
years after Greece's accession to 
the E.U., its agricultural secto r 
continues to hold an important 

role in the overall economic and social life 
of the country , certainly much more im
portant than in the o ther Member States of 
the Unio n. 
Due to this fact, Greek agriculture is char
acterized by certain peculiarities, imposing 
problems which , sometimes, require a spe
cific approach before being settled . 
It should be noted that, due to the over
all economic problems of the country (fi
nancial deficits, relatively high inflation 
rate , increase of unemployment, e tc), the 
contribution of the agricultural secto r to 
the total basic economic magnitudes is not 
redused as drastically as befo re the 
country's accession , but continues to be 
still much higher compared with the aver
age levels of the E. U. Members. 

Main features/ peculiarities of 
Greek agriculture 
O utlining the present s ituation of the 
Greek agricultural sector and comparing 
the relevant macro-economic magnitudes 
to those of E. U., the fo llowing re marks can 
be made: 
1) The Agricultural O utput still accounts 
for 13-1 4% of the country 's Gross Domes
tic Product (compared w ith 3,5% in EU). 
Therefore, contrary to the rest of the Un
ion, small changes in the value of the 
Greek Agricultural Output affect serio usly 
the to tal economy of the country. Howev
er, in absolute terms, the va lue of the ag
ricultural production does no t exceed the 
4% of the to tal E. U.'s. 
2) The share of the agricultural products 
in the country's total expo rts is abo ut 30% 
(compared with 8,3% in the E.U.), and in 
the to tal imports it amounts to 17% (com
pared with 14% in the E.U.). Obviously, 
the agricultural trade is very important for 
the country 's overall trade balance. There
fore, any downward trend in the country's 
agricultural net trade, either intra- or ex
tra- Community, affects both the trade bal
ance and the agricultural income mo re se
riously than in any o ther Membe r State. 
3) 6-7% of the Gross Fixed Capital Forma 
tion is invested in Agriculture (compared 
with 3,4% in the E.U.). This percentage, al-

(-) Head of the D ivision for E. U.M<1ners, International 
Relations & Trade Policy, Ministry of Agriculture, Ath
ens, Greece. 
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I Abstract I 
A brief description of the Greek agricultural sector is presented in this paper, stressing the main eco
nomic features of the recent situation compared with the relevant average magnitudes of the Europe
an Union of "12". 
It considers the policy problems arising from those features in relation to the recent developments 
of the Common Agricultural Policy. 

I Resume I 
Ce travail donne une breve descriptio" dlt secteur agricole ell Grece en meltant en evidence les 
principaux aspects eco"omiques de la situation recente vis·a·vis de I'Union Europeen"e des "12". 
11 aborde les problemes de politique qui resultent d edits aspects economiques vis·iJ·vis d es deriders 
developpements de la Politique Agricole Commune. 
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Decreases have occured for: soft wheat, 
burley, pulses, currants, w ine products, 
o lives, bovine mea t. 
Stagnation has been no ted for : rice, pota
toes, tobacco, fresh fruits and nuts, o live
o il , pigmeat, poultry meat. 
Conseque ntly the main agricultural prod
ucts which contribute to the to tal volume 
of the Greek agricultural production, are 
the fo llowing 0992 data). 

fresh vegetables 
fresh fruits and citrus 
cotton 
o live o il 
cereals 
milk 
sheep and goats meat 
tobacco 

12.7 % 
11.7 % 

9.3 % 
9.1 % 
9.0 % 
8.7 % 
8.0 % 
7.3 % 

The data a lready referred indicatively, de
termine the extent of structural changes 
that have been taking place as far as Greek 
agricultural production is concerned. How
ever, this does not mean that the possibil
ities for furthe r structural changes have 
been exhausted. For example it can be no t
ed that: 
- The average productio n o f milk in 
Greece is about only 3.000 kgr/ per cow 
(compared with 4.500 - 5.000 kgr. in the 
EU-12) , 
- The average yield o f cereals is about 3,5 
tn/ ha (compared with 5-5.5 rn/ ha in the 
EU-12). 
Indeed, apart of maize produced mainly in 
irrigated areas , of which the average yie ld 
is especially high , the rest of cereals pro
duced in a rid areas present a much mo re 
lower yie ld. 
This indicates, as everyone can rea lize, the 
s ignificance of irrigatio n (the irrigated a r
ea in Greece today covers the 35% o f the 
cultivated land) and land reclamation, as 
well as, the extent of s tructural interven
tion and investments which are needed to 
improve the Greek agricultural structures. 
In any case, Greek agricultural productio n 
represents the 4.4% of the value o f Com
munity agricultural production 0992 data). 
More especially, plant production repre
sents the 6.3 % of Community'S plant pro
duction , while the livestock represents o n
ly the 2.5% of the relevant Community 
production. 
Moreover the contributio n o f the main 
Greek agricultural products in the total 
Community production is as fo llows: 

cotton 
o live o il 
sheep fruits 
fresh fruits 

• maize 

77.6 % 
22 .7 % 
16.8 % 
73 % 
7.1 % 

The C.A.P. and the Greek 
agriculture 

The gene ral geoclimatic conditio ns in 
Greece (the re lie f of the ground, the ex-

40 

tensive mountaino us bulk with infertile 
and unproductive lands , the limited area 
of plains and va lleys , the scarcity of water 
resources, e tc) restra in the possibilities to 
inte rvene drastically in the structures of ag
ricultural ho ldings and production. As a 
consequence, the possibilities to create 
economies of sca le in Greek agriculture , 
according to the inte rnational standards , 
a re quite limited. In this regard , the com
plete libe raliza tion of agricultural trade, 
without a minimum and, of course, select
ed framework for farme rs ' protection (s im
ila r to that offered by CA.P.), would ex
pose the Greek agricultural sector to a hard 
competition, threatening the farmers even 
with comple te disappearance. 
Of course, nobody could imagine such a 
perspective, no t o nly fo r Greek but a lso 
for European agriculture in general. To o ur 
opinio n, agriculture, as it has been shaped 
o ut historica/~y in Europe, canno t be left 
alone aga inst the uncontrolled forces o f a 
comple tely liberal market and of specula
tion , simply because agricultural products 
could not be conside red only as merchand
ises but also as goods of broader s ignifi 
cance fo r the human life. 
Unde r these circumstances , the regulato ry 
framework offe red by CA.P., constitutes 
a necessary conditio n for the socia l, eco
no mic, regio nal , cu ltural and environmen
tal balances to be kept intact o r restored. 
However, what was unde r question (espe
Cia lly during the period of the negotiations 
in Uruguay Ro und) , was w hether the 
CA.P. mechanisms are also a suffic ient 
condition for re moving the existing imbal-

ances. 
Concerning Greek agriculture , it is true 
that the CA.P. implementa tion from 1981 
until now, had positive results o n ensur
ing agricultural incomes at a satisfactory 
and relatively stable level. Moreover, de
spite certain contrad ictio ns, the CA.P. 
contributed, to a g reat extent , to the de
velopme nt and specia liza tio n of the agri
cultural p rod uction, to the better o rgan
izatio n and supply of the domestic mar
ket, to the moderni zatio n of the agricultu 
ral structures, to the mechanization and 
intens ificatio n o f production syste ms, to 
the increase of productivity, as well as to 
the improvement of production facto rs ca
paCity. 
From the o ther s ide, however, the co m
plementarity of the Greek agricultural pro
ductio n to that of the Unio n , resulted in 
favour o f imports rathe r that of exports 
(especially meats and dairy products). Fur
the rmore , the CA.P. broadened the un
equal distribution of income, e ithe r with
in the agricultural secto r as such or 
between the regions of the country and 
those of the E. U. , leading to a divergence 
rathe r than a convergence of agricultural 

• economies. 
In 1992, it was well recognized that, at the 
Union 's level, the 80% of the s ubsid ies are 
absorbed by the 20% of the large-scale 
producers, w ho are mainly responsible for 
the accumulation of structural surpluses 
and the enormo us increase of the budge
tary costs. 
This rea lity was re flected also into Greek 
agriculture. In this context, for instance , 



small producers in Greece (constituting a 
structural characteristic for the agricultu
ral secto r, especially those who produce 
mediterranean products) have not derived 
yet the relatively same benefits, in com
parison with the large-scale producers, de
spite their greater need for suppo rt and 
protection. 
Successive reforms of the C.A.P. starting 
from the early eighties, could not reverse 
radically this situatio n and even more, 
they were no t sufficient to counte r the crit
icism from the side of the main competi
tors of the E.U., who blamed the C.A.P. 
for its intense subsidized characte r result
ing in the distortio n o f internatio nal trade . 
The last reform o f 1992 (still under formu
lation), aims to a mo re general change of 
the system , from an almost exclusively 
price support mechanism to a syste m of 
protecting farmers' income rather and his 
work. It is assumed that the drastic price 
and subsidy reductions (which are the 
main target o f the refo rm), will be fully 
compensated , so as the present level of 
producers ' income to be e nsured. 
Indeed, it is rathe r true that, theoretically , 
the long-run effect of the C.A.P . refo rm 
could turn to be positive for Greek agri
culture, resulting in the rational use of the 
natural resources, the better o rganiza tio n 
of productio n , the re moval of existing im
balances and the substantial protection of 
the environment. 
However, once again , the impleme ntation 
of the last reform (and especially, under 
the pressure of the unde rtake n commit
ments in GATT) , seems to add some new 
problems which turn to be against the pro
ducers of the south European regions. It 
is obvious that Greece canno t but be op
posed to a such tende ncy. 
Only indicative ly, some of those problems 
arising in relatio n to Greece and just be
fore the full imple me ntatio n of GATT 
commitments, are me ntio ned below in 
brief: 
1) The first stage of the C.A.P. refo rm re 
garded not the total of the Community's 
production but o nly the basic products 
:omprising the main bulk of the world 
trade, that is, the products characte rized 
by their structural surpluses (cereals , oil
seeds, meat + dairy products). Tobacco 
was also included , for its own special rea
sons, in the same packet of reform, which, 
however, ended into an unjustifiably re
strictive new Organization o f its Market. 
In any case, the above mentioned phase 
of the reform was fulfilled before the con
clusion of the GATT negotiations. Follow
ing that procedure , the possitive elements 
of the reform (i. e. compe nsatory aids , 
maintainance of the export refunds regime, 
set-aside etc) were consolidated in the 
GATT agreement, in the sense that, the 
commitments unde rtaken by E.U. were 
carried out on the basis of what had been 
already reformed befo re the aSSignment o f 
the agreement. 
Nevertheless, the rest of the products com
prising the main bulk of the south-euro pe-
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an productio n, were left o ut of the first 
stage of the reform , although it was clear 
that GATT negotiations (the principal tar
get of which was certainly to reduce sub
stantially the suppo rt and protection lev
el) were open-questio ned to all the agri 
cultural products. 
Any compensatio n , therefore, that would 
be considered necessary to counterbalance 
the reductions of the support and protec
tio n , is not safeguarded in advance, but it 
sho uld be geared to the commitments al
ready taken in GATT, without taking into 
account the structural and o ther produc
tion necessities, concerning especially the 
products produced in less-favoured areas . 
To our o pinion, the above manipulatio n 
turns to be one more discriminatory treat
ment at the expense of the agriculture in 
e uropean south. 
2) The guarantee limits that exist mostly in 
the production of all the products and op
erate as production thresholds , are gener
ally comprehe nsible and rathe r desirable 
to the extent that they are applied in prod
ucts with high surpluses. 
However, the ir severe application even 
into the products showing a serious defi
cit in the E. U. market (i.e. tobacco and cot
to n), cultivated on a land w ith no al terna
tive possibilities and used no t to add a sur
plus in a food production but to be con
sumed as raw materials by the Industry, 
condemns the agricultural production of 
the relevant areas into stagnation, techno
logical degradation and removes any op
portunity for their dynamic developme nt. 
3) By the same way, the need to impose 
restrictive production quotas into products 
characterized by deep structural surpluses 
o f their to tal productio n (like the cow 
milk) is also conside red compre hensible. 
However, the inelastic applicatio n of such 
quotas in to areas like Greece, characte r
ized not o nly by a strong production def
icit but also by the technical incapability 
to cover the deficit by imports fro m oth
er surplus areas o f the Community (due 
to the long time transport), conde mns all 
the consumers o f the country in an inad
equate supply for a very basic food. Prac
tically, that means to keep unde r degra
dation the living standards of the whole 
population. 
To overthrow the above situation , Greece 
needs (a nd demands persistently) an in
crease of the natio nal quota of milk , at a 
level sufficie nt to cover the greatest part 
of the ho me consumptio n. This is an o b
jective of high priority for the Greek agri
cultural policy which has to be compre
hensible and respectable by the other part
ners. 
4) Additionally, the impositio n of quotas 
or guarantee limits on a personal (per pro
ducer) basis (the case o f sheep+goat meat), 
makes the system completely inelastic and 
extreme ly bureaucratic, causing a high ad
ministrative cost. Mo reover, the producer's 
professio n turns to become a "closed" o ne 
with a declining prospect since it makes 
the successio n and the entrance of young 

farme rs exceptionally difficult , causing 
speculative handlings by selling and buy
ing production rights. 
To o ur opinio n, the essence of the reform 
would not be affected serio usly, if the per
sonal limits change to collective (on a 
cooperative basis) or, even better, to re
gional limits. 
5) The obligation of the Members to ap
ply the set-aside system and mainly the 
e radicatio n o f permanent plantations (as 
included in the reform proposals for the 
sectors of fruit+vegetables and vine prod
ucts) will have, among others, a grea t en
vironmental impact especially in the less
favo ured and mountainous areas. 
If there is no found other means or meas
ures to reduce the surplus production , 
such proposals like the above have, in any 
case, to be accompanied by suggestions 
with possibilities of alternative cultivations. 
6) Any restrictions to increase productio n 
could no t be conflicted with the need to 
maintain, consolidate and improve the tra
ditionally cultivated areas (zones), in 
which products of high quality standards 
are usually produced. The refore, any at
te mpt to enlarge o r transfer these zones to 
othe r non-suggested areas actually oper
ates as a practice aqainst the qualitative o r
ie ntation of the C.A.P. and, most impor
tant, causes a technical shift of the culti
vated zones from South to North at the ex
pense of the Southern regions. 
This is the case, for instance, of extending 
the cultivation of durum wheat beyond the 
traditional Mediterranean regions. Another 
example is the case of limiting the south
ern areas of vineyards (with the excuse 
that contribute in a surplus production) 
through obligatory e radica tions, although 
these eradications turn against the produc
tion o f wine physically enriched by must 
(and not by sugar). 
7) Finally, the marking o ut of the qualita
tive advantages and the upgrading of the 
Greek (as well as o f the Community) ag
riculture demand an integrated approach 
of the problems of the country-side , by in
tensifying and generously financing the 
structural interventions when necessary . 
This implies a faster change in the relation 
between the Guarantee and the Guidance 
Sectio n of the Agricultural Fund, in favour 
of the latter, with initiatives and measures 
to fortify the internatio nally comparative 
advantages of the regions. 
Regarding , generally, the recent develop
ments of the C.A.P., the pursuits of the 
Greek side could be summed up to: 
- upgrade the policy measures in favour 
of the mediterranean products, 
- ensure the complete and continual com
pensation of the farme rs 'income due to any 
reductio n of production and prices, 
- promote the status of the family-type ag
riculture , with policy measures fa cilitat
ing, through the provision o f incentives, 
the succession and the e ntry of young 
farmers in the agricultural sector, 
- stre ngthe n the structural fold of the 
C.A. P. • 
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