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Part I The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)

1 Historical background for EU’s agricultural policy

EU’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) has a history that goes back to the origin of Euro-
pean co-operation. From the beginning of the Community the CAP was encompassed by
the Rome Treaty. Even though the chapter dealing with agriculture has been left unaltered
within the Treaty, developments within society and farming have led to changes in agri-
cultural policy. By the end of the Second World War there was a serious scarcity of prod-
ucts in Europe. Since that time, however, the application of technology in agriculture has
meant that this situation has now been completely reversed to the point where, today, the
EU has long since surpassed self-sufficiency and now profits from exporting a wide selec-
tion of agricultural products. In the same period the migration from the land to urban ar-
eas has intensified.

As the CAP was formulated throughout the 1960s, the common market policy primarily
consisted of a common tariff wall in the shape of a common tax system on the import of
agricultural goods. The system included corn, sugar, milk, beef, mutton, pork, eggs and
poultry. Protein fodder, vegetable fat, oil, corn substitutes and seed were kept out of the
system. From the beginning the products were regulated by quotas, except for milk and
sugar which where only regulated from 1984. The price level was set to act as an incen-
tive for the expansion of agricultural production.

1.1 The origin of agricultural subsidies

The original EEC saw the creation of a self-sufficient and stable food supply as one of the
highest priorities. This tradition evolved (in relation to the General Agreement on Trade
and Tariffs (GATT), the forerunner of the World Trade Organisation (WTQ)) into the pro-
tectionist system embodied by the CAP.

There have been many reasons for the continued subsidising of agricultural production.
The most prominent has been to keep a certain income level for the self-employed fami-
lies within the agricultural sector. After long periods with a relatively high-income level,
and despite considerable fluctuations in the market, a dynamic development in both soci-
ety as a whole and within the agricultural sector occurred after the Second World War.
Corresponding with structural changes in the countryside, most countries experienced an
enormous migration from rural to urban areas. These trends were driven by the increasing
demand for employment in the rest of society, combined with increasingly capital-intensive
and productive methods of agricultural production. In principle the migration from the ag-
ricultural sector could have solved the rising pressure on income that rested on the sector
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as a result of the technological development in the western world. This is associated with
the technological development and the demand for increase in capital investments. The
only way to satisfy these demands is for the farmer to increase his income.

However, there has been a desire within the EU to reduce the social consequences of
rapid structural change. Government intervention in the market system was also justified
to protect producers and consumers from natural shocks such as fluctuations in yield or
outbreaks of epidemics among animal stock.

However, whilst dispelling some domestic agricultural problems, one consequence of this
intervention by the EU has been the transfer of other problems to third world countries. By
subsidising agricultural commaodities in times of plenty, EU intervention effectively created
large surpluses of food which were then ‘dumped’ on external markets at a below cost
price. This has resulted in economic disaster for farmers in those markets who could not
compete with these artificially low prices (this has been the case notably with corn, sugar,
butter, milk powder and beef).

1.2 The 1992 Reform

The price support system went through a radical reform in 1992. The so-called “Mac
Sherry”-reform was carried out between 1993 and 1995 and attempted to reduce price
support for corn, oilseed, pod-seed and oil flax to a level more in line with conditions on
the world market.

As compensation for the cut in the guaranteed farm prices, producers could apply for
compensatory premiums for inputs. Additionally a series of "flanking measures" were also
introduced. In order to limit production support was introduced to compensate farmers for
growing fodder crops as well as leaving some areas fallow.

This reform meant that the guaranteed minimum prices where reduced substantially and
that a fixed support for each hectare/animal unit was introduced. Furthermore, the reform
introduced flanking-measures with structural and environmental aims.

The increasing problems associated with selling on the international market led to an in-
crease in the EU budget as well as international pressure to liberalise the European agri-
cultural policy. The GATT Agreement, which came into force in 1995, demanded that the
EU adjust its policies so as to better facilitate the international sale of its products. These
changes were gradually implemented over a five-year period.

1.3 Agenda 2000
Agenda 2000 is the most recent reform of the common agricultural politics. It was decided

upon by the European Council in Berlin 1999. Agenda 2000 map out the framework of the
agricultural policy in the period 2000-2006.
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At the same time the European Council decided on objectives to increase liberalisation of
the agricultural sector and secure a larger orientation towards the free market. These
measures were expected to relieve the upcoming negotiations in the WTO. Furthermore, a
revision clause was inserted to secure a midterm evaluation of certain sectors in 2002 and
2003. It is in this context that the Commissioner of Agriculture, Franz Fischler, has pro-
posed a reform of the European agricultural policy.

Agenda 2000 lead to an additional price reduction of 15-20 percent, giving partial com-
pensation to the farmers in the shape of headage payment and hectare payment. As a
result environmental concerns and animal welfare obtained more importance.

The most radical changes in the CAP were associated with the so-called reform crops;
corn, oilseeds, protein, beef and milk. As mentioned earlier, these changes developed the
1992-reform further by introducing additional reductions in the internal prices on products
(attempting to approach the world market-level) and increasing direct subsidies as a
compensation for the reduced prices.

The increasing interest in the environment has influenced the criteria for receiving direct
subsidies. Agenda 2000 has introduced the concept cross compliance, which means that
the down payment of direct subsidies (and structural funds) is depending on achieved en-
vironmental demands. The concept has only been ratified in a few countries, such as
England, but on very different terms. The differences between national efforts to imple-
ment cross compliance and the selected criteria constitute part of the criticism.

1.4 How does the EU agricultural policy work?

The CAP in the EU consists of a broad range of subsidies, market and quota regulation. As
stated in Agenda 2000 the budget is 42.7 million Euro a year until 2006.

In 2001 the EU budget for agriculture was 43.3 million Euro, which is 45 percent of the
total budget. With a population of 375.3 million (1999) this corresponds to an agricultural
support of 114 Euro per EU inhabitant.

The idea of splitting up agricultural support into two pillars was introduced in Agenda 2000
(see table 1.1). The first pillar covers 90 % of the budget, which covers direct support and
production support. The support is typically paid directly to the farmer as hectare or ex-
port support. This type of subsidy is independent of national co-financing.

The second pillar covers the remaining 10% of the budget and consists of funds intended
for the development of rural regions and environmental measures. A prerequisite for re-
ceiving funds from this pillar is national co-funding of 50 percent.

Only a voluntary agreement was thus decided although the Commissioner of Agriculture,
Frans Fischler, had already expressed his desire to reduce the subsidies for the market
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policy (Pillar I) and the funds for rural region policies (Pillar II). The agreement gave the
member states the opportunity to reduce subsidies to farmers up till 20 percent. Instead
the funds could be allocated to four specific target areas in the rural region policy: Envi-
ronment, disadvantaged areas, or areas with environmental restrictions, early retirement
and forest raising. The member states have to provide 50 percent of the funding within
three years, or the money must be returned to the EU.

So far, only two countries, France and the UK, have practised the so-called modulation. In
France the modulation has been practised for two years leading to a 1.7 percent reduction
for farmers on average, who have received more than 30,000 Euro a year. This applies to
only 12 % of the French farmers. In principle the (confiscated money can be refunded to
all farmers) because they are not earmarked geographically.

Table 1.1

The financial framework of the CAP (mill. Euro, based on 1999 index)

Year Total subsidy Pillar I Pillar II
2000 40,920 Euro 36,620 (89,5%) 4,300 (10,5%)
2001 42,800 Euro 38,480 (89,5%) 4,320 (10,1%)
2002 43,900 Euro 39,570 (90,2%) 4,330 (9,9 %)

Source: European Commission

The European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF) primarily finances the
expenses of the CAP. The guarantee section is responsible for the down payments of the
price and market policy, including direct subsidies.

1.5 WTO's influence on CAP

Both current and future agreements within the WTO have had and will have great influ-
ence on the development of the CAP, particularly in relation to the pace of future changes.
This is due to the fact that agricultural subsidies are an important part of the WTO nego-
tiations.

The agricultural subsidies are categorised into three boxes; a yellow, a blue and a green
box one (table 1.2). The Yellow Box contains subsidies that distort production and trade.
In the long-term it is the intention to phase out subsidies in this category. During the
GATT-settlement it was agreed that the internal support was to be reduced by 20 % in the
period of 1995 and 2000, based on the period of 1986-1988.

Table 1.2: Development of internal EU subsidies, mill. Euro
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1995 1996 1997/98! 1998/99*
Yellow Box 50,600 51,478 50,194 46,683
Blue Box 20,846 21,521 20,443 20,504
Green box 18,779 22,139 18,167 19,168
EU limits for 78,670 76,370 74,067 71,765
subsidy level for
Yellow Box?

Source: WTO (2000) and Walter-Jorgensen et al. (2001a)

After a settlement between the US and the EU a Blue Box was established. It contained
direct payments and headage payments in the EU and corn in the US. The prerequisite for
financial support Europe depended on historically determined figures of the share of land
and animals . No reductions can be made until the year 2003. The system is problematic
due to its lack of neutrality in association with production and international trade. It will
also affect marginalised soil that will only be cultivated when economic support has been
received. Another consequence is the distortion of competition among different types of
crop.

The system in the Green Box is compatible with free trade and therefore continues while
adjustments to the free market are made. In order to belong to this category the subsidies
have to be allocated by a publicly paid programme that does not involve direct transac-
tions from consumers and cannot be in the form of price support. Also it cannot be de-
pendent on production.

! Source: WTO, Notification, G/AG/N/EEC/26, 21. June 2000, and G/AG/N/EEC/30, 22. March 2001.

2 Measured by AMS: Aggregate Measurement of Support. The AMS is the indicator for measuring the do-
mestic support, according to the GATT-agreement.
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2 Agricultural policy in the EU — suggested reforms

A reform of the CAP is recognised as necessary and therefore many suggestions circulate.
It is possible to split them up into three main categories:

1. The liberal model: All support systems are removed and free market forces
regulate agriculture exclusively. The WTO and the Danish government,
among others, support this model.

2. Status quo: Only minor adjustments of the CAP are made. The French gov-
ernment and The Danish Council for Agriculture are among those supporting
this model

3. The sustainable model: Financial support of products are removed and re-
placed by support to environmental concerns, conservation of nature and the
development of rural districts. This model is, among others, supported by
environmental organisations.

2.1 Midterm evaluation of the CAP

The Commission agreed on a midterm evaluation of the CAP when the Agenda 2000 was
being developed. In July 2002, the Commissioner of Agriculture, Franz Fischler, proposed
an evaluation of the CAP. The proposal consists of minor steps towards the sustainable
model, though primarily belonging to the status quo model. A summary of Fischler’s pro-
posal can be seen in box 2.1.
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Box 2.1

"Towards sustainable farming” - the EU farm policy mid-term review

The European Commission has tabled a mid-term review of the EU's Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP). The Commission is of the opinion that public expenditure for the farm sector must be better
justified. Besides supporting farming incomes, it must yield more in return regarding food quality,
the preservation of the environment and animal welfare, landscapes, cultural heritage, or enhancing
social balance and equity. This review will free farmers from red tape, encouraging them to produce
at high standards for the highest market return, rather than for the sake of the maximum possible
subsidy. For European consumers and taxpayers, the review will ensure better value for money.

To achieve those goals, the Commission proposes to cut the link between production and direct
payments, to make those payments conditional to environmental, food safety, animal welfare and
occupational safety standards, to substantially increase EU support for rural development via a
modulation of direct payments with the exemption of small farmers, to introduce a new farm audit
system, new rural development measures to boost quality production, food safety, animal welfare
and to cover the costs of the farm audit.

As to the market policy, which remains an essential pillar of the CAP, the Commission proposes to
bring to a close the process of cereal reforms, notably with a final 5% cut in the intervention price
and a new border protection system, a decrease in the additional durum payment accompanied by
a new quality premium, a compensated decrease in the rice intervention price and adjustments in
the dried fodder, protein crop and nuts sectors.

The proposals fully respect the objectives policy direction and financial framework for the CAP set in
Agenda 2000.

Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament:
Mid-Term Review of the Common Agricultural Policy - COM(2002) 394 final
(europa.eu.int/comm/agriculture/mtr/)

2.2 Position papers

Most green organisations have made proposals of how to change the CAP. The following
boxes (2.2-2.5) give a brief overview of the various ones.
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Box 2.2 Friends of the Earth Europe - Food and Farming: Time to Choose!

What's wrong with CAP?

¢ Focus on productivity and exports has resulted in degradation of the environment, unsafe and
unhealthy (poor quality) food, rural abandonment and damage to developing countries

¢ Unsustainable (intensive) production methods have led to a decline in soil fertility, destruction
of biodiversity, increase of food miles and accumulation of chemicals in water & soils

o CAP benefits big farms while small farms remain disadvantaged: 70 pct. of CAP subsidies go
to only 20 pct. of farms in the EU

Reform is needed urgently: The European Agriculture Policy must be fundamentally reformed and the
reform should take place urgently. Sustainability, quality and localisation, rather than productivity and
export promotion, should be the focus of a new CAP.

New aims for the new CAP:

Environmentally responsible methods of production to conserve Europe’s natural resources

Access to safe, healthy and nutritious (quality) food - GM free and pesticide free - for everyone
Localisation - bringing consumption and production closer together to shorten the food chain
Preservation of traditional local and regional methods of production and diversity of products

Prices reflecting the true cost of sustainable production within the EU and not increasingly depressed
towards a low artificial world market price

A decent living standard and decent health and safety conditions for farmers and farm workers

Fair (equitable) trade conditions with countries outside the EU especially developing countries

Recommendations for a Sustainable Agriculture and Food Policy in Europe

1. Eco-Conditionality: obligatory ‘Minimum Agricultural Standards’ for all CAP payments

The vast majority of CAP funds continue to be spent without consideration to the ecological performance
rendered by agriculture. At the moment even farmers that do not comply with environmental law continue
to receive CAP subsidies. This must end. CAP support should only be paid to farmers who meet basic
standards defined as “"Minimum Agricultural Standards”. A single basic premium for all sustainably man-
aged agricultural areas should be introduced to replace the current hectare and headage payments, which
are only payable for specific crops and livestock categories. Additional payments should be granted for
higher standards of environmental performance.

2. Encourage localisation instead of globalisation; support local diversity in agriculture
International trade should lose its privileged position in the CAP. The new CAP should not aim anymore to
subsidise the conquering of world markets, but should give high priority to local and regional trade and
provide support for the necessary infrastructure for local processing and marketing.
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3. More money for Rural Development (2nd pillar of CAP)

The second pillar needs to be increased and reformed in order to improve environmental results. The larg-
est share of the Rural Development budget should be earmarked for agri-environment. The agri-
environmental programmes should be redesigned in such a way that they offer incentives for more envi-
ronmental protection, nature conservation and animal welfare. Modulation, i.e. reducing first pillar money
and shifting it to the second pillar (currently only 10 pct. of the funds) should be obligatory.

4. Green tax reform to ensure the polluter pays
A green tax reform should remove some of the tax burden on labour, and introduce and gradually in-
crease taxes on transport and chemical inputs (eco-taxation) to ensure the polluter pays.

5. Limit the powers of Agri- and Food Business

The current food system is characterized by an increasing dominance of a small number of retailers, food
distributors and processors who are capable of imposing their own interests on society and are becoming
the arbitrators of the agriculture and food system. The EU should develop policies to enforce corporate
accountability and prevent market domination. Policies should include limiting market share through com-
petition rules.

6. Fair Accession for new EU Member States

The Accession process should be based on principles of equality and partnership. Turning the new Mem-
ber States into export markets for the EU 15 is not the way to go ahead. Friends of the Earth demands
equal treatment for farmers in the EU15 and the new member states from the beginning: subsidies under
strict environmental conditions and priority to quality agriculture and local diversity of food.

7. Practice International Fair Trade

Export subsidies have to be phased out, as well as the dumping of agricultural products on world markets.
The EU must stop demanding the opening of markets of developing countries, because that undermines
food security. FOE supports the principle of Peoples’ Food Sovereignty in agricultural policy. This means
that international trade agreements can not overrule national concerns about social or environmental as-
pects of food and agriculture. Present WTO agreements must be changed to allow countries to give prior-
ity to local food production for local needs based on locally available resources.

The document can be viewed in its full length at: www.choosefoodchoosefarming.org
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Box 2.3: Birdlife

BirdLife International believes that the CAP can be reformed in ways that are better for the farmers, would
improve the rural landscape and environment and will secure better value for Europe's consumers.

More sustainable farming methods have to be part of the solution for getting the CAP right. BirdLife would
like to see fifty percent of the CAP budget shifted from production subsidies towards area payments,
which are not linked, to production, and the remaining 50 percent into environmental improvements and
rural development schemes.

BirdLife's proposals will involve significant changes in the distribution of CAP spending among farmers,
agricultural sectors, regions and even nations. The development and implementation of a range of
schemes may require a detailed set of rules at Member State level - as well as extra administrative effort.

Reforming the CAP will require political consensus where currently there is too little. There will have to be
losers as well as winners. And there will have to be a better agricultural trade agreement within the World
Trade Agreement (WTO).

The next five years are crucial for the farming industry and the countryside. There will be many discus-
sions about the future of the CAP in that time. BirdLife International will continue to contribute to those
discussions and hopes that the ideas and suggestions in this new report will shape the debate on the fu-
ture of the Europe's countryside.

Among the ten key points that BirdLife is recommending:
e To phase out price supports over about five years
To change the rules on access to EU markets
To separate CAP support payments from Production
To link CAP support payments to the environment and rural development
To provide public financial support for environmental and social benefits

A copy of the report CAP Reform Proposals is available from BirdLife International:
birdlife@birdlife.agro.nl or www.birdlife.org/Europe
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Box 2.4 European Environmental Bureau

Greener Fields: EEB Position Paper on further reform of the CAP
July 2002

The EEB works towards a vision of sustainable food production and consumption in Europe
based on four principles:

Farming in balance with its natural surroundings. This means reduced resource use, emissions,
chemical inputs and intensity compared to current practice.

Farming both in productive and in less productive regions. Farming should remain in productive
regions because that is where most of the food can be produced efficiently, and in more marginal
areas for social and environmental reasons.

More localised production and consumption at Euro-regional levels, for reasons of culture,
environment and animal welfare. International trade still remains, but is not the focus for production,
policy or funding.

Focus on food quality. This includes quality in the sense of safety, traceability and transparency of the
food chain, but also quality of production, i.e. environment and animal welfare, as well as variety and
cultural identity.

What are the necessary changes to the CAP?
The EEB recommends the following steps for reform of the CAP in 2007 or shortly after.

Price support and other support directly related to production should be phased out

The remaining funds should be shifted to rural development and to area payments decoupled from
production; Member States should be allowed to differentiate the area payments, e.g. setting a ceil-
ing per farm.

Rural development is to be based on integrated (regional) programmes, and established by a bottom
up approach with full stakeholder involvement

Rural development should become the core of the CAP. At least half of the funds in rural development
are to be earmarked for agri-environment.

Trade should be focused on sustainability. Access to the EU internal market for third-world countries
should be improved and export subsidies abolished.

Read the entire paper on www.eeb.org/activities/agriculture/EEB-CAP-Reform-Position-Paper-July-
2002.pdf
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Box 2.5 WWF

In 1999, European Heads of State shied away from a radical reform of the CAP choosing instead to fo-
cus on their individual national interests. But radical reform cannot be avoided forever. Over half of the
European Union’s budget is spent on subsidising agricultural production. The World Trade Organisation
will not allow these subsidies to continue indefinitely in their current form. In addition to global pres-
sures, the EU cannot afford to extend the current CAP system of support to East European farmers
when countries such as Poland and Hungary join the European Union.

WWE calls on the European Union to make more resources available for Sustainable Rural Development.
This can be achieved by redirecting the CAP budget away from production related subsidies towards a
policy promoting sustainable rural development, in which nature conservation plays a key part. Pay-
ments to farmers for the amount of land they farm or the number of animals they raise should be re-
placed by grants for sound environmental management of the countryside and to provide new economic
opportunities in rural areas. In the long term, CAP and regional aid (Structural and Cohesion Funds)
should be brought together to create one integrated and sustainable regional development policy.

WWFs opinion of EU agricultural policies can be found at:
www.panda.org/resources/programmes/epo/ag_r_dev/agrimission.cfm

2.3 Switzerland as an example

In the beginning of the 1990s Switzerland initiated a reform of their agricultural policy
(see box 2.6). Therefore the Swiss agricultural production is a lot more sustainable when
compared to EU member states. Furthermore, the Swiss farmers do not depend on finan-
cial support like in the EU. Thus Switzerland could serve as a model for handling a reform
of the CAP.
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Box 2.6: The Swiss farmers are coming!

The agricultural policy in Switzerland has taken a green turn. Due to new laws agriculture today is much
more environmentally friendly than ten years ago. The laws were introduced as a consequence of intense
public pressure in the beginning of the 1990s.

The public opinion was clear. The majority of the public did not want to support agriculture financially as
long as production was carried out in an animal unfriendly manner and that the land was polluted.
Therefore the government initiated a restructuring of the system even before the amendment was taken
to a vote in 1996. Since this vote the Swiss constitution contains some remarkable and internationally
unique points as:

“The Federation ...
- supports the farmers income with direct payments...under the condition that the ecological per-
formance is proofed (Art 104 paragraph 3 letter a)
- supports production methods, which are especially friendly to nature, the environment and ani-
mals with additional economically lucrative incentives (Art 104 paragraph 3 letter b).”

Farmers receive payments only under strict ecological conditions

After the new constitution was adopted, the whole legislation on agriculture was changed. Within a short
period of time, cross compliance (environmental conditions was introduced. Today, a Swiss farmer has to
make an important contribution to the environment and to prove that he does not burden it. Otherwise,
his direct payments are reduced or cut off entirely.

What are the environmental conditions that farmers have to fulfill?

e To provide evidence of a balanced use of fertilizers

Fields must not be fertilized more than required by the cultures planted. Farmers who produce more fer-
tilizer are required to sell it by contract to others or to reduce their livestock.

e To protect the soil from erosion

No observable soil erosion is allowed to occur. Cultures prone to cause soil erosion such as corn or fallows
may only be cultivated if they are alternated with cultures that protect the soil such as artificial mead-
OWS Or green manure crops.

e To keep separate surfaces for speciesdiversity protection
At least 7% of each farm must be set aside for unfertilized meadowland, hedgerows, orchards, or artifi-
cial fallows with a high variety of flowering species.

e To apply plant treatment in a controlled and specific manner
Pesticides should only be put to use when a certain damage threshold is transgressed. The choice of
authorized pesticides is therefore restricted.

e To adhere to a diverse crop rotation
For each type of culture the maximum allotment of the total arable land per farm is determined. Thereby
monocultures of corn and grain are not permitted.

Farmers are required to keep records regularly in order to prove that they fulfill these conditions. Each
farm is controlled by a cantonal control agency on a yearly basis.

By Beat Jans, ProNatura (Friends of the Earth Switzerland). Extract from an article in Global @kologi,
Denmark, October 2002.

Sustainable Agricultural Policy NOAH - Friends of the Earth Denmark 15



3 EU enlargement towards East

In near future the EU will be enlarged by a number of countries, mainly from central and
eastern Europe. According to the plan, the accession negotiations have to be finished by
the end of 2002, in order for the countries to enter by 2004. This gives them the opportu-
nity to participate in the elections for the European Parliament that year. The accession
countries are: Cyprus, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, The
Czech Republic and Slovenia.

It will be of great importance for European agriculture if the accession countries enter the
Community. First of all, the European labour force employed within agriculture will rise to
the double. Furthermore, the enlargement involves a big expansion of the European mar-
ket, while more than a hundred million new citizens will have to be fed. Another conse-
quence will be that more farmers have to share the financial support given to agricultural
production. Especially this aspect raises a lot of problems in the negotiations of the en-
largement.

The entry to the EU means that the accession countries have to adapt to new rules for
agriculture. The expansion will cause a substantial rise in EU expenses on agriculture if no
changes are made in the CAP. As described earlier, the CAP already holds one of the larg-
est posts on the budget. There lies a great challenge in agreeing on a system that is eco-
nomically feasible and serves justice to accession countries. The European Commission
has proposed to give 25 percent of the direct support to accession countries as a start.
The idea is to raise the support gradually till 100% by the year 2013.

In this setting the accession countries ask for a treatment on equal terms from the begin-
ning, though accepting they might have to wait until the renegotiations of the budgets for
agricultural policy in 2006 take place.

3.1 Characteristics of agriculture in accession countries

Even if a lot of differences in relation to agriculture in the accession countries can be iden-
tified, several characteristics are mutual. When it concerns agricultural products, the EU is
the most important trade partner for the majority of the EU applicants. Another similarity
is the low level of effectiveness in central and eastern European production, while it is
more environmental friendly. Due to the extensive agricultural production in central and
eastern Europe the soil is in good shape. Still it can become catastrophic for the environ-
ment if the accession countries copy the mode of production carried out in western
Europe. Intensification of the agricultural production will lead to destruction of large areas
and a fall of the level of biodiversity. A common problem for the accession countries is
that their mode of production does not meet EU standards. These have been developed
on the basis of big intensive production units with a great gap between producer and con-
sumer. Most of the production units in the accession countries are small and ineffective,
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working according to old-fashioned methods and with a minimum use of machines, pesti-
cides and artificial fertiliser.

The number of certified organic farms is much smaller in the accession countries when
compared to the EU. Still the distribution between organic and conventional agriculture
varies a great deal, both within the EU and among the accession countries. Thus the small
farms in CEE countries are quite close to be organic ones due to their lack of financial re-
sources.

In the EU 3.23 percent of the agricultural area is organic. Austria counts for the greatest
share with 8.37 percent, while Greece is the lowest with 0.48 percent. Organic farming
takes up 0.28 percent in the accession countries®. In the countries which had been exam-
ined, the share varies from 0.04 percent in Malta to 3.80 percent in The Czech Republic.
Another common characteristic is the labour intensive production methods in the acces-
sion countries. Up to 25 percent of the work force is employed within the agricultural sec-
tor. In the EU only 5 percent is working in this sector.

Box 3.1 about Poland gives an impression of agriculture in one of the applicant countries.

® The figure is based on the basis of thirteen applicants: Cyprus, The Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary,
Lithuania, Latvia, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Turkey, Bulgaria and Rumania.
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Table 3.1: Dissemination of organic farming in Europe

European Union Organic Area (ha) | Organic area % | Organic Organic
farms farms %

Austria 285,500 11.3 18,292 9.1

Belgium 22,410 1.61 694 1.03

Denmark 174,600 6.51 3,525 5.58

Finland (estimate) 150,000 6.82 5,225 5.72

France 420,000 1.40 10,400 1.53

Germany 632,165 3.69 14,703 3.39

Greece 24,800 0.48 5,270 0.64

Ireland 32,355 0.37 1,014 0.69

Italy 1,230,000 7.94 56,440 2.5

Luxembourg 1,030 0.81 51 1.70

Netherlands 38,000 1.94 1,510 1.40

Portugal 70,857 1.80 917 0.22

Spain 485,079 1.66 15,607 1.29

Sweden 193,611 6.30 3,589 4.01

U.K. 679,631 3.96 3,981 1.71

Sum EU 4,440,038 3.23 141,218 2.08

Accession Countries Organic Area (ha) | Organic area % | Organic Organic
farms farms %

Bulgaria 500 0.00 50

Cyprus 52 0.04 15

Czech Republic 165,699 3.80 563 2.04

Estonia 9,872 0.69 231 0.20

Hungary 47,221 0.77 471

Latvia 20,000 0.79 225

Lithuania 4,709 0.13 230

Malta

Poland 22,000 0.12 1,419 0.07

Romania 1,000 0.01 100

Slovakia 60,000 2.45 100

Slovenia 5,200 0.66 620

Turkey 21,000 0.05 10,000

Sum 357,253 0.28 14,024

Sum EU+ 4,797,291 1.74 155,242

Accession

Sustainable Agricultural Policy

Source: www.organic-europe.net/europe._eu/statistics.asp
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Box 3.1: Case - Agriculture in Poland

Agriculture in Poland employs 25 percent of the work force. The sector provides 5.5 percent of the na-
tions GNP. From an economic point of view it means that Polish agriculture is very ineffective. Thus the
production methods are very friendly towards the environment. An average farm in Poland uses less
materials (e.g. pesticides and machines) and less energy (fertilizer and gasoline) than the average farm
in the EU.

In Poland 59 percent of the country is cultivated. The cultivated land is distributed to 4 million farms,
which on average take up 3.3 hectare. Only 0.07 percent of the Polish farms are organic, compared to
2.08 percent in the EU.

If Poland adopts the EU mode of agricultural production, it will lead to a substantial intensification with
an increase of material and energy consumption and fewer employees. The agricultural work force of 4
million would fall to 800,000; which means that 3.2 million would be unemployed leaving the country
with enormous social problems.

The financial support system in the EU is in favour of large farm units. This means that there is a great
risk that the many small farm units in Poland will be bought up by large intensive units leading to unem-
ployment among farmers and farm workers.

From an environmental point of view the shift towards intensive farming will be a disaster for both the
landscape and the biodiversity in Poland. As of now, many species still exist in central- and eastern
European countries that have become extinct in the EU. (Source: www.choosefoodchoosefarming.org).

European product standards and hygiene are also challenges for a country like Poland with small pro-
duction units. They units face the problem of financing new means of production and to live up to the
demands, e.g. hygiene while storing and slaughtering.

Ecology in Poland

Due to relatively high prices on artificial fertilizer and pesticides, a large share of the smaller farms in
Poland do not buy them. A complete alteration into organic farming is therefore an economic benefit
since the market prices are higher for organic products. The labour intensity of organic farming is usu-
ally one of the problems a farmer has to deal with in comparison to conventional farming, because of
the high labour costs. As Polish farming is characterized as labour intensive, organic farming can add
extra profit to the sector.

In the 1980s there was a growing organic public awareness and during the decade the organic agricul-
tural movement began. This led to the establishment of the first organic farmer's association, called
Ekoland in 1989. The interest in changing to organic farming is substantial and increasing. In order to
be registered as an organic farmer, a farmer has to renew his certificate every year. The renewal is
rather costly and a financial support system is therefore needed for promoting organic farming

3.2 Support to the accession countries
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In order to prepare the accession countries for entry the EU has introduced pre-accession
instruments. In connection to Agenda 2000 the so-called SAPARD* programme was estab-
lished. SAPARD is an accession programme concerning agriculture and the development of
rural districts. It is supposed to assist the central- and eastern European countries with the
development of their agriculture. SAPARD has a yearly budget of 520 million Euro for the
period of 2000-2006.

The objectives of SAPARD is:
e To establish a EU-framework that supports a sustainable development of agriculture
and rural districts in the accession countries during the time span before entry.
e To solve problems connected to the long-term adjustment of the agricultural sector
and the rural districts
e To assist the transformation of EU regulation on agricultural politics to national law
and policies”.

The SAPARD programme is basically taking an outdated policy model and imposing it on
the accession countries, regardless of the EU’s new Sustainable Development Strategy and
the calls in all EU member states for the reform of the Common Agriculture Policy (CAP).
Essentially, SAPARD is being criticised for giving priority to intensive agriculture.

One of the objectives of the Council regulation when establishing SAPARD was to set the
framework for Community support of sustainable agriculture and sustainable rural devel-
opment. SAPARD focuses on implementation of the aquis communautaire concerning
common agricultural policy and related policies. It turns out that the CAP, which needs
major reforms, has not fulfilled the criteria of sustainable development. Therefore, the
crucial question is to what extent SAPARD can promote sustainable development of rural
areas in accession countries aimed at CAP’s implementation?

For example, it is clear that the Polish agricultural sector needs reforms. However, in many
aspects Polish agriculture is closer to the system proposed for a future reformed CAP than
the current EU model of intensive agriculture. Additionally, current trends in agricultural
policy in some EU countries and an annual increase in demand for organic food products
show a great potential for a redefinition of Polish agricultural policy into a sustainable di-
rection. From the allocated SAPARD funds only 2 % are planned for "Pilot schemes for
agro-environment and afforestation".

In the light of the recent crisis of agriculture and food in the EU, the growing demand for
organic food products in the EU has become obvious. With a still relatively low use of pes-
ticides and fertilisers the agricultural sector in the CEE region remains comparatively or-
ganic compared to the EU intensive use of agricultural land. Supporting organic agriculture
and small farms in accession countries would be highly compatible with the visions under-
lined in the EU Sustainable Development Strategy.

* Special Accession Program for Agriculture and Rural Development
> http://www.europa.eu.int/scadplus/leg/da/Ivb/104000.htm
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The loss of biodiversity is also one of the major issues addressed in the EU Strategy on
Sustainable Development. However, there are no analyses of how changes in the sectors
of agriculture or transport facilitated by EU pre-accession money will have an impact on
the level of biodiversity in the accession countries. ®

® Magda Stoczkieicz, ‘Billions for Sustainability”
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4 The global market

This chapter covers different aspects of the global market discussion.

To begin with is the aspect of EU and other stakeholders’ role in relation to standardisa-
tion: The interests of big multinational companies and food chains concerning standardi-
sation, classification and uniformity are limiting for the citizens opportunity to freely
choosing their provisions.

Secondly, the chapter introduce protectionism and dumping as tools used by the EU in
order to improve the internal market conditions, while these actions have negative conse-
quences outside the common market.

Lastly, the discussion on advantages and disadvantages of globalisation is introduced. The
development towards global conformity is induced by the agricultural policy within EU and
multinational companies. This only leaves little opportunity for local multiplicity.

4.1 Standardisation

CAP contributes to standardisation by giving subsidies to certain types of animals and
crops, the so-called reform crops, such as wheat, barley and corn. The selection of provi-
sions is uniformed by rules of standardisation and classification of fruit and vegetables,
subsidies to certain crops and economic privileges to certain animal stocks.

There exist more than 2300 sorts of apples in Northern Europe, but how many are avail-
able in the shops? For some time now EU has been occupied with the idea to standardise
the selection of fruits on the expense of local varieties. One example is the minimum de-
mand for size and appearance that has regulated the EU trade with apples since 1990.
This means that most apples under the size of 55 mm in diameter cannot be sold as ap-
ples. Another aspect is that the production of apples that is able to meet EU standards for
size and lack of spots demands large use of pesticides and artificial fertiliser.

The product standards in EU also exercise influence outside the common market, e.g.
standards for bananas:
e Minimum length: 14 cm
Minimum diameter: 27 mm
No irregular bending
No deformity
No spots
The stalk has to be whole, without cracks or attacks of fungous

Many agricultural products are split into different classes. The majority of the bananas that
can be found in the shops belong to first-class. This means that they are free of mistakes
accept for superficial ones that can cover a maximum of 1 cm?.
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The banana sort that is best at living up to the standard is called Cavendish. Together with
two other sorts, it is therefore the banana type dominating the EU market, despite the
existence of about 500 sorts.

In other words, big and homogenous fruits are characteristic for banana production, which
create high demands for use of pesticides and artificial fertiliser. One example is the ba-
nana production in Costa Rica, where the pesticides take up 40 percent of the production
costs. This is the double of pesticide expenses of other crops. In order to keep the cluster
of bananas spotless, each of them are wrapped in plastic bags. These are often treated
with insecticides and fungicides on the inside to keep insects from destroying the bananas.

Despite the use of pesticides and careful plastic wrapping, all the bananas with a wrong
size are discarded. This amounts to 15-20 percent of a harvest. Only few are used locally,
but most end up as waste. In fact, 1 ton of bananas ‘produces’ 2.14 ton of waste’. It is
primarily organic waste, although no selection of composting takes place. Instead the ba-
nanas end up in evil-smelling hills consisting of rotten bananas, leaves, plastic-ropes and
bags.

Conclusively, it can be said that not only does the standardisation unify the food produc-
tion but also lead to environmental strain inside and outside the Common Market.

4.2 Multinational companies

The agricultural policy of the EU is not the only one to influence standardisation and use

of pesticides. Large agrochemical companies, selling both pesticides and seed corn, also
affect the agricultural development in Europe. Through lobbyism, economic strength and

huge market shares the large companies influence the selection of foodstuff. This also in-
cludes supermarket chains and manufacturing companies.

The development towards fewer, larger and more powerful companies is quite evident,
especially in association with GMO's. Box 4.1 gives an example of how a handful of inter-
national companies attempt to control the global market for GMO’s and seed corn. The
tremendous power of the companies often means that they often act against the will of
the farmers and the population in general.

Box 4.1: GMO-companies — An example of the power of industry

7 Jensen, Susanne & Hagedorn-Rasmussen, Pernille 1995
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The companies that are the largest within the development of gene-manipulated crops also belong to the
group of the largest producers of sowing seed and pesticides.

Unsurprisingly the gene-manipulated crops are developed with special reference to commercial concerns.
In practice, it means that the most widespread GMO's are the ones that are resistant towards a certain
pesticide. An example is the soya bean Roundup Ready from Monsanto sold with a matching pesticide
Roundup.

World leading GMO- companies

GMO-giant Sale of agrochemicals in mill. Sale of seeds in mill.
Uss Uss

Syngenta $6,100 (1) $ 958 (3)
Pharmacia (Monsanto) $4,100 (2) $1,600 (2)
Aventis $ 3,400 (3) $ 267 (10)
BASF $3400 (4 No sale

Du Pont (Pioneer) $2,500 (5 $1,938 (1)
Bayer $2,100 (6) No sale

Dow $2,100 (7) $ 350 (@)

The figures in paranthesis indicate the companies’ rank in the world. Source: ETC-Group.
"Globalization Inc. Concentration in Corporate Power: The Unmentioned Agenda" (August 2001). The fig-
ures are based on company income year 2000.

Mergers

The GMO companies are still getting bigger through mergers and taking over of other companies. The ten
largest seed companies controlled one third of the world market in 2000. Since then a series of fusions
have taken place. It is expected that even fewer multinational companies will make the development of
new crops, sowing seeds and agrochemicals in the future. As a consequence they will obtain more control
over the market and better possibilities of gaining a higher profit.

Lobbyism

The biotech industry makes a great effort to influence the political decision-making process in order to
nurse their commercial interests. The illustration of tie-dressed lobbyists that circulate in the halls of the
EU, national parliaments and UN institutions is not that far from reality. The industry has highly paid lob-
byists employed in places where important decisions are made. The lobbyists are up-to-date and always
ready to “take a chat” with the politicians on concrete law proposals.

The biotech-industry in the United States and the UK also gains great political influence by paying consid-
erable amounts to political parties. Monsanto e.g. was one of the biggest contributors to George W. Bush's
election campaign.

4.2 Protectionism
The EU is very preoccupied with protecting its own agricultural sector. This happens

through financial subsidies, support export, toll barriers, quota restrictions and other none-
toll based subsidies.
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The CAP means that an average farmer in the EU receives 20,000 Euro a year. In com-
parison, citizens in poor African countries receive less than 1 Euro in development aid a
year. The CAP amounts to about 43 billion Euro (2001) a year, which is more than the
GDP for whole Africa. The EU financial support system for agriculture helps artificially to
hold down the prices on several products. The farmers in developing countries are unable
to compete with these prices. That means that they have great difficulty with selling their
products in the EU and on the World market.

There are other reasons why products from developing countries are kept out of the
Common market e.g. toll barriers and quota regulation. There are no difficulties in im-
porting cheap soy beans from Brazil used as fodder for our pigs, while there are con-
straints for importing sugar due to its negative impact on European sugar producers. The
same applies to the import of coffee, since no producers exist within the common market.
Both soy and coffee are duty-free and free of quota regulation. Sugar, on the other hand,
is held out of the common market through quota restrictions. The same applies to grapes,
nuts, certain meat and dairy products.

Rules that are not based on toll barriers can be perceived as protectionism. Standardisa-
tion of various products can be used as examples (fruits that must have a certain size and
quality unfeasible for delivery by developing countries) and food safety (certain demands
for threshold limiting values of certain chemicals or micro-organisms, unattainable for de-
veloping countries). It is important to reach a balance between demands for food safety,
environmental and labour concerns, without operating as hidden protectionism.

4.3 Dumping

Within two decades the EU has become the biggest exporter of wheat and second biggest
exporter of sugar. The success is due to the use of export subsidies, despite the fact that
the EU has a very inefficient production of sugar®. The abundance of subsidised products
from EU exerts pressure on world market prices and forces the farmers in developing
countries to sell their products at a much lower price, which is often less than the produc-
tion price.

Another aspect is the dumping of surplus production in developing countries. This means
that local farmers lose their income because they cannot compete with the artificially low
prices on EU products. One example is the sugar production, which is a very important
industry in the southern parts of Africa. 60 percent of the GDP in Swaziland comes from
sugar, but local producers of candy, chocolate and soft drinks experience more and more
difficulty in competing with the cheap, subsidised products from the EU°.

8According to Aditi Sharma, Action for Southern Africa
® See footnote 7
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4.4 Globalisation

A theme that often appears in association with CAP discussions is whether the EU should
open the Common Market to developing countries or rather fight the negative impact of
globalisation through linkage between production and consumption in local trade. The dis-
cussion is not special for the agricultural field, but a consequence of a more overall pro
and con discussion on globalisation.

The dilemma between local and global is frequently discussed within environment and de-
velopment organisations, which encircle advantages of local proximity opposed to just
global trade. On one hand the advantages of globalisation are identified as:

o Development of production in Last Developed Countries (LDC) through trade with
other countries.

o Supply of economic capital to the countries that deal together

« Increased knowledge through exchange — transfer of know how to LDC

» Trade creates contact between people and countries. The risk of war is minimised due
to the establishment of peaceful relations.

Danish Association for International Co-operation is one of the organisations that call at-
tention to the potential positive affects of globalisation and international trade: "The rea-
son why we should be interested in open borders or free trade is therefore not an eco-
nomic reason, but a political one: Free trade can serve as a political mechanism, forcing
countries to co-operate for better social and environmental policies. And by strengthening
the economic ties between the countries free trade can help to promote peace and under-
standing. If on the other hand countries are allowed to shield away behind high and arbi-
trary trade barriers, it can lead to nationalism and instability, and the poor countries will
be left out.”°

In opposition to the advantages are the drawbacks of globalisation:

» Increase of pollution due to food-miles (the distance food travels from farm to plate)

« Fall in biodiversity as a consequence of monoculture in extensive rural areas.

» Unification of the selection of foodstuff adjusted to the market in several countries
without concerns for local characteristics.

« No self-supply. The farmland produces products for the rich instead of self-supply.

o Neither consumers nor local farmers have influence on foodstuff.

» Inexpedient and unjust regulations in the wealthy countries, e.g. dumping of redun-
dant products in LDC.

» Environmental dumping — allocation of polluting companies to LDC with lesser restric-
tions on environment.

Helena Norberg-Hodge arguments for the advantages of local food production: “Local food
is almost always fresher — and therefore more nutritious — than global food. It also needs

10 "Globalisation by people” MS Danish Association for International Co-operation p. 34, 2000
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fewer preservatives or other additives, and organic methods can eliminate pesticide resi-
dues. Farmers can grow varieties that are best suited to local climate and soils, allowing
flavour and nutrition to take precedence over extended shelf life and the whims of global
markets. Animal husbandry can be integrated with crop production, providing healthier,
more humane conditions for animals and a non-chemical source of fertility. And if coun-
tries in the south were encouraged to use their labour and their best agricultural land for

local needs rather than for luxury crops for northern markets, hunger would diminish as
well.”*?

1 Helena Norberg-Hodge, "Think global... Eat local” in The Ecologist, vol. 32, No 7, September 2002
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Part II Agriculture and Sustainability

Part II addresses sustainable agriculture in relation to environmental space, biodiversity
and ecology.

5 Sustainable development

To live sustainably is about fulfilling the basic needs of man in the most appropriate man-
ner, with least use of resources and least pressure on the environment. This leaves room
for consumption and fulfilment of other peoples need.

5.1 Environmental space

The concept environmental space is a tool that can help to point out the direction of a

sustainable development. The environmental space is the total amount of energy, non-

renewable resources, land, water, wood and other resources, which can be used globally

or regionally:

» without environmental damage;

« without impinging on the rights of future generations; and

« within the context of equal rights to resource consumption and concern for the quality
of life of all people of the world.

The environmental space approach is based on a quantitative and qualitative assessment
of sustainable resource use at the national level compared to the national ‘fair share’ cal-

culated on a global or regional basis, and policies and value changes to accommodate de-
velopment based on that fair share without loss of quality of life.

Environmental space is based on three straightforward principles. The first is that global
and national sustainability can only be achieved if the throughput of natural resources in
modern economic processes is reduced to manageable, ecologically sound levels. These
are dictated by the earth’s carrying capacity, the availability and renewability of recourses
and the recuperative power of natural systems. This approach recognises that controlling
end-of-pipe pollution through regulation will never be sufficient — because economic
growth means the volumes of pollution and numbers of individual pollution increase faster
than our ability to understand and manage their cumulative impacts. Under current ar-
rangements we lose at both ends of production processes: resources are used at unsus-

12 Carley, Michael & Spapens, Philippe 1998
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tainable rates, and the industrial transformation of those resources requires energy con-
sumption and polluting outputs which are seriously damaging to our health and that of the
planet. The first principle implies that environmental space is limited. Environmental space
analysis helps us understand the magnitude of those limits, and it is sufficiently quantifi-
able to provide valuable policy guidance.

The second principle is that there is a need for equitable global development, as opposed
to selfish, greedy development. This means that all countries should have equal access to
the world’s resources, but also equal responsibility for the management of these re-
sources. The equity principle means a lower resource use per capita than is currently the
case in developed countries, to give a balanced pattern by the middle of the 21st century.
Although there are good moral reasons for taking this approach, it is also a matter of in-
creasing political urgency.

The third principle is that production and consumption should serve to enhance quality of
life rather than degrade it. We therefore need to redefine the objectives of development
North and South so that vital aspects of living, such as the need for health, work, family
and community, and cultural and spiritual life, are balanced against the short-term bene-
fits of material consumption. The benefits and costs of consumption beyond basic needs is
considered in a broader perspective of the objectives of development.

5.2 Environmental space and agriculture

When this approach is used on a resource such as agricultural soil, we are immediately
faced with several different problems. The first difficulty arises when appraising what is a
sustainable use of agricultural soil. Is it the current global agricultural area? Or, is it an
area that is either bigger or smaller than now? Is it the current agricultural productivity?
Or, do we have to expect bigger or smaller yield in various parts of the world?

The answer to these questions depends on many things. One thing is the extent to which
nature is already being used. This sets a limit to expansion, without fatal consequences for
biodiversity and soil erosion that will destroy agricultural production in the long term. If
this limit has already been exceeded, we might be destroying ecosystems and the survival
of various species?

In relation to yield, the answer to the question depends on whether the yield in various
parts of the world has reached its limits, can be sustained or increased; or, is this limit
already crossed to an extent that the current yield is only temporarily obtainable due to
exhaustion of the soil fertility?

Some indications of an impoverished soil are already detectable: In many places intensive
agricultural methods have exhausted the soil from organic material and micro nutrients, in
other places the cutting down of woods in favour of agriculture has lead to intense erosion
damages.
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Still, no unambiguous answers respond to which level of production or agricultural land-
use that is sustainable. When we are on the verge of defining environmental space for
agricultural soil it is not possible to fix the sustainable level for consumption of agricultural
products and share that between the citizens of the world.

Environmental space for agricultural production is therefore defined in association to a
requirement standard instead of a resource standard. This is equivalent to the least possi-
ble agricultural necessary for supplying us with the healthiest nourishment. A prerequisite
is off course that the foundation of nature (soil) is kept intact.

When exceeding environmental space it will inevitably be on the expense of either nature
or other people’s chance of getting sufficient and healthy nourishment

53 Environmental space and nourishment

As a starting point the food production both has to optimise the nourishment health wise,
while minimising the area-use for the production. As a consequence of both factors the
meat consumption in the rich part of the world would have to fall drastically. Though not
necessarily to nil, since some insecurity persists on whether the land-use of a nutrient suf-
ficient vegetarian diet is smaller than a diet consisting of small amounts of meat.

The consumption of one calorie from an animal is equivalent to the consumption of 5-10
calories of fodder. The same goes for protein. The calculation is a result of the animal
consumption of energy and protein, which is much higher than the content of their own
meat, milk or eggs. This is due to the animals’ own use of energy to keep their organism
working (see box 5.1).

From a resource perspective this way of producing foodstuff is a pure waste. The loss of
protein and energy when eating animal protein means that only one sixth (1/6) can be fed
by the area used for agricultural production. Another consequence is the increased pres-
sure on the farmland, which induces an incentive to use pesticides and artificial fertiliser.

Therefore it would be more sensible if a larger share of our calorie consumption came
from plants instead of meat. The decrease of animal fat in the diet could also be a solution
in association with the rising problems with obesity in the western world population. Fur-
thermore a rise of dietary fibre would make it more feasible that the recommended diet
composition of carbohydrates, protein and fat could be obtained.

Still it needs to be pointed out that it is possible to put together a healthy diet that does
not consist of meat. Thus it becomes a bit more complicated if one refuses to eat eggs
and milk products as well. It poses high demands for knowledge and awareness of the
consumption of peas and pulse that have a high content of protein. Still, it is unnecessary
to avoid animal protein completely from a ecological point of view.
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Box 5.1: Yield of a field measuring 10x10 meter*?

10 kg pork or,

20 kg chicken or,

5 kg beef and 50 kg milk or
50 kg corn or,

240 kg vegetables or

200 kg potatoes or

40 kg fruit

The yield in Denmark could feed 40 million people if the current farmland was not used for the produc-
tion of animal protein.

The fields of Europe do not produce sufficient fodder for the animal production. Therefore
several tons are imported yearly outside of the common market. Although there is an ex-

port in the shape of bacon and other meat products, we have a deficit in our protein bal-

ance, especially in relation to third world countries.

If the western world adapted itself to a more vegetarian diet tomorrow, it would not re-
move hunger and famine in the world, since their emergence depend on a number of rea-
sons. Another aspect is that third world countries would unlikely be able to pay interna-
tional foodstuff producers for the food needed. The alteration of the western diet should
instead be viewed as a contribution to a more equal world. It is far from reasonable that
pigs and cows in the western world occupy farmland outside its own borders. Instead it
could be used to crops that can feed people just as energy used for production of artificial
fertiliser could be used in other parts of the world.

Table 5.1: Distribution of calories in the world

Daily pr. capita supply of | Daily pr. capita supply of
calories - 1970 calories — 1997

Least Develop Countries 2,108 2,099

OECD 3,033 3,380

Per capita supply represents the average supply available for the population as a whole and does not necessarily indicate
what is actually consumed by individuals.
Source: Human Development 2000, UNDP

There is a need for determining an ‘optimal diet’, consisting of food that live up to nutri-
tious demands and highest possible level of foodstuff quality, produced with minimal land-
use through methods that can continue in the long-term, meaning a sustainable diet. The
‘optimal diet’ would depend on destination of the world*.

3 The example is based on organic farming in Denmark. The yield will vary depending on soil quality and
localisation.
“Read more in ‘Sustainable Europe’.
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6 Loss of Biodiversity

Biodiversity can be viewed as a nature target for sustainability. A biologically divers nature
is essential to preserve for our descendants. It is also less vulnerable towards diseases
and climate fluctuations compared to a nature that only consists of a few species.

The UN have made a definition of biological diversity:

“Biological diversity means the variability among living organisms from all
sources including, inter alia, terrestrial, marine and other aquatic ecosystems
and the ecological complexes of which they are part; this includes diversity
within species, between species and of ecosystems.” °

The definition makes it clear that biodiversity is not reserved for discussions about wild
nature. It is completely justifiable to discuss biodiversity in relation to the cultivated nature
(agricultural production).

Biodiversity is not describable simply by using simple indicators such as the number of
certain species in certain areas. Off course the figures can contribute with knowledge on
the biodiversity in an area, although biodiversity is a multidimensional concept. It cannot
be reduced to the occurrence of a number of stalks or frogs.

The biggest problem for biodiversity is the intensive and extremely area consuming agri-
culture. The reasons for this are many e.g. a substantial use of fertilizer and pesticides. A
consequence of the intensive production is that moor, commons, meadows, dunes and
forests are under a lot of strain. The agricultural subsidies also contribute to the cultivation
of areas categorized as extensive. That means that the space for wild nature is rather lim-
ited.

6.1 The Biodiversity Convention

The Convention on Biological Diversity is of core importance for the protection of global
biodiversity. It was adopted in Rio de Janeiro 1992 at the international summit for envi-
ronment and development. More than 180 states have joined the convention today, but do
not include the United States.

The Convention does not focus exclusively on rare or spectacular species or ecosystems,
but sees biodiversity as a prerequisite for development. The convention sees biodiversity
as a ‘raw material’ for food, medicine, fuel and building materials, etc. This mirrors the
overall objective of the convention, which is to ‘sustain the biological diversity, sustainable
use of its constituents and fair and reasonable distribution of the advantages that are a
result of the utilization of genetic resources [...]"

15 Article 2 in the UN Convention on Biological Diversity, 1992 (www.biodiv.org)
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The convention on biodiversity has on the EU level been carried out through the EU Habi-
tats Directive, The member states are obliged to implement in their national laws. The
directive addresses the conservation and protection of the remainder habitats of European
groups of animals, together with the conservation of special types of nature in Europe. At
the core of the directive is the establishment of a European network of protected natural
territories. It is the ambition of the EU that the network encompasses 12 percent of the
geographical range of the member states.

Though the dominating tendency is that the remaining areas of nature are too few, too
small and too scattered in the landscape. Another aspect is that their quality does not
meet the standards significant for a well-functioning biological system?®.

Large and coherent areas of nature are important in order to induce a more sturdy nature
resistant to dynamic changes and the presence of man. So far, the implementation of the
EU Habitats Directive has suffered from the lack of co-ordination and lack of nature
monitoring, combined with an insufficient knowledge about the species and types of na-
ture that are addressed in the Directive.

6.2 Biodiversity larger in organic farms

Modern farming has had a severe impact on wildlife. In the UK alone 170 native species
have become extinct this century, including 7% of dragonflies, 5% of butterflies and 2%
of fish and mammals. In addition, 95% of wildflower-rich meadows have been lost since
1945, 30-50% of ancient lowlands wood, 50 % heathland, 50% of lowland fens, valley
and basin mires and 40% of hedgerows.’

The biodiversity of wild species is much larger at organic farms compared to conventional
ones. The main reasons for the biodiversity on organic land are: Better food resources in
the organic fields, more fauna compatible plant protection management, the organic fer-

tilisation regimes, the more diversified crop rotation and the more structured landscapes

with semi-natural habitats and field margins.

A number of examinations of various species in different European countries has shown
that the occurrence of wild species is largest on the organic farms.

In a 3-year field survey Pfiffner and Luka® compared integrated with organic revealed
differences in the faunal diversity and abundance of carbids and spiders. Their survey
shoved that endangered carbid species were more abundant in organic fields, but in gen-
eral endangered carbid species were found in very low numbers. Organic farming signifi-

16 wilhjelmudvalget. En rig natur i et rigt samfund, Denmark, 2001

17 Agriculture rural environment sustainability in Europe, Pro Natura and Friends of the Earth Europe 2000
18 Lukas Pfiffner: Significance of organic farming for invertebrate diversity — enhancing beneficial organisms
with field margins in combination with organic farming 2002
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cantly enhanced so-called specialists such as many xero-/thermophilous carbids. These
species are highly rated in view of nature conversation aspects.

Table 6.1: Faunal diversity in organic and integrated land"®

Red Listed Organic land Integrated land
Number of sites 12 12

Individuals per site 43 21

Total species 7 5

Specialist

Individual per site 51 24

Total species 17 12

Also other studies show that there is a higher faunal biodiversity on organic farms. A re-
view of 44 research studies on earthworms, arthropods and birds, shows a better per-
formance for of the organic system (see table 6.2)%.

19 Lukas Pfiffner: Organic agriculture and biodiversity. International Congress on Agriculture and Biodiversity
in Interlaken 2002
20 | ukas Pfiffner: Organic agriculture and biodiversity. International Congress on Agriculture and Biodiversity
in Interlaken 2002
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Table 6.2: Effects of organic and conventional farming on fauna

Abundance — number of individuals Species diversity — number of species
Better No significant | Better per- |Better per- | No significant | Better per-
Animal group Perform- | difference formance in |formance in |difference formance in
ance in between or- | conventional | organic between or- | conventional
organic ganic and farming farming ganic and farming
farming conventional conventional
farming farming
Earthworms 17 1 0 4 3 0
Arthropods
e Carbids 13 2 0 6 2 0
e Spiders 6 1 0 0 0 0
e Myriapods 4 0 1 1
e Bugs 2 1 0 1 1 0
e Mites 2 0 1 1 1 0
Birds 5 0 0 2 0 0
Total of animal 49 5 1 15 8 0
groups
6.3 Biodiversity in agriculture

The concept of biodiversity does not only refer to agricultural influence on the surrounding
nature. The convention also includes tame animals and cultured crops.

The agricultural production in the EU is indeed standardised. Partly due to the fact that the
same type of crops are cultivated all over Europe and partly due to the narrow selection of
crops available. The serious disadvantage for the production is that the standardisation
makes it vulnerable towards diseases and pest attacks. When a large proportion of the
animals or plants are the same means that they will have the same reaction towards dis-
eases or pest attacks. If a certain type of wheat vulnerable to fungous attacks is dominat-
ing an area, it means that bad weather will destroy or diminish the yield in the whole area.
If instead the area had several types of wheat some of the types would be more resistant
and the total harvest yield would be less exposed.

However, it is not sufficient to have a large selection of the same type of crop. In order to
obtain biodiversity it is necessary to have a high variety in the use of farmland. Also the
use of farmland has to change between different crops, animal stock and grazing areas.

Organic agriculture depends a great deal on the seed shift and the exploitation of various
crops resistance when planning of the production. This is one of the reasons for under-
standing why organic farming has much larger biodiversity.
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7 Global organic farming

What are the consequences of altering global agricultural production to organic farming?
Obviously a whole range of opinions exists on the matter. If one asks the agrochemical
industry the answer will be that it would lead to famine and hunger. If one asks the inter-
national organisation for organic farming IFOAM, the answer would probably be that it is
possible to produce sufficient amounts of food for world population without using pesti-
cides or artificial fertiliser. The prerequisite is that more research on organic farming is
carried out and distributed afterwards.

A larger number of developing countries possess an enormous potential for expanding
their production with a highly developed, sustainable and organic mode of farming, due to
its adjustment to the individual sight.

The prospects of securing sufficient nutrients for the plants in organic farms on a global
scale could be good due to a range of herbal- and wooden like species that are able to
transform nitrogen from the atmosphere to the plant. Nitrogen is the component in artifi-
cial fertiliser that demands the most energy to produce. Furthermore, the nitrogen is the
biggest problem in relation to the mineralisation of the soil, which means that the soil is
exhausted from organic material, and can no longer retain water and nutrients to the
same extend.

It is more likely that a potassium- and phosphorous deficit will appear if they are not
added artificially, which is acceptable within organic farming if necessary. The problem
could probably be prevented if some of the nutrients from the food produced where
transferred back to the soil through decomposed waste and latrine.

Organic farming on a global scale is possible, although it demands a range of changes in
societal priorities. Still, a sufficient production without the use of additives demands that
we reduce our consumption of animal food and direct research towards organic farming.
Also the cycle between rural and districts and cities needs to be more closed.

7.1 Organic farming

The use of pesticides or artificial fertiliser is not accepted in organic farming. Instead the
manure from domestic animals is used in order to obtain a good yield. Compared to con-
ventional agriculture more hardy crops are cultivated. This is combined with a change in
crop from year to year. The use of straw reduced or genetic manipulated organisms is not
accepted.

Domestic animals also fall within the concept of organic farming. The majority of the fod-
der (80-90 percent) given to the animals has to be organically produced and cannot con-
tain hormones increasing the growth of the animals. Furthermore the fodder must not
contain preventing medicine or genetically modified organisms. The production has to take
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care of the natural needs of the animals giving them access to free air, opportunity for
exercise and daylight in the stables.

A two-year conversion period is necessary if a farmer wishes to switch over to organic
farming with annual crops and three-years if he wishes to cultivate perennial crops.

7.2 EU label for organic products

EU has its own label for organic agricultural products. The label covers a common EU-
standard for organic produced products. It is voluntary if the producers wish to use the
brand.

The control of the standards lies in the hands of the national authorities. In a large num-
ber of countries private companies hired by the authorities carry out the control and ad-
ministration. The control system induces consumer security and guarantees that all or-
ganic branded products meets the standards. The farmers using organic logos are con-
trolled annually and unannounced visits.

The logo covers from ‘stable to table’, which means that farmers, companies and shops
are being controlled. The right to call the products organic will be lost instantly if someone
in the chain does not meet the EU demands. In case of serious violation of the regulation
even penalty can occur. There are no control of the products from a life-cycle perspective
and no environmental demands concerning transport or packaging.

EU had its organic label implemented in March 2000. The EU has had common rules for
organic farming since 1991. In March 2001, the Commission made the last changes with
regulation 436/2001.

In order to obtain the EU label for organic products, the following demands have to be
met?:
« atleast 95% of the product's ingredients have been organically produced;
« the product complies with the rules of the official inspection scheme;
« the product has come directly from the producer or preparer in a sealed package;
« the product bears the name of the producer, the preparer or vendor and the name

or code of the inspection body.

Even though common EU regulation for organic farming exists most Member States have
their own rules applying for their national labels. The national labels controlled by the
states have the EU regulation as a minimum demand, but can be exceeded by tougher
national demands.

21 Source: europa.eu.int/comm/agriculture/qual/organic/logo/index_eng.htm
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