidation schemes. The state brokers these newly reclaimed public lands for commercial 
projects. There are at least 11 different laws in Turkey providing a legal basis for the treasury to lease, sell, and 
donate public lands for commercial use in agriculture, housing, mining, and infrastructural projects (Atasoy, 
2017; Tuğal, 2023). Approximately 90% of public lands are registered as state owned (Milli Emlak [National 
Real Estate], 2023: 49). In 2021 there was a 6.75% increase in the number of parcels and a 14.44% increase 
in the area of public lands registered as state-owned, compared to 2020 levels. This continued in 2022 with 
a 4.5% increase in the number of parcels and 3.27% in km² from 2021 levels (Milli Emlak, 2023: 49-50). The 
government is currently working to open an additional 3,500,000 parcels and 60,000 km² of these lands for 
commercial deals (Milli Emlak, 2023: 49).3 This process involves a decline in previously open-access rural lands 

2 Only 6.4% of farms in Turkey have 20 ha of land (MAF, 2021: 13).
3 Because there are inconsistencies in official statistics, I do not offer data on the government sale/lease of public lands.
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customarily used for small-scale low-value grain-crop farming.

Changes in metropolitan municipality laws constitute another link in the series of state-led reorganisation 
of land use/access relations that have diminished farming capacity in previously rural areas. These changes 
include Law No 3030 legislated in 1984, Law No 5216 legislated in 2004, Law No 6360 in 2012, and Law 
No 5747 in 2018. As a result, in 2014, almost half of all existing municipalities and villages, and 77.4% of 
the population in Turkey found themselves included within metropolitan areas (Ministry of Interior, 2015: 
15). In 2022, 94.76% of the population was located within municipal boundaries (Ministry of Environment, 
Urbanisation, and Climate Change [MEUCC], 2023: 32). Legislative changes have impinged significantly on 
the legal status of formerly unregistered open-access village farmlands used by farmers to grow cereal/food 
crops, and meadows and pastures customarily managed as village commons, thereby creating opportunities 
for the state to register them as state-owned immovables. This has in turn produced the legal groundwork 
for dispossessing farmers from accessing village lands and their resources, and disrupting the economic 
dynamics of small-scale farming. As these laws prevent livestock farming within municipal boundaries, farmers 
are excluded from using previously open village common lands for livestock to generate animal manure. 
Between 2021 and 2023, there was a 37.4% decline in livestock production in Turkey (Table 1), indicating 
dismal prospects for mixed-farming and the availability of animal manure. 

Table 1. Decline in livestock production in Turkey (2021-2023) (%) 

Livestock production Decline (2021-2022) 
(%)

Decline (December 
2022-June 2023) (%)

Total decline 
(2021-2023) (%)

Cows 5.6 2 7.6
Buffalo 7.4 2.9 10.3
Sheep 1.1 4.7 5.8
Goats 6.2 7.5 13.7
Total 20.3 17.1 37.4

Author, based on data from TÜİK (2023h) and TÜİK (2022).

The state-sanctioned ‘enclosure’ of open-access village farmlands and commons has played a crucial role in 
expanding a more specialised, intensive agriculture that depends on market-based industrial inputs of synthetic 
fertilisers, while reducing opportunities to find local animal manure. Both increase farmers’ production costs 
as there have been unprecedented hikes in input prices due to Covid-19, the war in Ukraine, and government 
monetary policy. Overall, input prices increased by 135.06% in August 2022 compared to the same month 
in 2021 (TÜİK, 2022). Due to unaffordability, farmers reduced their use in 2022.4,5 Given that metropolitan 
municipal laws prevent traditional livestock farming in villages, small-scale farmers face the challenge of adapting 
to a lack of animal manure. To the best of my knowledge, there is no reliable data on the availability,6 use, and 
transport of animal manure from distant locations. However, Atasoy’s (2023a) in-depth interviews with small-
scale farmers in the villages of Güdül highlight farmers’ mobilisation of friendship networks, reciprocity, and 
gift-giving-based arrangements to access animal manure. 

A concern with potential supply-chain interruptions due to future pandemics, geo-political/military conflicts 
or climate change is driving deepening agro-industrialisation in a global agri-food system that favours large-

4  While there was an increase in the use of synthetic fertilisers from 10,278 tons in 2009 to 14,495 in 2020, there was a decli-
ne to 11,332 tons in 2022 (TÜİK, 2023c). Similarly, while the use of chemicals increased from 45,376 tons in 2006 to its peak of 
60,020 tons in 2018, it declined to 55,374 tons in 2022 (TÜİK, 2023d).
5 While overall imports of hybrid seeds increased from 19,227 tons in 2002 to 56,355 tons in 2021, it declined to 37,729 tons in 
2022. In vegetable seeds this decline was from 4,091 tons in 2021 to 1,159 tons in 2022 (MAF, 2022c).
6 Based on an estimated animal-manure availability for cattle (65%), sheep and goat (13%), and poultry (99%), Yılmaz et al. (2019: 
252-253) predicted that in 2015 the total collectable fresh manure was roughly 105,5000,000 tons in Turkey, of which 10% was 
used as fertilizer.
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scale industrial farmers. This concern does not necessarily discount the food-producing capacity of small-
scale farmers. However, their farming is increasingly seen as insufficient for producing food within a standard 
pattern of efficiency/yield maximisation required for sale in larger markets (Atasoy, 2013). A presumed lack 
of efficiency by small-scale farmers in achieving higher returns on resources (e.g., land, water, energy, labour) 
supports the belief that these farmers should exit agriculture altogether. An emphasis on techno-science-
based resource-use efficiency to enhance growth in productivity/yields prevails in current discussions on food 
security and food-price increases in the conjuncture of Covid-19 and war in Ukraine (FAO, 2024). This implies 
a directional change towards digitalisation and biotechnology innovations in agriculture, and foreshadows the 
predominance of a high-tech-dependent large-scale commercial agriculture. 

In Turkey, formally marketed food prices were 72.86% higher in August 2023 than in the same month in 2022 
(TÜİK, 2023a). Food now constitutes the third largest price category in Turkey, following health (77.55%), and 
restaurant and hotel prices (89.31%). While restaurant and hotel expenditures are not a budgeting concern 
for low-income households in Turkey (as they rarely eat in restaurants or stay in hotels), food-price hikes are 
expressed in terms of food insecurity. In 2022, food and non-alcoholic drinks constituted the largest spending 
category in household budgets (22.8%), followed by housing and rent (22.4%) and transportation (21.3%). The 
lowest 20% income category of households spent 35.8% of their budget on food, compared to 16.6% for the 
highest 20% income category of households (TÜİK, 2023b). In 2022 in Turkey, the absolute poverty rate (food 
poverty) was approximately 0.5%; relative poverty (calculated as 50% of median income) remained at 14.4% 
of the population in 2022, as it was in 2021, while the ratio of those living below the poverty line (calculated as 
60% of the median income) increased from 21.3% in 2021 to 21.6% in 2022 (TÜİK, 2023e). Those with limited 
income who cannot afford to purchase high-priced FFVs (fresh fruits and vegetables), meat, and other socially 
and nutritiously valued food on a regular and adequate basis experience food insecurity. 

The Covid-19 pandemic does not explain class-based food insecurity arising from higher input and market-food 
prices in Turkey. The country is statistically self-sufficient in per-capita food consumption (Hürriyetdailynews, 
2021; TÜİK, 2021f). In 2022, Turkey produced 128,600,000 tons of plant-based crops, including 70,200,000 tons 
of field crops, 26,800,000 tons of fruit, and 31,600,000 tons of vegetables (MAF, 2023: 9). In 2020, agriculture 
accounted for 6.7% of Turkey’s GDP, 3.3% of its exports, and 16% of employment (MAF, 2021: 23). Turkey’s FFV 
exports surged by 14.2% between 2021 and 2022, increasing earnings from US$ 2,696 million to US$ 3,079 
million (Ministry of Trade, 2023). Despite these growth rates, Turkey was ranked 49th out of 113 countries in 
the Global Food Security Index of the World Bank in 2022, with a very low food-affordability score of 58.4 
(EUI, 2022). The ‘construction’ of hunger in terms of low productivity and by reference to pandemic-induced 
high food and input prices masks structural vulnerabilities rooted in the state-led expansion of an export-
oriented and market-based industrial model in agriculture.7

In Turkey, class-based food insecurity conditioned by a market-oriented model is masked by a government 
which prioritises foodbanks in providing food to the poor. Introduced in 2004 (Decree No 5035), food 
banks act within a ‘new welfare regime’ organised through neoliberal developmentalism (e.g., Akçay, 2021). It 
relies on poverty-relief charities, social assistance, cash transfers, infrastructure investments, and associated 
employment/income creation opportunities (e.g., Tuğal, 2023). In 2017, there were 64 foodbank networks 
operating in local municipalities across Turkey, along with other charities (Kala, 2020: 199). In addition to food, 
these networks provide support for basic household needs, including clothing, cleaning, and hygiene products. 
There is no data on the number of people who received food assistance under pandemic conditions. Generally, 
foodbanks and poverty-relief charities enable the poor to access food based on an Islamic almsgiving tradition 
that depoliticises food insecurity. 

7 While in 2000 world food supplies were 20% higher than in 1961 (Patel, 2013: 6), the number of hungry people also increased 
by more than 11% (Rosset, 2000). Today there are around one billion people who suffer from malnutrition and cannot access 
healthy food. 
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Currently, the government in Turkey connects future food-system resilience to techno-science-based 
innovation, research and development, and technologies that are believed to increase efficiency/productivity 
in agriculture (MAF, 2023, 2020). This connection is also advocated globally to enhance food-system 
predictability in the face of stress and crises (e.g., FAO, 2021). Specifically, it points to bio-digital precision-
agriculture technologies extending agro-industrial input use and generating site-specific data via internet-
connected farm-equipment (e.g., drones, John Deere’s new tractors) (Atasoy, 2023b; Gardezi & Stock, 2021). 
Yet these technologies remain experimental throughout the world. They have been adopted by only a few 
large-scale commercial farmers in the US, Canada, Australia, and Western Europe, concentrating mostly on 
variable-rate technology (VRT) application of fertilisers and herbicides (Gardezi & Stock, 2021). Many small-
scale producers are unaware of such technologies or are unconvinced of the need to adopt them by changing 
their existing practices (Jones & Pimdee, 2017). In Turkey, very few large-scale export-oriented farmers have 
experimented with using drones, mobile devices, and Internet-of-Things technologies. Recent research on 
digitalisation in Turkey’s agriculture highlights the role of electronic-networking technologies in expanding 
contract farming and finance via token-based smart contracts, commodity-backed token and smart-contract 
trading, and commodity hedging (Küçükçolak & Taylan, 2021). Although highly experimental in Turkey, these 
technologies serve to incorporate agriculture into corporate high-tech and financial circuits for agro-inputs, 
techno-scientific computational knowledge production, and algorithmic predictive modelling trajectories 
(Atasoy, 2023b; Gardezi & Stock, 2021; Stone, 2022). In parallel, the government of Turkey sees data processes 
as vital in decision-making (MAF, 2023, 2020). However, Atasoy (2023b) presents a convincing argument that 
data-driven algorithmic precision/predictive modelling trajectories strengthen corporate bio-digital technology 
intensification in agriculture, which further homogenises and standardises the agri-food system, creating new 
challenges to farmers’ locally diverse knowledge and decision-making, while deepening farmers’ dispossession. 

Overall, Turkey’s integration into global value chains increases import dependency on high-cost industrial inputs 
within standardised high-tech agriculture. The following section examines agro-industrial standardisation of 
food in supermarkets, which embody a unified notion of production, supply, and consumption of food through 
market access (Atasoy, 2013). 

Standardisation in agro-food: Supermarkets, GLOBALG.A.P., and national GAP

Agro-industrial development is accompanied by the expectation that farmers comply with supermarket-led 
private standards. Supermarket chains began to proliferate in global agri-food relationships in the 1980s 
(Reardon et al., 2009) in the general context of a neoliberal reorganisation of global agriculture. In 2023, there 
were more than 51,000 supermarkets in Turkey with more than five stores. Of these 46,000 are nationally 
organised hard-discount markets. It is estimated that the number of stores opened by discount and national 
chains will reach 55,000 by 2029 (Retail Türkiye, 2023: 28-29). This represents one supermarket-store for every 
1,545 consumers across Turkey. As these stores are located in the most populous cities in Turkey, there is 
intense per-capita concentration in urban areas (higher than that of Canada’s supermarket distribution of one 
store for approximately 2,500 consumers).

Retailers here include Migros, founded as a joint venture in 1975 between the Turkish-owned Koç Holding 
and Migros-Swiss8, and CarréfourSA, founded in 1997 between Carréfour-France and Turkish-owned Sabancı 
Holding. Turkish-owned supermarkets include BİM, founded in 1995, ÜLKER (Yıldız Holding) after purchasing 
ŞOK in 2011, and A-101, founded in 2008. While joint ventures tend to operate markets of all sizes, the 
Turkish-owned chains focus on hard-discount stores, which became attractive to cash-constrained food-
insecure consumers, particularly after the 2001 economic crisis. The example of BİM is instructive.

BİM is the first hard-discount store and currently the largest supermarket chain in Turkey. By the end of 2022, 
BİM had 11,500 stores. Compared to the previous year, it achieved 12% growth in the number of stores and 

8 The Migros-Swiss is a GLOBALG.A.P. member.
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a 109% increase in consolidated sales volume, reaching TL148 billion. In 2022, the average number of daily 
customer visits reached 5.8 million (BİM, 2022: 12). With a product portfolio of 850 items, BİM (nd1) supplies 
80% of the basic daily consumption needs for a household. It also has a private-label portfolio of 68 products 
which accounted for 65% of sales in 2022 (BİM, 2022: 12). 

The legislative changes undertaken by the government of Turkey prefigured the fashioning of an entire food-
provisioning system along a market-oriented agro-industrial model and complemented the proliferation of 
supermarkets. These changes include the Good Agricultural Practices (GAP) project of 2004 (Bylaw No. 
25577), amended in 2010 (By-law No. 27778) (İTUİY [İyi Tarım Uygulamalarına İlişkin Yönetmelik], 2019, 2004), 
the Agriculture Law (No. 5488) of 2006 and the Seeds Law (No. 5553), also of 2006, as well as wholesale 
market laws. All point to greater standardisation within the general export- and market-based framework of 
GAP that anticipates the ascendance of large-scale farming. The Turkish GAP combines standards developed 
by the GLOBALG.A.P., International Organisation for Standardisation (ISO), particularly ISO 9001, ISO 22000, 
and HACCP standards. According to the Ministry of Trade (2020), Turkish FFV exporters adopt the ISO 9001, 
ISO 22000, HACCP, GAP, and GLOBALG.A.P. standards. Given that the government aligns Turkey’s agriculture 
along an agro-industrial model and its standards for boosting exports, the following section examines how 
the GLOBALG.A.P. imposes compliance with these standards as a condition for supermarket-oriented sales. 
This has exclusionary outcomes for small-scale farmers.

The GLOBALG.A.P. (Global Partnership for Good Agricultural Practice)9 aims to harmonise standards for 
‘good agricultural practice’ worldwide, leading to the growing influence of high-tech in the standardisation 
of global agricultures. It applies to at least 200,000 farmers in more than 132 countries, operating under 
GLOBALG.A.P. certification, and over 4 million ha of land, including in Turkey (GLOBALG.A.P., nd1). 

Since April 2022, the GLOBALG.A.P. has emphasised that data-driven processes and technologies are 
essential for instituting outcome-oriented and impact-driven ‘smarter standards’. It has revised its ‘integrated 
farm assurance’ (IFA) standards, currently called IFAv6, in fruit and vegetables. This was done to streamline 
and create ‘stronger integrity’ in farm-assurance of quality standards through Internet-based measuring of 
impacts, auditing, and certification for ‘continuous improvement at every level’ of production (GLOBALG.A.P., 
nd2). Digitised IFA requires farm-level data gathering and analytics. Data-driven technologies have been largely 
experimental in global agricultures, but GLOBALG.A.P. is pushing farmers to adopt these technologies to 
continuously produce ‘enough’ food while safeguarding food safety. In 2024, GLOBALG.A.P. joined with the 
online platform Farmable, which, through its farm-management software, is ‘dedicated to revolutionising 
agricultural industry for enhanced productivity and efficiency’.10 Research reveals that small-scale farmers’ 
compliance with GAP standards is short-lived, depending on the availability of financial support from 
governments (Holzapfel & Wollni, 2014). Standards may also result in the exclusion of small-scale farmers 
from GAP-certified FFV production (Atasoy, 2017: 64; Gibbon & Ponte, 2005). Thus, various multilateral 
organisations, including the FAO (2021), advocate for bridging the digital divide to allow small-scale farmers 
to improve their production quality and quantity, along with their capacity for responding to risks related to 
diseases, pandemics, and market access in a standard way.

The GLOBALG.A.P. is a ‘third party certification’ association, with 180 accredited certification bodies (CB) 
around the world11. Its website lists 12 subject areas ranging from food safety to traceability. Within these 
areas, it lists: 190 principles to be met by producers; 221 “major musts” requiring 100% compliance; 120 
9 The GLOBALG.A.P. was established in 2007, replacing the EUREPGAP (Euro-Retailer Produce Working Group – EUREP) which 
was founded in 1997. It is a consortium of many leading supermarket chains. Its website lists 51 retail and food-service members, 
including Walmart, Whole Foods, Tesco, Kroeger, Aldi, Ahold, Carréfour, McDonald, and Swiss-Migros. https://www.globalgap.org/.
content/.galleries/documents/180221_Country_Partner_web.pdf.  Unless otherwise mentioned, all GLOBALG.A.P. website refe-
rences were accessed on 3 October 2023.
10 https://www.globalgap.org/news/new-community-member-farmable/ (accessed 10 April 2024).
11 https://www.globalgap.org/
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“minor musts” with 95% compliance requirements; and 20 additional recommendations (GLOBALG.A.P., 
nd3). Producers are required to implement a ‘continuous improvement’ plan to analyse current practices 
using real data, report areas that can be improved, set measurable goals for improvement, implement new 
measures in their farming practices, check progress through audits, and revise their continuous improvement 
plan. The GLABALG.A.P. also has several add-ons as voluntary tools to be used in combination with IFA. 
Among them is GRASP, designed for risk assessment of workers’ health, safety, and welfare, developed in 
accordance with the core principles of the ILO (International Labour Organisation) (GLABALG.A.P., nd4), 
and the Food Safety Modernisation Act (FSMA) of 2023, which offers food quality- and safety-criteria guidance 
for industry (GLOBALG.A.P., nd5).12

These standards are all aligned with private supermarket standards. The GLOBALG.A.P.’s ‘Nurture’ is an 
audit module developed by TESCO in 2017. It is based on TESCO’s performance-measurement indicators. 
The accredited CBs whose members are trained at the GLOBALG.A.P. academy13 use ‘Nurture’ in their 
GLOBALG.A.P. compliance scoring system.14 These standards require extensive documentation, digital 
technology, labelling, input calculation, rigorous third-party certification, and the necessary infrastructure in 
equipment, tools, buildings, sampling and testing, as well as personal qualification, training and hygienic practices. 
The costs related to implementation and monitoring of standards, proof of compliance, CB service fees, and 
system participation fees belong to producers and vary depending on farm size, location, and existing national 
policies (GLOBALG.A.P., nd6). There are 1,000 international experts active on technical committees, national 
technical working groups, and focus groups, as well as 2,000 auditors15 working for more than 180 approved 
CBs affiliated with the GLOBALG.A.P. Farmers are not party to negotiations in the development of principles, 
standards and add-ons, which require the technical expertise of professional specialists. Supermarkets rely on 
CBs and preferred suppliers to achieve compliance with their standards (Gibbon and Ponte, 2005). 

The GLOBALG.A.P. recognises nationally established GAP standards, provided they are equivalent and have 
received approval. The congruity established between the GLOBALG.A.P. and national GAP programmes 
ensures world-wide harmonisation of standards for a smooth and steady flow of food in global supply chains. 
National certification procedures follow the rules established within the GLOBALG.A.P. certification ‘Integrity 
Programme’, operational since 2008 (GLOBALG.A.P., nd7). 

In Turkey, GLOBALG.A.P. standards are nationally implemented and have been monitored by the government 
since the enactment of the GAP project in 2004 in accordance with the previous EUREPGAP. The number 
of GAP-certified farmers in Turkey increased 15-fold from 2007 to 2022 (651 to 9,570), accompanied by 
a 39-fold increase in farmlands under GAP operation – from 5,361 ha across 18 provinces to 206,893 ha 
across 70 provinces. The amount of food produced under GAP certification also surged, from 56,000 tons 
in 2007 to 5,336,252 tons in 2022 (MAF, 2022a). Ankara now has 179 GAP-certified farmers. The largest 
concentration of these farmers is in Urfa (1,350 farmers), Adana (1,512 farmers), and Gaziantep (841 farmers) 
(MAF, 2022b), where all are involved in export-oriented monoculture crop production for European markets. 
The number of GAP-certified farmers is nevertheless very small compared with the approximately 5 million 
farmers operating in Turkey. There is no data on annual fluctuations in the participation rates and the scale of 
participating farms. Data presented by Atasoy (2017: 65) shows that in 2012 the average size of farms within 
the Turkish-GAP programme was approximately 16 ha – much larger than the average 5 ha-size held by the 
majority of producers in Turkey. National supermarkets are increasingly demanding that farmers comply with 
GAP standards and display the GAP-certification label on the food in their stores.

12 Other add-ons include SPRING, a sustainable program for irrigation and ground water use; TR4, a biosecurity standard; Bio-
diversity guidelines; AH-DLL GROW, a tool designed to measure producers’ risk management; and COOP ITALIA, a pesticide 
transparency act.
13 GLOBALG.A.P. academy was established in 2012. https://www.globalgap.org/uk_en/for-producers/globalg.a.p.-add-on/.
14 https://www.globalgap.org/uk_en/for-producers/globalg.a.p.-add-on/nurture-module/.
15 https://globalgapsolutions.org/
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BİM is not a member of GLOBALG.A.P. but has its-own private criteria and tests the compliance of its 
products with national GAP standards. It tests at least 10,000 foodstuffs annually through independent and 
accredited public and private laboratories. The production plants and suppliers are inspected and audited 
in relation to a ‘question list’ designed by BİM (nd2) for quality assurance. The list is not displayed on BİMs 
website. The chain aims to ensure that by 2026, 10% of its private-label products have QR codes providing 
information on the quality of food sold in its stores (BİM, 2022: 8). In 2022, working exclusively with a total of 
1,578 local suppliers, BİM conducted 756 supplier audits (BİM, 2022: 12). 

Given that only a small number of large-scale commercial farmers (9,570 in 2022) operate as GAP producers, 
the government aims to expand standardisation into small-scale production through contract farming. In 2020, 
185,399 farmers produced FFVs and seeds/cereals under contract (Cumhuriyet Newspaper, 2020). However, 
it is not known how many of these contracts have actually been concluded as they are not submitted to 
the Ministry. Moreover, the inspection of food standards is typically carried out through one-time farm 
visits by government-accredited inspectors using simple Yes/No questions.16 In general, farm-based food-
quality assurance lacks rigorous inspection and completed contracts. Industrial input-dependent, standardised 
agriculture is nevertheless expanding, with a focus on a market-based enlargement of food production, 
particularly in the face of disease, pandemics, wars, and climate change. 

Large-scale commercial farmers who operate within high-cost standardised high-tech agriculture producing 
for formally organised markets (e.g., supermarkets, large hotels, and export) have little flexibility to adjust to 
supply-chain interruptions and associated cost/price increases. As I demonstrate below, low-cost, unregistered 
migrant/refugee farmworkers and highly exploitative labour practices constitute their adaptation to the price/
cost pressures of industrial agriculture. 

Large-scale farmers’ adaptation strategy: Racialised migrant/refugee households as a 
labouring unit

As regards labour standards, Turkey was considered a high-risk country in 2023, ranked 35th on the World 
Bank’s country-risk-classification list.17 The Turkish GAP and wholesale markets law do not require registration 
of information for on-farm labour practices. The GLOBALG.A.P. itself presents its GRASP labour standards 
as an add-on voluntary tool. Medium and large-scale commercial farmers in Turkey rely on seasonally hired 
labour drawn from racialised Kurdish and Syrian migrant groups with no legal scrutiny. The mass influx of 
Syrian refugee workers after 2015 was crucial in the mitigation of potential disruptions to the food supply, 
including the impact of Covid-19. There are approximately 3,600,000 Syrian refugees in Turkey, who are not 
granted full refugee rights but are required to register with the government to receive ‘temporary protection’. 
They can apply for a work permit six months after obtaining their temporary-protection status. Syrians 
working in seasonal agriculture and livestock are exempt from the work-permit requirement (Zuntz et al., 
2022: 248), thereby enlarging an already significant pool of informally employed unregistered farmworkers 
within a racially segmented labour market. 

There is only a small decline (5.58%) in the rate of unregistered labour in agriculture, down from 90.14% 
in 2002 to 84.56% in 2021, compared to a 23.14% decline in all categories of employment from 52.14% to 
29% during the same period (Social Security Institute of Turkey [SGK], 2022). Unregistered farmworkers 
are generally hired for weed clearance and crop harvests, for which they earn very low wages. In Ankara in 
2022 the daily wage for seasonal agricultural workers was TL191 (TÜİK, 2023g) or approximately Can$10. 
Because informal employment is prevalent, the official daily-wage figure is misleading. Medium/large-scale 
commercial farmers rely on seasonally hired migrant workers, consisting of male and female members of 

16 https://www.tarimorman.gov.tr/Konular/Bitkisel-Uretim/Iyi-Tarim-Uygulamalari (accessed 27 October 2023).
17 GLOBALG.A.P. Country Risk Classification, 2023. https://www.globalgap.org/.content/.galleries/documents/230101_Count-
ry-Risk-Classification-2023-Full-List-A-Z_en.pdf.
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entire households. They are hired through the intermediary of agro-labour contractors (known as çavuş). 
There is no official data on ethnicity-based agricultural wages in Turkey. My research shows that their wages 
are based on the entire household perceived as one labouring unit, and that the low level of wages is justified by 
the assumed limited sustenance needs of a migrant family. 

The following analysis is based on my interviews with farmworkers, çavuş, and a commercial farmer. The çavuş I 
interviewed subcontracted these migrant workers. Because they were not fluent in Turkish, my conversations 
with the workers were translated by çavuş. Two of the çavuş subcontracted with an agro-trader who was 
operating a commercial farm growing green-onions, and the third çavuş subcontracted with a lettuce- and 
carrot-producing export-oriented commercial farmer. Two of the çavuş were themselves Syrian refugees 
who knew Turkish. The other – fluent in Arabic – was a Turk. These çavuş were from Ceylanpınarı, a border 
town divided between Turkey and Syria by a fence and railroad tracks with a predominantly Kurdish and Arab 
population. The Turkish çavuş was from the Turkish part of Ceylanpınarı within the province of Urfa, and the 
Syrian çavuş was from the Syrian part of Ceylanpınarı known as Ras Al Ain. These çavuş communicated with 
workers in Arabic. Workers were members of three families with close kinship ties.

The workers were all teenagers, except one who was 22 years old. The youngest was a 14-year-old. They 
were students in Syria, but none were attending school in Turkey. The Turkish government cuts off refugee 
family-support for children over the age of 14, thereby pushing teenagers into the workforce and creating the 
conditions for labouring by dispossession. During my research I observed that Syrian refugees had replaced the 
Kurdish workers who were previously predominant in the migrant-labour force in agriculture. The Kurdish 
worker who knew Turkish explained the reason for this shift, and the Turkish çavuş from Urfa concurred. The 
worker, a 17-year-old from Mardin, was no longer a migrant and lived in Beypazarı:

There are now around 5,000 Syrian-refugee farm workers in Beypazarı. They are brought here to replace 
the Kurds ... after the 2015 tension with the Kurds18 [when] Kurds were violently expelled from Beypazarı 
… not by the police but by some 40 young Turkish nationalists who physically attacked the Kurds and beat 
them up on the streets ... There were lots of street fights. The attempted military coup in 2016 intensified 
anti-Kurdish hatred by these Turkish nationalist thugs. (Interview, 23 May 2018)

The Turkish çavuş from Urfa added: 

In the past we had about 5,000 Kurds working around here. I alone brought 1,500 Kurdish workers from 
Urfa. Some of these Kurds liked Beypazarı and settled here … There was no tension between the Turkish 
and Kurdish people. But, after the attempted coup, they became unwanted. (Interview, 23 May 2018)

I asked if the police were not protecting the Kurdish workers, and whether Syrian refugees were facing similar 
racially motivated tension. The Turkish çavuş replied:

Police were Gülenists.19 They were fired and lost their jobs after the coup attempt … There is another side to 
this: Kurds were taking their money back to family in their hometowns after the harvest rather than spend-
ing it here. Syrians … are settled here … shopkeepers are happy. From time-to-time we hear talk from 
the locals like ‘the state takes it away from us and gives Syrians the money’. But so far there’s no conflict. 
(Interview, 23 May 2018)

The Syrian çavuş explained:

We did not come here to make money. There is war in Syria. We have no choice; we cannot go back to Syria. 
We are from the Syrian Ceylanpınarı where the Kurdish PYD is dominant; either ISIS or government forces, 

18 These tensions followed the collapse of negotiations, known as the ‘solution process’ (çözüm süreci), between the Turkish go-
vernment and Kurdish groups in July 2015 when two police officers were murdered in Ceylanpınarı, Urfa, on 22 July 2015 by unk-
nown individual(s). The crimes were blamed on the PKK.
19 The Gülenist movement is one of the main mass-based civil society religious movements which emerged in the 1970s under 
the leadership of Fethullah Gülen. It has been accused of engineering the attempted military coup against the AKP government in 
2016. 
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or other groups dominate the other parts of Syria. These people are here for their safety. (Interview, 23 May 
2018)

The Turkish çavuş from Urfa likened Syrian economic hardship to that of Turkish workers who migrated to 
Germany during the 1960s-70s. He explained:

Turks were guest workers in Germany whereas Syrians are refugees, escaping from the war. Nobody asked 
them to come to Turkey. Nevertheless, they are poor … They supply low-cost labour, filling the labour gap, 
just as Turks in Germany did. (Interview, 23 May 2018) 

The large-scale farmer who produces lettuce and carrots for export explained the important role of Syrian 
workers in agriculture after the Kurds were expelled:

After 2015 and 2016, we couldn’t find workers ... Local people don’t work in the open fields; weeds spread 
everywhere and we couldn’t harvest our crops. The wealthy and the government made local people lazy and 
parasitic. There are lots of charity monies circulating around all the time. They don’t need to work in open 
fields for long hours under the sun for little money. (Interview, 28 May 2018)   

It is important to note that the scarcity of local labour and racially motivated removal of low-cost Kurdish 
migrant workers has resulted in Syrian refugees filling the gap at a very low cost. In 2018, Syrians working 12 
hours a day at a TL50 per day (the equivalent of Can$1.16 per hour based on the 26 May 2018 conversion 
rate) earned less than the official minimum wage.20 However, these low wages take on greater significance 
when traced to labour-contracting arrangements between çavuş, agrotraders, and farmers. The çavuş contract 
workers on behalf of farmers or agrotraders, and transport them from their residences in town to the fields 
using their own vans. Workers do not pay for their transportation; agrotraders and/or farmers pay TL150 per 
van per day. Therefore, the çavuş earns three times more than the average worker if he uses only one van, 
and they generally use three vehicles. The çavuş is also responsible for organising work, disciplining labour, and 
increasing labour productivity, frequently yelling at workers using phrases as “hadi, hadi, çabuk ol” (come on, 
come on, be quick, fast). Farmers and agrotraders often complain that Syrians are slow and unskilled in farm 
work compared to Kurdish workers.  

The large-scale commercial farmer explained that Syrians are very young and inexperienced; they are slow and 
often damage the crops by stepping on them or by cutting lettuce the wrong way. Given that an experienced 
local worker demands a wage three times greater than the average paid to a Syrian worker, this farmer 
continues to work with çavuş who support farmers’ low-wage requirements (Interview, 29 May 2018). The 
çavuş from Urfa elaborated: ‘These people live in shanty houses as members of a whole extended family and 
share the rent. Shanty houses are already cheap. They don’t need much. Since they work as a family, they can 
pool their income for spending’. (Interview, 28 May 2018) The Syrian çavuş explained that ‘These kids are all 
relatives, children of uncles and aunts; they can support each other’ (Interview, 28 May 2018). I interviewed 
the 14-year-old worker who explained that he and his sister can pool TL3,000 per month (Can$833) in 
support of a family of nine (Can$92 per each family member per month). 

The widely-held perception of the ‘complete household as a labouring unit’ is commonly used to justify 
lower wages for individual workers who typically earn less than the legally defined minimum wage. Without 
legal recognition as refugees, Syrians work under the threat of deportation and loss of livelihood. In 2021, I 
observed that these workers were not tested on farms for the corona virus. Rather than their health, they 
were more concerned with lockdowns that might negatively affect their employment. Within a context where 
labour standards are ignored and nationalist ethnic tension is high, the use of low-cost Syrian farmworkers 
enables large-scale farms to adapt to the price/cost pressures of industrial farming. 

Below I briefly discuss how small-scale farmers respond to structural constraints within agro-industrialisation 
and continue to produce market food. My argument is preliminary, requiring further research based on in-

20 https://www.csgb.gov.tr/en/Contents/Istatistikler/AsgariUcret (accessed 30 may 2018).
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depth interviews.

Exclusion of the unregistered from formally established markets

There are 176 wholesale markets across Turkey (MAF, 2021: 44). The ‘Regulation of Fresh Vegetable and 
Fruit Trade and Wholesale Markets Law’ of 27 June 1995 (No. 552), revised (No. 5957) in 2010, requires 
farmers to sell their FFVs through municipally organised wholesale-market terminals via the intermediary 
of commisioners, agrotraders, producers, and producers’ unions. Commissioners sell produce on behalf of 
producers; agrotraders purchase produce from the growers and sell as owners; and producers and producers’ 
unions sell their own products.21 The law requires registration of products for traceability of quality and origin 
(Article 6), and the registration of product characteristics must be placed on packaging boxes to confirm 
‘product identity’. The law prohibits unregistered FFVs without product identification from being sold in 
supermarkets, municipally organised neighbourhood pazars, and other formal marketing outlets.

The Regulation also introduced an electronic ‘wholesale registration system’ within the Ministry of Trade. It 
requires FFV-trading individuals, who themselves must register, to enter product information.22 It also allows 
agrotraders to emerge as siginificant players in the formal marketing of FFVs. This effectively consolidates social 
hierarchies between medium/large-scale commercial farmers and small-scale producers. These hierarchies 
are based on agrotraders’ dealing with a small number of medium/large-scale farmers who can produce larger 
quantities of standardised food according to an industrial model. The law, therefore, signals the exclusion of 
a large number of small-scale and unregistered farmers, along with their locally diverse customary practices 
and non-standard food. 

Agrotraders also enter into contract-farming relations with medium/large-scale farmers, but these contracts 
often lack formal scrunity by the Ministry. They contract out produce while it is growing in the fields, hire 
agricultural workers with the intermediation of çavuş, and formally sell the produce as their own to wholesale 
markets and supermarkets. Agrotraders are required to register information on products and producers via 
their smartphones in the wholesale registration system before transporting produce from the farm (Retail 
Türkiye, 2012). The law does not consider on-farm practices, nor does it offer mechanisms to protect farmers 
and labour against the potentially arbitrary business practices of agrotraders. There is currently approximately 
a TL15 difference in per-kilo price of FFVs between the farm-level procurement price and market-sale 
price in supermarkets, often attributed to agrotraders bypassing wholesale markets and selling directly to 
supermarkets when determining prices (Analiz Newspaper, 2022). In response, the government is planning to 
revise the existing law to ensure that market-food prices are determined daily at wholesale markets and that 
products unregistered with the wholesale market are considered ‘illegal’ for sale (Analiz Newspaper, 2022). 

Given that registration is a formal condition for FFV sale, the law effectively enables agrotraders to exclude 
small-scale producers who do not or cannot comply with the GAP standards increasingly demanded by 
retailers. Excluded from retailer-led formal-marketing channels, small-scale farmers engage in street vending, 
door-to-door sales, rural district pazars, and other forms of informal-sale niches to sustain themselves. 

The National Registry of Farmers (Çiftçi Kayıt Sistemi – ÇKS) founded in 2001 plays a central role in this 
exclusion. It ties farmers’ eligibility for government agricultural support to formal ownership, size of farmland 
and number of livestock (Resmi Gazete, 2014), disregarding the existing customary tenurial relations prevailing 
in small-scale farming in Turkey (Keyder & Yenal, 2011). Many small-scale farmers own less than two hectares of 
land and are ineligible for government agricultural support. Hence, there is no reason to register. Unregistered 
farmers therefore have to act creatively and resourcefully to enlarge their marketing niches – a process which 
21 Commissioners pay taxes to the municipality and receive a 3–8% commission on total sales for brokering FFV sales on behalf 
of producers. Traders, producers and producers’ unions do not pay a commission to the municipality (Atasoy, 2017: 213).
22 Producers are not required to register themselves or their produce.
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rests on the legally sanctioned exclusion of unregistered farmers and their food from formal markets. 

Approximately 2,765,287 farmers were registered with the ÇKS in 2003 (MFAL, 2014: 209). Registration 
declined to 2,173,000 farmers in 2022 (TZOB, 2022), falling below the 2001 level of 2,182,767 farmers (MFAL, 
2014: 209). The 2022 registration level represents 43.46% of the total number of approximately 5 million 
farmers in Turkey. Therefore, a significant 56.54% of all farmers are unregistered and cannot enter formally 
established markets. Small-scale farmers constitute the lowest income-earning category in agriculture (MAF, 
2021: 45). They also operate without any social-security coverage as they are not registered with the SGK. In 
2023, 459,463 farmers were registered with the SGK,23 representing only 9.19% of all farmers in Turkey. 

These farmers are not a homogeneous group: there are place-specific similarities, but also differences, 
particularly in relation to their adoption of agro-industrial methods (Atasoy, 2017; Aydın, 2010; Karataşlı & 
Kumral, 2023; Keyder & Yenal, 2011; Öztürk, et al., 2018). During my fieldwork I found that small-scale farmers 
are not entirely outside industrial input-supply chains, nor are they opposed to the idea of industrially driven 
productivity enhancement. They purchase their hybrid seeds and agro-chemicals from Ayık Tarım (a seed and 
agro-chemical distributing company) and seedlings from Bey Fide (the second largest greenhouse seedling-
growing company in Turkey) in Beypazarı, and often utilise a mixture of industrial and customary methods 
in their production. They practice mixed-crop and livestock farming, generate natural fertiliser, use animal 
manure from village barns, manage weeds by hoeing or hand-picking, and generally engage in crop rotation 
on a yearly basis. Their non-standardised farming enables them to offset some of the adverse effects of input/
price hikes. Because these farmers are flexible in combining a multiplicity of practices, they can easily switch 
to locally available resources. They are proud of producing food without a complete reliance on agrochemicals 
such as synthetic fertilisers, pesticides and herbicides, and have no desire to register or certify the quality 
of their produce industrially. They believe their lasting ties with established customers provide adequate 
verification of their food quality. 

Small-scale farmers rely mostly on unwaged household labour (also see: Aydın, 2002; Keyder, 1993) and a strong 
work ethic, believing that a ‘good farmer’ and ‘good farming practices’ require ‘hard work’ (cf. Silvasti, 2003). 
They occasionally hire low-cost migrant labour, particularly during harvest time. The farmers I encountered 
during my fieldwork appear to be driven by a profound sense of what is ‘enough’, having no desire to earn 
more. One farmer explained to me that as a family they aim to live by their own means without depending 
on outside help. Believing that greed is a sin, he commented: ‘There is nothing that we can take with us to 
the other side when we pass away’ (Interview, 18 May 2021). Farmers’ desire to produce ‘enough good 
food’ to sell dovetails with their labour practices. They rely mainly on their own labour, supplemented by 
the assistance of relatives and hemşeri (fellow village folk). Contrary to the general expectation that unpaid 
household female labour is the underlying factor in the survival of small-scale farms (Arizpe 2014; Kocabicak, 
2022), household female labour has only occasionally been used (typically during harvest) on farms in the 
village of Harmancık.24 While the pattern I observed cannot be generalised, it is part of the regionally varied 
labour relations in the small-scale production of market food throughout Turkey (Atasoy, 2017; Aydın, 2002; 
2010; Benlisoy, 2022; Gürel, 2011; Keyder & Yenal, 2011).

The main challenge faced by unregistered small-scale farmers is not how to produce enough food to sell, but 
finding ways to sell it. This depends on farmers’ abilities in persuasive communication with their consumers 
to generate trust in their farming and food. Atasoy (2017: Ch.5) describes this form of trust-building as 
‘participatory certification by consumers for non-standard local food’. It is not a formally organised certification 
process, but a form of ‘quality assurance’ that communicates quality in culturally specific ways, signalling 
valuations based on the ‘taste and smell’ of place and local food cultures. There is always some degree of 

23 https://veri.sgk.gov.tr/ (accessed 25 October 2023).
24 For an analysis of the disinclination of farmers’ spouses and local village women to work in open-field agriculture in some of 
the villages of Güdül in Ankara, see: Atasoy (2023a).
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uncertainty regarding their use of agro-industrial inputs. However, for the small-scale farmers I interviewed, 
informally diffused trust in the quality and marketability of their food is at least as valuable, if not more so, than 
formal rules of codification. Farmers have turned their exclusion from the standardised agri-food system into 
an asset through personal ties nurtured with consumers over the years in various neighbourhoods across 
Ankara. The farmers are well-known as vendors who commute by their pick-up trucks across various urban 
neighbourhoods on different days of the week. They are well-established in selling their food in village squares 
and pazars, and through personal connections with various urban communities.25 

The resilience of these farmers lies in their positioning within a market economy based on the use of both 
natural village resources and industrial inputs, and reliance on their own and family labour – along with 
culturally mobilised support networks and personally cultivated trust-based connections with consumers in 
informal markets. It is through such positioning within the market-economic domain that farmers consider 
their adaptive responses to structural constraints. 

Conclusion

This paper has explored the state-led development of commercial agriculture in Turkey, a process directed 
towards increasing market-based and export-oriented earnings through an industrial model. Publicly available 
official sources and data gathered from pre-pandemic fieldwork and interviews have been presented to 
make sense of this agricultural remaking. The most significant outcomes include: an increased cost/price 
squeeze, supermarket-led standardisation of food, displacement of non-standard farming and food crops, 
marginalisation and exclusion of small-scale traditional farmers, growing food insecurity for the poor, and 
racialisation and exploitation of farmworkers within segmented labour markets. These conditions rest on 
the state-sanctioned consolidation of social hierarchies between medium/large-scale commercial farmers 
and small-scale peasant-like producers. The neoliberal, developmentalist expansion of an industrial model in 
agriculture has produced a state of ‘enclosure’ for small-scale farmers and their farming practices, excluding 
them through planned change. 

The Covid-19 pandemic and climate change constitute the current world-historical conjuncture of capitalism. 
It is within this conjuncture that new opportunities arise for the government in Turkey (and throughout 
the world) to restructure agri-food, particularly through a high-tech precision-agriculture trajectory that 
intersects with agro-industrialisation. A relatively quick, conjunctural need to respond to potential disruptions 
in agriculture and food security thus underpins more enduring, longer-term restructuring projects. Although it 
is currently an understudied research subject, this restructuring can only magnify existing structural conditions 
of exploitation and marginalisation, while simultaneously deepening market-oriented economic growth for 
boosting market/export earnings.

Small-scale farmers are not silent when it comes to the conditions that produce their marginalisation and 
exclusion from industrial agriculture; they are engaged in efforts to counter the conditions of marginalisation, 
both relationally and culturally, while also creating viable niches in which to informally sell their food. 
Preliminary findings suggest that, based on mixed-farming practices, use of both natural village resources and 
industrial inputs, and reliance on their own family labour and village support, as well as personally established 
connections with consumers, these farmers adapt to the structural constraints of an agro-industrialisation 
process that excludes them and their non-standard food. These efforts produce effects which sustain their 
continuing presence in agriculture through an expanding economic sphere of informalisation. Small-scale 
farmers do not treat their actions within the informal sphere as the survival response of a vulnerable and 
desolate group; rather, the ‘informal’ is implicated precisely in the historical practices of small-scale farming as 
it intersects with standardised agriculture. Thus, the resilience of small-scale farmers is situated within the very 
processes of agro-industrial standardisation, leading me to conclude that the resolve of small-scale farmers is 

25 For a similar observation in the town of Güdül in Ankara, see: Atasoy (2023a).



63

Atasoy

not to be discounted. 

Although additional research is required to confirm these findings, small-scale farmers’ flexibly organised 
farming and marketing practices appear to underpin their ability to withstand the hardships arising from state-
led agricultural restructuring along an industrial model. Farmers’ co-existence with industrial standardisation, 
their selective incorporation of industrial elements, and their adoption of some new technologies raises 
concerning questions about the prospects and future viability of small-scale farming. In the long run, the 
children of small-scale traditional farmers may not be successful in developing creative ways to remain viable; 
they may ultimately be forced to withdraw from farming. In the foreseeable future, however, small-scale 
producers and sellers of food in Turkey are likely to demonstrate continued adaptability and resilience in the 
face of rapid and profound socio-cultural, political, and economic transformation. 

References
Akram-Lodhi AH (2021) The ties that bind? The Journal of Peasant Studies 48(4):687-714.

Akçay Ü (2021) Authoritarian consolidation dynamics in Turkey. Contemporary Politics 27(1):79-104. 

Analiz Newspaper (2022) Hal yasası, Tüketici ve üreticiyi koruyacak mı? https://www.analizgazetesi.com.tr/haber/hal-ya-
sasi-tuketici-ve-ureticiyi-koruyacak-mi-9566/ (accessed 6 October 2023).

Arizpe L (2014) Relay Migration and the Survival of the Peasant Household. In: Lourdes A (ed.) A Mexican Pioneer in 
Anthropology. Springer, pp. 71-92.

Atasoy Y (2023a) Small-scale Village Farmers and Enrichment-value Creation in Ankara-Turkey. In: XX ISA World Con-
gress of Sociology, Melbourne, Australia, 25 June-July 1.

Atasoy Y (2023b) Agriculture by Algorithm. In: XX ISA World Congress of Sociology, Melbourne, Australia, 25 June-July 
1.

Atasoy Y (2017) Commodification of Global Agrifood Systems and Agro-ecology. London: Routledge.

Atasoy Y (2013) Supermarket Expansion in Turkey. Journal of Agrarian Change 13(4):547-70.

Aydın Z (2010) Neo-liberal transformation of Turkish agriculture. Journal of Agrarian Change 10(2):149-187. 

Aydın Z (2002) The new right, structural adjustment and Turkish agriculture. The European Journal of Development Re-
search 14(2):183-208.

Benlisoy ZCE (2024) Women in agribusiness amid crises of social reproduction. The Journal of Peasant Studies 
51(1):37-58.

Bernstein H (2010) Class Dynamics of Agrarian Change. Fernwood.

BİM (2022) BIM Sustainability Report 2022.pdf. Accessed 16 October 2023.

BİM (nd1) Philosophy. https://english.bim.com.tr/Categories/627/bim-philosophy.aspx (accessed 5 October 2023).

BİM (nd2) Quality assurance. https://english.bim.com.tr/Categories/628/quality-assurance.aspx (accessed 5 October 
2023).

Clapp J. & Moseley WG (2020) This food crisis is different. The Journal of Peasant Studies 47(7):1393-1417. 

Cumhuriyet Newspaper (2020) AKP’nin yaygınlaştırdığı sözleşmeli tarım, çiftciyi mağdur eden bir sisteme dönüştü. 
29 September. https://www.cumhuriyet.com.tr/haber/akpnin-yayginlastirdigi-sozlesmeli-tarim-ciftciyi-mag-
dur-eden-bir-sisteme-donustu-1769625 (accessed 2 October 2023).

EUI (Economist Intelligence Unit) (2022) Rankings and trends: country rankings, 2022. https://impact.economist.com/



64

Blame Covid-19 and Ignore the Long History of Industrial Standardisation in Agriculture

sustainability/project/food-security-index/ (accessed 2 October 2023). 

FAO (2024) Increasing resilience through the water-energy-food-ecosystems (WEFE) nexus.https://www.fao.org/3/
cc8220en/online/sustainable-agrifood-systems-in-the-mediterranean-2023/lever-2.html (accessed 3 April 
2024).

FAO (2021) Food system transformation. https://www.fao.org/3/cb7978en/cb7978en.pdf (accessed 3 April 2024).

Gardezi M & Stock R (2021) Growing Algorithmic Rationality. Journal of Rural Studies 4(2021):1-11.

Gibbon P & Ponte S (2005) Trading Down. Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

GLOBALG.A.P. (nd1) Facts and figures.https://www.globalgap.org/export/sites/default/.content/.galleries/Documents_
Other/220512_IFA-v6-FV_presentation-full_EN.pdf (accessed 3 October 2023).

GLOBALG.A.P. (nd2) Smart farm assurance solutions. https://www.globalgap.org/export/sites/default/.content/.gal-
leries/Documents_Media_Gallery/211207_Smart-Farm-Assurance-Solutions_Our-vision-for-the-future.pdf 
(accessed 3 October 2023).

GLOBALG.A.P. (nd3) Integrated Farm Assurance (IFA) Fruit and Vegetables. https://documents.globalgap.org/docu-
ments/220929_IFA_Smart_PCs_FV_v6_0_Sep22_en.pdf (accessed 3 October 2023).

GLABALG.A.P. (nd4) What is GRASP. https://www.globalgap.org/uk_en/for-producers/globalg.a.p.-add-on/grasp/what-
is-GRASP/# (accessed 3 October 2023).

GLOBALG.A.P. (nd5) Guidance for Industry. https://www.fda.gov/regulatory-information/search-fda-guidance-doc-
uments/guidance-industry-standards-growing-harvesting-packing-and-holding-sprouts-human-consumption 
(accessed 3 October 2023).

GLOBALG.A.P. (nd6) Integrated Farm Assurance (IFA), Costs. https://www.globalgap.org/export/sites/default/.con-
tent/.galleries/Documents_Other/220512_IFA-v6-FV_presentation-full_EN.pdf (accessed 3 October 2023).

GLOBALG.A.P. (nd7) Integrity Program. https://www.globalgap.org/uk_en/what-we-do/the-gg-system/integrity-pro-
gram/ (accessed 3 October 2023).

Goodman D, Sorj B, & Wilkinson J (1987) From Farming to Biotechnology. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Gürel B (2011) Agrarian change and labour supply in Turkey, 1950-1980. Journal of Agrarian Change 11(2):195-219.

Haqiqi I & Horeh MB (2021) Assessment of COVID-19 impacts on U.S. counties using the immediate impact model of 
local agricultural production (IMLAP). Agricultural Systems 190(2021):103132.

Harriss-White B (2023) Petty commodity production. The Journal of Peasant Studies 50(1):295-314.

Hazine ve Maliye Bakanlığı (2022) 2022 Yılı Faaliyet Raporu. https://ms.hmb.gov.tr/up-
loads/2023/03/2022-HMB-Idare-Faaliyet-Raporu-.pdf (accessed 10 October 2023).

Henry R (2020) Innovations in agriculture and food supply in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. Molecular plant 
13(8):1095-1097.

Holt-Gimenez E & Altieri MA (2013) Agroecology, food sovereignty, and the new green revolution. Agroecology and 
Sustainable Food Systems 37(1):90-102.

Holzapfel S & Wollni M (2014) Is GlobalGAP certification of small-scale farmers sustainable? The Journal of Develop-
ment Studies 50(5):731–747. 

Hürriyetdailynews (2021) 173 kg of fruit, 269 kg of vegetables consumed per person annually in Turkey in 2020. 
https://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/173-kg-of-fruit-269-kg-of-vegetables-consumed-per-person-annually-in-
turkey-in-2020-163191 (accessed 15 January 2022).

İTUİY (2010) http//www.iyi.tarim.gov.tr (accessed 30 January 2012).



65

Atasoy

İTUİY (2004) http//www.iyi.tarim.gov.tr (accessed 30 January 2012).

Jones C and Pimdee P (2017) Innovative ideas. Asian International Journal of Social Sciences 17(1):32.

Jansen K (2015) The debate on food sovereignty theory. The Journal of Peasant Studies 42(1):213-232.

Kala ES (2020) Türkiye’de Gıda Bankacılığı Mevzuatı ve Uygulamaları. Yönetim ve Ekonomi Araştırmaları Dergisi 
18(3):190-211.

Karataşlı ŞS & Kumral Ş (2023) Crisis of capitalism and cycles of right-wing populism in contemporary Turkey. Journal of 
Agrarian Change 23(1):22–46.

Keyder Ç (1993) The Genesis of Petty Commodity Production in Agriculture. In: Stirling P (ed) Culture and Economy. 
The Eothen Press, pp.171-86.

Keyder Ç & Yenal Z (2011) Agrarian change under globalization. Journal of Agrarian Change 11(1):60-86.

Kocabicak E (2022) Gendered property and labour relations in agriculture. Oxford Development Studies 50(2):91-113.

Küçükçolak N & Taylan AS (2021) Digitalizing Commodity Trading Value Chain. In: Bahaaeddin A, Hamdan A, & 
Elgedawy I (eds) The Importance of New Technologies and Entrepreneurship in Business Development. Springer, 
pp.645-658.

Lewison E (2022) Plant, sleep, pick. Development and Change 53(4):860-887.

MAF (2024) 2024-2008 Stratejik Plan. https://www.tarimorman.gov.tr/SGB/Belgeler/stratejikplan.pdf (accessed 10 
March 2024).

MAF (2023) 2022 İdare Faaliyet Raporu. https://www.tarimorman.gov.tr/SGB/Belgeler/Bakanl%C4%B1k_Faaliyet_
Raporlar%C4%B1/TOB%202022%20YILI%20I%CC%87DARE%20FAALI%CC%87YET%20RAPORU.pdf (ac-
cessed 13 November 2023).

MAF (2022a) İstatistikler : İTU değişim oranları 2022.docx. https://www.tarimorman.gov.tr/Konular/Bitkisel-Uretim/
Iyi-Tarim-Uygulamalari/Istatistikler (accessed 3 October 2023).

MAF (2022b) İstatistikler : İTU İstatistikleri (Bölge-İl-Üretici-Alan)2022.xlsx. https://www.tarimorman.gov.tr/Konular/Bitki-
sel-Uretim/Iyi-Tarim-Uygulamalari/Istatistikler (accessed 3 October 2023).

MAF (2022c) Tohumculuk istatistikleri: Yıllara göre tohumculuk ithalat miktarı ve parasal değerleri. https://www.tarimor-
man.gov.tr/BUGEM/Belgeler/Bitkisel%20%C3%9Cretim/Tohumculuk/%C4%B0statistikler/ithalat_miktar_
parasal_deger.pdf (accessed 10 October 2023).

MAF (2021) Towards Sustainable Food Systems. https://www.tarimorman.gov.tr/ABDGM/Belgeler/Uluslar-
aras%C4%B1%20Kurulu%C5%9Flar/NATIONAL%20PATHWAY%20OF%20TURKEY_29%20Kas%C4%B1m.
pdf (accessed 10 October 2023).

MAF (2020) Tarımda dijitalleşme sürüyor, 22.07.2020. https://www.tarimorman.gov.tr/Haber/4650/Tarimda-Diji-
tallesme-Suruyor (accessed 14 October 2023).

McMichael P (2023) Critical agrarian studies and crises of the world-historical present. TheJournal of Peasant Studies 
50(2):725-757.

MEUCC (2023) 2022 Yılı Mahalli İdareler Genel Faaliyet Raporu. https://webdosya.csb.gov.tr/db/yerelyonetimler/
icerikler/faal-yet-raporu_4-20230904213511.pdf (accessed 27 October 2023).

Milli Emlak (2023) 2022 Yılı Faaliyet Raporu. 29.03.2023-m-ll-emlak-faal-yet-raporu-evren-yas-20230329135901.pdf (ac-
cessed 18 October 2023).

Ministry of Interior (2015) 2014 Yılı Yerel Yönetimler Faaliyet Raporu.https://webdosya.csb.gov.tr/db/yerelyonetimler/



66

Blame Covid-19 and Ignore the Long History of Industrial Standardisation in Agriculture

icerikler//2015_yili_faaliyet_raporu-20190429163013.pdf (accessed 27 October 2023).

Ministry of Trade (2023) En çok ihracat yapılan 20 fasıl. https://ticaret.gov.tr/istatistikler/bakanlik-istatistikleri/dis-ticar-
et-istatistikleri/eylul-ayi-dis-ticaret-istatistik-tablolari (accessed 7 October 2023).  

Ministry of Trade (2020) Statistics: Sectoral reports: Food and agriculture: Fresh fruit and vegetables. https://www.
trade.gov.tr/data/5b8fd55613b8761f041fee87/Fresh%20Fruits%20and%20Vegetables.pdf (accessed 6 October 
2023). 

MFAL (Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Livestock) (2014) Introduction to Agriculture (draft). Official Communication. 
25 June.

Mosely WG 7 Battersby J (2020) The Vulnerability and Resilience of African Food Systems, Food Security and Nutri-
tion in the Context of the COVID-19 Pandemic. African Studies Review 63(3):1-13.  

Özden C, Bulut M, & Sen B (2022) Covid-19 and food security. Turkish Journal of Agriculture – Food Science and Technolo-
gy 10(4):549-554.

Öztürk M, Jongerden J, & Hilton A (2018) The (re)production of the new peasantry in Turkey. Journal of Rural Studies 
61(July):244-254. 

Patel R (2013) The long green revolution. Journal of Peasant Studies 40: 1-63.  

Peluso N.L & Lund C (2011) New Frontiers of Land Control. The Journal of Peasant Studies 38(4):667-81.

Reardon T, Barratt CB, Berdegue JA, et al. (2009) Agrifood Industry Transformation and Small Farmers in Developing 
Countries. World Development 37(11):1717-27.

Resmi Gazete (2014) Çiftçi Kayıt Sistemi Yönetmeliği. 27 May. No: 29012.

Retail Türkiye (2023) (September:175). https://retailturkiye.com/edergi/175/default.html (accessed 7 October 2023).

Retail Türkiye (2012) ‘Yeni Hal Yasası, Sektörü Yeniden Yapılandırıyor’, February, No. 35.

Rosset P (2000) Lessons from the Green Revolution. Oakland: Food First.    

Silvasti T (2003) The Cultural Model of “the Good farmer” and the Environmental Question in Finland. Agriculture and 
Human Values 20:143-50.

SGK (2022) Kayıt Dışı İstihdam Oranı, 12 Ağustos. http://eski.sgk.gov.tr/wps/portal/sgk/tr/calisan/kayitdisi_istihdam/kay-
itdisi_istihdam_oranlari (accessed 23 October 2023).

Stone GD (2022) Surveillance Agriculture and Peasant Autonomy. Journal of Agrarian Change 22:608-631. 

Tuğal C (2023) Politicized Megaprojects and Public Sector Interventions. Critical Sociology 49(3):457-473.

TÜİK (2023a) Tüketici Fiyat Endeksi, Ağustos 2023. https://data.TÜİK.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=T%C3%BCketici-Fi-
yat-Endeksi-A%C4%9Fustos-2023-49650&dil=1 (accessed 23 September 2023).  

TÜİK (2023b) Hanehalkı tüketim harcaması, 2022. https://data.TÜİK.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Hanehalki-Tuketim-Har-
camasi-2022-49690 (accessed 1 October 2023).

TÜİK (2023c) Kimyasal gübre kullanımı, 2009-2022. ZSLm5UPkihz2yxwAqs5KHN2hr01VaV1FmjHkntH-
9dTm8Sa919bL7MgAQsuH8ooqT.xls (accessed 24 July 2023).

TÜİK (2023d) Tarımsal ilaç kullanımı, 2006-2022.QGpcb5lHLaA8ulo_K9Zm0qnLPufU0Khtx3k_bNZ4c4yTkgdz0B7qi-
4Vmyws7UAeX(2).xls (accessed 1 October 2023).

TÜİK (2023e) Yoksulluk ve yaşam koşulları istatistikleri, 2022. https://data.TÜİK.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Yoksul-
luk-ve-Yasam-Kosullari-Istatistikleri-2022-49746 (accessed 1 October 2023).



67

Atasoy

TÜİK (2023f) Tahıllar ve diğer bitkisel ürünlerin alan ve üretim miktarları, 2001-2022. I9EGSBzAjL7AMeVmTzUP7rqm-
KRGZn8trI5HVU6261SKSg3bznh4FQ333Ol59wZGQ.xls (accessed 1 October 2023). 

TÜİK (2023g) İllere göre mevsimlik işçilere ödenen ortalama günlük ücretler ile sürekli işçilere ödenen ortalama aylık 
ücretler, 2022. https://data.TÜİK.gov.tr/Kategori/GetKategori?p=Tarim-111 (accessed 10 October 2023).

TÜİK (2023h) Hayvansal Üretim İstatistikleri, Haziran 2023. https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Hayvansal-Ure-
tim-Istatistikleri-Haziran-2023-49680 (accessed 22 October 2023).

TÜİK (2022) Hayvansal Üretim İstatistikleri, 2022. https://data.tuik.gov.tr/Bulten/Index?p=Hayvansal-Ure-
tim-Istatistikleri-2022-49682 (accessed 22 October 2023).

TÜİK (nd). Coğrafi istatistik portalı. https://cip.tuik.gov.tr/?il=6. (accessed 17 January 2024).

TZOB (2022) ÇKS Kaydı için Son Gün 31 Aralık 2022.https://www.tzob.org.tr/basin-odasi/haberler/cks-kay-
di-icin-son-gun-31-aralik-2022. Accessed 27 July 2023 (accessed 20 August 2023).

Uğur A & Buruklar T (2022) Effects of Covid-19 pandemic on agri-food production and Farmers. Food Sci-
ence and Technology 42:e19821. 

UNCSN (2020) The COVID-19 pandemic is disrupting people’s food environments: a resource list on Food 
Systems and Nutrition responses (unscn.org) (accessed 23 September 2023).

Walker B, Holling CS, Carpenter SR, et al. (2006) Resilience Thinking. Washington DC: Island Press. 

Yılmaz H, Lauwers L, Buysse J, et al. (2019) Economic aspects of manure management and practices for sus-
tainable agriculture in Turkey. Present Environment & Sustainable Development 13(1):249-263.

Zuntz AC, Klema M, Abdullateef S, et al. (2022) Syrian refugee labour and food insecurity in Middle Eastern 
agriculture during the early COVID-19 pandemic. International Labour Review 161(2):245-266. 


