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EXPLANATORY NOTES 

EC = 	 European Community. The original EC, formed on January 1, 1958, consisted of 
Belgium, Luxembourg, France, the Netherlands, West Germany, and Italy. The ,
~C expanded to include Denmark, Ireland, and the United Kingdom on January 1, 1973. 

,; 

1 hectare = 2.47 acres. 
 
1 kilogram = 2.2 pounds. 
 

Tonnages used in this report are metric (2,204.6 pounds). 

Exchange Rates 
Foreign currency per U.S. dollar ~ 

Country - Unit 1950 1955 1960 	 1970 

Austr:i.a - schilling. 21.5 26.1 26.0 25.9" (	 25·9
'-Belgium - franc .. 50.0 50.0 49.7 49.6 49.7 
Denmark - krone. 6.9 6.9 6.9 6.9 
 7.5
Finland - markka 
 231.0 231.0 320.5 2/3.!2 4.2 
France - franc 3·5 3.5 4.9 -,,4.9 5.5
Germany - mark 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.0 
 3.6
Italy - lira 624.8 624.8 620.6 624.7 
 623.0 
Ireland - 1 pound. 2.8 2.8 2.8 
 2.8 2.4 
LuxemboUrg - franc 	 

" 

50.0 50.0 49.7 49.6 49.7
<Netherlands - guilder. 3.8 	 3.8 	 3.8 3.6 3.6 
Norway - krone 	 7.2 	 7.2 	 7.2 7.2 7.1 
Portugal - escudo. 	 28.9 	 28.9 	 28.8 28.8 28.8 
Spain - peseta. 	 11.2 11.2 ]/60.:)- 60.0 69.7
Sweden - krona . 	 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.2 
Switzerland - franc. 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.3 
 4.3 
United Kingdom - 1 pound 2 ..8 2.8 2.8 
 2.8 2.6 
Greece - drachma 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 

1/ For the Unj~\ted Kingdom and Ireland, figures are for dollars per pound.
\'2/ Change from',\old markka to new markka. 
 

"jj Currency eXCqange system was altered. 
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SUMMARY 

Fundamental changes occurred in Wes~ European agriculture during 1950-70. Gross 
Agricultural Product (GAP) more than doubled, while the percentage of Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP) originating in agriculture declined in, all countries. Agr:i,pultural 
employment declined 44 percent :Crom 33.8 million to 18.9 million T.:orkers. Gross 
agr~cu~tural output more than doubled for most countries. Average farm size increased 
from 7 to 12 hectares, and use of farm inputs--machinery, chemicals, and irrigation-­
increased many times over. 

The growth in the agricultural sector was the result of technical advancement, 
increased capital investment, and reduction of the disguised unemployment frequently 
found in family enterprises. GAP as a percentage of GDP ranged fro~ 3 to 20 percent 
in 1970. The wide variation can be explained by differences in the extent of economic 
und industrial development and in the degree to which land is suited to agriculture. 

Agricultural employment, except in Greece, has been declining throughout Western 
Europe both in e.bsolute numbers and as a share of total employment. The percentage 
of hired workers in agriculture has decreased in most countries as the share of family 
workers, especially women, has increased. The decline in the agricultural labor force 
is due primarily to greater earnings in other economic sectors. It has occurred most 
quickly in areas of greatest or expanded economic development. 

Agricultural employment a.s a percentage of total civilian employment ranged from 
 
47 percent in Greece to 3 percent in the United Kingdom in 1970. Hired workers as a 
 
share of agricultural employees are decreasing in most countries. In 1970, the per­

centage of hired agricultural workers varied from 54 percent in the United Kingdom 
 
to 6 percent in Luxembourg. 

During the 1950's and 1960's, agricultural output per capita increased rapidly 
as technological innovations were applied to agriculture. Crop yield§ and livestock 
output multiplied while the agricultural labor force declined. However,<the value of 
agricultural output and income still did not catch up with the value of nonagricultural 
income, In fact, for some cases the disparity actually grew. 

Value of agr.icultural output by comm,?dity share follows a definite regional trend 
 
in Western Europe. The northern and centlial areas depend heavily on 1 i vestock output 
 
while the southern region stresses crop production. The primary reasons for this 
 
geographic split are the differences in clima.te, soils, and economic atmosphere. 
 

In current prices the value of agricultural output increased for all West European 
countries during 1950-70, although the relative shares of the value of agricultural 
output changed little. The countries with the greatest increases in agricultural output 
tend to be livestock-based and, 1n general, economically prosperous. Output value 
tripl&d in France, West Germany, and the Netherlands during the past two decades. 

Western Europe in 1970 devoted over half its total land area to agriculture. Of 
the agricultural area, a little more than half was arable land and orchards. In Western 
Europe, the United Kingdom had the largest proportion of agricultural land to total 
land (80 percent in 1969) while Norway ~ad the smallest (3 percent in 1970). 

Farm size in most areas of Western Europe has been increasing steadily as the 
number of farms has been declining. Average farm siz.e in Wes tern Europe ranged from 
approximately 3 hectares in Greece in 1969 to 56 hectares in the 'United Kingdom in 1970. 
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~t the same time, the number pf small farms is decreasing and the number of larger. farms 
~s increasing, due to migrati0'3z out of agriculture and consolidation of farms.. In many 
instances government policy an~programs have been the catalyst for this movement. For 
most countries the total area in farms has changed little in the past two decades. In 
Western Europe as a whole, the majority of farms are of less than 1\\ hectares in size. 
However, these holdings account for only one-third of the total area. The majority of 
the area in farms is in holdings of 10 to 50 hectares. 

~and tenure in Western Europe consists of various combinations of three basic 
types: owner-operated, rented, and sharecropped. O¥ner-operated family farms have 
traditionally been preferred in Europe since the fall of the feudal system. 

Mechanization of farming in Western Europe has progressed rapidly during the past 
two decades, varying by country and·type of machinery. The degree of mechanization 
depends on wage levels., machinery costs, and avaiLability of labor. The movement of 
labor out of' agricultulhe has been extensive, providing a prime motivation for the 
expansion of mechanizat:ion.~~· 

Use of' chemicals in agriculture has increased many times over during the past two 
decades and has contributed to the greater yields in recent years. Consumption of 
fertilizers tends to be higher in Western Europe than in the United States. Due to 
their limited land area and high population density, Europeans practice a more intensive 
agriculture than in the United States. However, use of insecticides and herbicides is 
not as extensive in Western Europe as in the United States. 

Although there are irrigation facilities throughout Western Europe, development has 
been most advanced in the south. Italy has the greatest proportion of irrigated land 
to total area. From 1948 to 1970, the area equipped for irrigation in Italy increased 
by 55 percent to total 3.4 million hectares. 

Governmental policy and legislation have also brought about changes, such as most 
of the farm consolid.ation and enlargement .. Programs to improve agricultural structure 
have existed for many yearq, but most were not comprehensive enough to accomplish the 
goals of the plans. Agricultural leaders and other government personnel are now 
striving to correct a faulty foundation without crumbling the entire agricultural 
structure. In 1968, the EC Commission proposed a massive structural reform program 
for the European Community (EC) member countries, designed to reduce agricultural 
employment by 5 million bet~een 1970 and 1980 and bring about consolidation of the 
land area. Public reception to these policies at that time was not favorab'l8. However, 
since then the EC legislated a less comprehensive structural reform plan designed to 
reduce farm. population and farm numbers and to increase the average farm size. In 
addition to these EC programs, most countries have their own national reform program. 
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Structural Changes 
in~WeE~t European 
Agriculture, 1950-70 
 
BY CYNTHIA .A.;' BREITENLOHNER 
ECONOMIST 
FOREIGN DEMAND AND COMPETITION DIVISIO~~ 

() 

INTRODUCTION 

There have been spectacular changes in the agricultur'al economies of all West 
European countries during recent years due to shifts in population, allocation of nat­
ural resQurces, capital expenditures, and new technology. 

The ,total productivity, as measured by Gross Domestic Product (GDP), of all the 
countries in Western Europe has been rising significantly, while agriculture's share 
in the total economy has been diminishing as would be expected for countries that are 
becoming increasingly industrialized and prosperous. The agricultural labor force 
has been declining both in absolute numbers and as a percentage of the total lab9r 
force. However, in most countries the share of workers employed in agriculture is 
higher than the contribution they are making to aggregate productivity of the economy. 
Thus, the income derived from farming alone is lower than that derived from other 
economic. sectors, and in some cases the disparity is growing. 

The problem of low incomes in agriculture is a complex situation involving farm 
structure and its relationship to the efficiency of agricultural production. Farm 

_structure, as applied in this report, includes the land and pattern of land use, the 
number and size of farms, the farm labor force, the farm management system, and farm 
practices and production technology. 

The major problems of farm structure in Western Europe are the small size of the 
numerous, often fragmented family farms and the underemployment of labor caused by 
the l~ck of mobility of the agricultural~ population. The amount of capital available 
for investment in inputs to intensify production--such as irrigation, fertilizer and 
other chemicals, and buildings--is limited since farm income must support so many 
people. Concurrently, the inflexibility of labor hinders the reduction of production 
costs. 

Reform of the farm structure must be handled cautiously. It has met with much 
resistance because changing the structure of agriculture necessit.ates changing a 
traditional way of life for the farming community. Auge Laribe, referring to France 
during the late 1800's, stated: "The agricultural population almost in its entirety 
a~d in practically every region did not want to make progress. It's aim was self ­
preservation: it wanted to maintain itself and its environment unchanged. It did not 
realize that not to advance is to retreat, that what remains stagnant and does not 
adapt, in a world in evolution, risks its own extinction." (61).1.1 

1.1 Underscore,a numbers in parentheses refer to items in References on p. '46 
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Until recently, this opposition to reform existed throughout Western Europe. But 
 
farm structure is increasingly being recognized as the root of the problems of agricul­

ture and thus the area in which to encourage change. Reform has already begun in most 
 
West European countries. Thus far, efforts to assist farmers have overwhelmingly taken 
 
the form of price support,<Lnd subsidy systems. 'T,his practice creates an artificial 
 
atmosphere which aggravate~ the basic structural problems. The European Community's 
 
Common Agricultural Policy, the most extensive "harmonized policy" in Western Europe, 
 
has shown. the ineffectiveness of these price-oriented programs in solving the problem 
 
of farm income. It has fostered the realization that more fundamental changes are 
 
called for and that more effort should be expend.ed toward long-range reform. Other 
 
reform measures now in effect or being considered include technical aid to the farmer, 
 
retraining progrwns for those leaving or wanting to leave the agricultural sector" and 
 
leg'islation to quicken the' pace of land consolidaticd. Although changes have taken 
 
place, in certain areas much more restructuring is necesss:ry. 
 

Although the EC since it~ inception has allocated funds (the European Guidance 
and Guarantee Fund) toward restructuring agriculture within the Community, it lacked 

"'a comprehensive program until 1972. Between 1958 and 1970, the EC had little influence 
in the realm of 8.tr'Uctural reform. The EC' s primary focus was on agricultural prices, 
trade and marketing. Structural reform was handled by the individual member countries 
through national programs. 

This report examines the changes related to farm structure that took place in 
 
Western Europe during 1950-70, and compares and contrasts these changes among the 
 
various countries and regions. The countries covered are: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, 
 
Finland, France, West Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, 
 
Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom. Unfortunately, 
 
comparable data for all countries and for t~e 20-year timespan were not always avail ­
 • 

able. This report does not deal with the reform policies in effect. gj 

Data in this report are given only on 5- and l(}.year intervals for the period 1950­

70 for two reasons: (1) change has been relatively slow for some aspects of the 
 
agricultural s:!;.rlJ.\ture, such as land area devoted to agriculture; and (2) the timing 
 
of agriculturai"c!ensuses of structural data in most countries is on a Tor lo-year 
 
basis. 
 

AGRICULTURE IN THE ECONOMY 

Agriculture's share of the GDP declined ~:teadily throughout Western Europe during 
 
the 20-year study period, although both the value of GDP and Gross Agricultural Product 
 
(GAP) rose (table 1). 
 

The growth in the agricultural sector was the result of technical advancement, in­

creased capital investment, and reduction of the disguised unemployment frequently 
 
found in family enterprises, the mainstay of West European agriculture. Although 
 
disguised unemployment is difficult to measure, its presence is indicated by the fact 
 
that productivity in agriculture rose as large numbers of workers left agrfculture. 
 
This phenomenon was least pronounced in the United Kingdom, Belgium, and the Netherlan:is, 
 
where the productivity of agriculture did not differ greatly from that of the other 
 
economic sectors (~). 


GAP as a percentage of GDP varied widely in West European countries in 1970 due 
 
to differences in the extent of economic and industrial development and in the suitability 
 
of land to agriculture. In the industrialized areas of central and most of northern 
 
Western Europe, agriculture accounted for. only a small share of the total product. 
 

E.! For information about reform policies see (47). (49). 
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Table I--Gross domestic product and gross agricultural product in current prices at I 
 
factor cost!!. selected years 19~0-70 I 
 

l 
i
Country and 

1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 	 •
item 

Billion dollars \i 
 
Austria: " .. 
 

GDP. , 2.2 3.6 5.4 8.1 14.3 
 
GAP. .11 .6 .6 ,7 1.0 
 

Percent GAP/GDP. 18 17 11 9 7 
 

Belgium: 
 
GDP. i/7.4 8.3 10.2 15·1 22.6 
 
GAP. £/.6 .7 ·7 ·9 1.0 
 

Percent GAP/GDP. '£18 8 7 6 4 
 

Denmark: 	 
',) 


GDP. 2.8 3.7 5.2 8.9 13.1 
 
GAP. .7 .8 .8 1.1 1.2 
 

Percent GAP/GDP. 25 22 15 12 9 
 

Finland: 
 
GDP-. 1.5 2.8 4.4 7·2 7·9 
 
GAP. .4 .7 .9 1.3 1.3 
 

Percent GAP/GDP. 27 25 20 18 16 
 

France: 
 
GDP. 20.5 34.9 61.5 99.8 148.8 
 
GAP. 3.0 4.0 5.B 7.4 9·0 
 

Percenj; GAP/GDP. 15 .11 7 6 
9 
t.l 

I 
Germany: 

~. 

GDP. 23.3 42.9 71.1 113.3 185.7 
GAP. 2.4 3.5 4.3 5.0 5.9 

i 	 Percent GAP/GDP. 10 f\ 6 4 3

l 
i 
 
i Greece: 

I 
GDP. 1.0 2.2 3.1 5.1 J/7.0 
 
GAP. .3 .7 .8 i.3 1.4 
 

Percent GAP/GDP. 30. 32 26 25 20 
 

Italy: 
 
GDP. 15.6 21.4 31.1 52.2 82.7 
 

, ~ GAP. 3.6 4.3 4.3 6.9 8.5 
 
I 
 

Percent GAP/GDP. 23 20 14 13 10 
 

Ireland: 
 
GDP. 1.3 1.6 2.3 2.3 2.8 
 
GAP. n.a. .!!,/ .4 .4 .5 .5 
 

i Percent GAP/GDP. n.a. 25 17 22 18 
 
l 
 
! 
i Luxembourg: 
j 	 GDP. 5/0.34 0.31:i 0.47 0.63 .§./0.84 
 

GAP. 1'0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 §l0.05

rj 
/:1 	 Percent GAP/GDP. '2/9 8 9 6 5/6 
 
I} 
fl 	 See footnotes at end of table. 

Continued 
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Table I--Gross domestic product and gross agricultural product in current prices at 
f~ctor cost l~ selected years 1950-70--Continued 

Country and 

item 1950 1955 1960
 1970 
 

Billion dollarsNetherlands: 
GDP 4.4 7.0 10.3 17.3 28.0 
GAP .6 .8 1.1 1.4 1.7 

Percent GAP/GDP 14 11 11 8 6 
 

Norway: 
GDP. 2.4 3.1 4.1 "6.4 9.4 
GAP .3 .4 .4 .6 .6 
 

Percent GAP/GDP 12 10 
 9 6 
 

Portugal: 
GDP 1.3 2.3 3.4 5.6 
GAP .4 .6 1.0·7 

Percent GAP/GDP 31 31 26 21 
 

Spain: 
GDP n.a. 9·1 10.9 20.0 29.8 
GAP If.a. 2.0 2.3 3.6 4.0 

PercentG.!IP/GDP n.li. 22 21 18 13 
 

Sweden: 
GDP J.f:; 5.8 9.1 13.0 20.5 32.6 
(>AP .6 .9 .9 1.2 1.3 

Percent GAP/GDP 10 10 7 6 4 
 

Switzerland: 
GDP n.a. n.a. n.a. 6/22.0
GAP • n.a. n.a. n.a. -1.1 

Percent gAP/GDP n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 5 
 
' .. \ 

United Kingdom: 
GDP 31.8 63.2 86.6 101.2 
GAP 1.9 2.6 3.0 3.0 

Percent GAP/GDP 6 5 4 
 3 3 
 

n.a. = not available. 

1I Definition of factor cost or factor values--in the case of gross output of commonities, industries, 
etc .• th.e p~oducers I· value less, the sum of the indirect taxes, net, in respect of the commodities, 
industries, etc., and the direct and indirect intermediate inputs into the product·ion of 1;;he commodities, 
industries, etc.; or the accumulation c;;f the primary inputs; that is, compensation of employees, consump­
tion of fixed capital and operating surplus, in respect of the conimodities, industries ,. etc .• and the 
direct and indirect intermediate inputs. The value added of industries at true factor values if', equal 
to the true factor value of their gross output less the true .factor value of their intermediate-1.nputs 
(consumption) • 

2/ 1953. 
 
3/ GDP given at market prices rather than at factor ccst. 
 
4/ 1957. 
 
5/ 1952. 
§../ 1969. 

Sources: (13), (51), (18). 
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GAP accounted for only 3 percent of GDP in both West Germany and the United Kingdom in 
1970. Both of these countri'es were major importers of agricultural commodities. 
Agriculture was more important in southern Europe and in Ireland--it comprisE's approxi­
mat.ely 20 p~r~~rrt. of Gnp in 1970 in hot.h GrE'~ce and Ir.~land. 'l'hese areas WE're less 
developed economically than their northern neighbors. 

GAP in France, the largest in Western Europe, grew steadily to $9 billion in 1970, 
a threefold increase since 1950. Agriculture's share of GDP dropped from 15 to 6 per­
cent. GAP in the Netherlands at $1.7 billion in 1970 also nearly tripled in two 
decades, while the sh~re of GDP rep~~sented by agriculture dropped sharply from 14 to 
6 percent. 

Between 1950 and 1970 the Greek GAP increased more than four times, from $300 
million to $1.4 billion, the largest increase in Western Europe. The growth rate was 
much quicker betwedh 1950-55 and 1960-65 than at other times during 1950-70. The 
percent of GDP represented by GAP declined 10 percentage points during the same period. ," 

AGRICULTURAL LABOR FORCE 

AgriculturaJ. employment declined throughout West-ern .Europe both in absolute numbers 
and as a share of total employment duri~g 1950-70. Paralleling this trend, the per­
centage of hired workers in agriculture decreased in most countries as the share of 
family workers, especially women, increased. As mentioned e~rlier, due to th~ presence 
of disguised unemployment, the diminishing labor force did not hinder agricultural 
output but productivity actually increase¢!. The primary reason for the decline in the 
agricultural labor forc'e was the lure of greater earnings in other economic sectors. 
Howev'Cr, the speed of thts movement varied from region to region. It occurred more 
quickly in those areas experiencing greatest economic development expansion. 

If the various West European governments had not protected domestic agriculture 
through restrictions on foreign trade in order to increase agricultural production in 
the early postwar years, the decline in the labor force might have been sharper. During 
the immediate postwar period, mo,'t countries tried to expand output to supplement 
low food supplies. They also needed to conserve foreign exchange by keeping imports 
as Ibw as possible. Thus, they follo,red policies designed to provide farmers with 
incomes comparable to those in th~ other economic sectors. Pro-farmer polidies were 
especially strong in West Germany, France, and Austria (,21)· 

Agricultural employment as a percentage of total civilian ·employment ranged from 
3 percent in the United Kingdonl to 47 percent in Greece in 1970. In contrast, in 
1950 Spain had the highest share, 50 percent, and the United Kingdom had the lowest 
share, 6 percent (table 2). Agricultural employment as a percentage of total civilian 
employment declined 25 percentage points in Jtaly, 23 percentage points in Finland, and 
20 percentage points in Spain between 1950 and 1970. All three countries started out 
with large agriculturaL labor forces as a percentage of total labor and in 1970 still 
had relatively high percentages. 

Although the ratio of agricultural labor to total labor did not increa.se in any 
country, in Greece it declined only 1 percentage poirot. The ratio increased during the 
1950's and began to decline in the early 1960's. 

Hired workers as a share of agricultural employment decreased in most countries, 
with the exception of Sweden. Attractive opportun'ities elsewhere coaxed, workers away 
fronl agriculture. Concurrently mqre machinery was used~ making agriculture less labor 
intensive. With fewer hired 1vorkers available and fewer needed, a. larger percentage of 
self-employed farmers with unpaid family labor accounted for much of the labor in 
some areas. 
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Table 2--Total 5ivilian employment and agricultural employment 1!, 
selected years 1950-70 

Country and it.em 1950 1955 1960 

1,000 workers 

Austria: 
Total employment 
Agricultural employment 

3,270 
1,078 

3,310 
950 

3,239 
796 

Percent agricultural 33 29 25 

Belgium: 
Total employment 
Agricultural employment 

3,306 
368 

3,348 
310 

3,447 
264 

Percent agricultural 11 9 8 

Denmark: 
Total employment 
Agricultural employment 
Percent agricultural 

n.a. 
427 

n.a. 

2,025 
505 
25 

2,150 
455 

21 

Finland: 
Total employment 
Agricultural employment 

1,984 
911 

n.a. 
n.a. 

2,087 
760 

Percent agricultural 46 n.a. 36 

France: 
Total em:ployment 
Agricultura~ employment 
Percent agricultural 

18,752 
5,631 

30 

18,504 
4,996 

27 

18,712 
4;189 

22 

Germany: 
Total employment 
Agricultural employment 
Percent agricultural 

20,365 
5,020 

25 

23,210 
4,285 

18 

25,954 
3,623 

14 

Greece: 
Total employment 
Agricultural employment 
Percent agricultural 

]/2,839 
1,367 

48 

3,205 
1,878 

59 

.~.l3 ,401 
1,928 

57 

Ireland: 
Total employment 
Agricultural employment 

1,212 
496 

1,236 
442 

1,046 
390 

Percent agricultural Ii;!. 36 37 

Italy: 
Total employment 
Agricultural employment 
Percent agricultural 

19,098 
8,510 

115 

19,701 
7,624 

39 

20,002 
6,567 

33 

Luxemb'ourg: 
Total employment 
Agricultural employment:: 
Percent agricultural 

.2./135 

~% 
n.a. 	 

26 
n.a. 

134 
22 
16 

Netherlands: 
Total employment 
Agricultural employment 

3,727 
533 

3,989 
489 

4,052 
465 

Percent agricultural 14 12 11 

Norway: 
Total employment 
Agricultural employment 

1,418 
334 

1,430 
281 

1,395 
301 

Percent agricultural 24 20 22 

See footnote at end of table. 

1965 

3,235 
681 
21 

3,621 
230 

6 

2,270 
385 
17 

2,159 
645 

30 

19,560 
3,480 

18 

26,699 
2,966 

11 

3,610 
1,810 

50 

1,061 
340 

32 

19,011 
4,956 

26 

140 

i~ 

4,382 
388 

9 

1,435 
251 
17 

19,(0 

2/3,142 
- 574 

18 

3,747 
,181 

5 

2,325 
265 

11 

2,142 
486 
23 

20,410 
2,865 

14 

26,705 
2,406 

9 

2/3,718 
1,743 

47 

1,058 
291 

28 

18,774 
3,683 

20 

144 
16 
11 

4,567 
330 

7 

1,497 
208 
14 

Continued 
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Table 2-~Total civilian employment and agricultural employment 1/, 
selected years 1960-70 -- Continued -

Country and item 1950 1955 1960 
 

1,000 workers 

Portugal: 
 
Total employment 3,155 3,130 3,126 3,069 
 3,030 
 
Agricultural employment 1,523 1,446 1,338 1,112 
 1,001 
 0 

Percent agricultural 1,8 46 43 36 
 33 
 

Spain: <.::-:-,..:::. 
 

Total employment 10,476 10 ,433 11,474 11,827 
 12,372 
 
Agricultural. employment 5,217 4,681 4,856 3,969 
 3,662 
 
Percent agricultural 50 45 42 34 
 30 
 

Sweden: 
 
Total employment 3,424 3,533 3,690 3,749 
 3,854 
 
Agricultural employment 795 58!f 485 432 
 314 
 
Percent agricultural 23 17 13 12 
 8 
 

Switzer;L,and: 
 ;, 


Total'"employment 2,147 2,412 2,488 2,255 
 2,900 
 
Agricultural employment 355 316 283 229 
 195 
 
Percent agricultural 17 13 11 10 
 7 
 

United Kingdom: 
 
Total employment 22,539 23,477 24,256 25,32"( 
 24,709 

Agricultural employment 1,262 1,154 1,028 846 
 )j 707 
 
Percent agricultural 6 5 4 3 
 3 
 

n.a. = not available 

1/ Includes forestry, fishing, a~~·~unting.

2/ Includes arm~d forces. 
 
3/ 1951 
 
4/ 1961 
 
if 1967 
 
§j 1947 
 

Sources: (11), (37 ~, (48). 
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Although the family-operated farm has been criticized, it has some advantages as 
far as labor isc concerned. Family workers adapt much more easily than hired workers 
to the sporadic needs of farming, such as Sunday work and the longer working hours 
necessary during planting and harvesting. To a certain extent, the seasonal nature 
of agriculture contributes to disguised unemployment, since it is difficult to avoid 
having either too many workers during slow ]?eriods or not enough during peak work 
loads. 

Hired workers as a share of all agricultural workers varied from 54 percent tn'-the 
United Kingdom to 6 percent in Luxembourg in 1970, while in 1950 the figures were 65 
percent in the United Kingdom and 9 perlient in Greece (table 3). It is difficult to 
tell which country had the highest percentage of unpaid family workers since several 
countries ]?ut unpaid family workers and persons working on own account in the same 
category. However, of those countries separating the two categories, Luxembourg had 
the highest percentage of unpaid family workers--62 percent in 1970. 

The share of women in agriculture in 1970 varied widely by country, from 10 percent 
in Ireland to over half in Germany and Austria (table 4). The general trend has been 
one of increasing ]?ercentages of women to men employed in agriculture (this has also 
been the 1;rend in nonagricultural em~loyment). The number of women employed is a 
factor of a country's individual culture. It is also influenced by the number of 
households receiving only part of their income from agriculture. In Germany, for 
example, many part-time farmers divide their efforts between agriculture and other 
employment. Thus, the wi£e and children farm while the husband works elsewhere. 

AGRICULTURAL OUTPUT 

Productivity 

During the 1950's and 1960's, agricultural out]?ut per person increased tremendously 
due to technological innovations in agriculture. Cro]? yields and livestock output 
multiplied while. the agricul t,ural labor force declined. }fbwever, the value of 
agricultural output and income was still not catching up with the value of nonagricultural 
income, which began at a higher l.evel. In some cases the disparity actually grew 
rather than declined. 

The severity of the productivity or income probiem in West European agriculture, 
except in a few countries, is closely re1ated to when the Industrial Revolution_reached 
each country and how much it affected the agricultural sector. During the 19th century 
labor was abundant in Europe and, for most countries, capital and arable land were not. 
The population growth during the 19th century was more than could be absorbed by the 
growing industries and thus rural areas had to acce]?t the remainder (except for 
emigration). The excess population could at least s'L1rvive on the farms, while it could 
not in the city. This led to disguised unemployment in practically all countries (66). 

Great Britain was the primary exception to this trend. Due to circumstances that 
will be explained later, the population su]?ported by agriculture was smaller in Britain 
than on the continent when the Industrial Revolution began. With larger farms and 
wealthier owners than on the continent more capital was available for investment in 
the new technology produced by the Industrial Revolution. In later years, the agricultural 
labor force continued to decrease and the importance of producing on optimum land was 
stressed. The result is that agricultural productivity in the United Kingdom is .~s 

high as or ]?ossibly higher than ]?roductivity in other economic sectors (61). 

Taible 5 shows gross agricultural product per agricultural ws:cker (a), nonagricultural 
gross domestic product per nonagricultural worker employed (b), and (a) as a percentage 
of (b). These figures were calculated from data ~n tables 1 and 2. 
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Table 3--Agricul.tural employment 1/ by type of vorkm- t 
1950, 1960, and 1970 

Country and type Country and type1950 1960 1970of worker '<. 1950 1960 1970Q gf worker
'. : Percent : 
 Percent 
Austria: Luxembourg:

Wage earners and Wage' earners and
salaried employees 21 16 :,j)9 sularied employees Yl5 9 6Employers and persons Employers and persons
working on own working on own 
account 29 36 account 2/31 36 32 

I 
Unpaid family workers 48 "(915Q Unpnid family workers Y§i. 55 62 

Befgium: Netherlands: 
Wage earners and Wage earners and 

~ salaried employees Yll lf12 8

I 
salaried employees 25 26 24Employers and persons() Employers and persons

working on own working On own 
account Y55 1166 68 account 54Unpaid family workers sf,!, If?? ?h [75 ;76Unpaid fillnily workers 201 
 

Denmark: 
 !' Norvay:~ '....age earr/,r,rs and Wage earners and 

1 
I'salarie.'\ employees <Jl\ 42 41 23\.,:; salaried elUployees 17 18 12, Employers and persons j\ Employers and persons

'I working on mm ,1 
working on ownI account 't\l 53 account 46 64[59 75Unpaid {amily worker. i7 24 Unpaid famUy ).'orkers 37 18 13 

Finland: Portugal:
Wage earners and Wage earners and 

salaried employe~s 22 20 18 salaried employees 25 27 .§!2~Employers and persons Employers and persons
\lorking on own warking on OWIl 
account 32 account 53 61 6/61Unpaid family workers 46 [80 [82 Unpaid family vorkers 22 12 C_)f/4'i 

France: Spain:
Wage earners and ,.Wage earners -'lnd 

salaried employees ~/47 22 20 salaried employees 48 40 31Employers and persons Employers and persons
working on own worRing on own 
account account 32

Unpaid family workers !U53 [78 [80 [60 [69Unpaid family workers 20 

Germany: Swed.en: 
Wage earners and Wage earners and 

salaried employees 20~ >~ 15 12 salaried employees 30 34 36Employers and persons Employers and persons
working on own work:i,rg on own 
account- 26 32 34 account 55 52 h5Unpaid family workers 54 53 54 Unpaid family workers 15 14 19 

Greece: Switzerland: 
Wa~e earners and Wage earners and

salaried employees lf89 n.8. salaried employees n.n. 50 1/48Employers and perf....,ns Employers and persons
working on own working on Ol."Il 
account 59 3/41 n.a. account n.a. :(.148Unpaid family' workers 32 lI51 n.n. Unpaid feJ!lily w'lrkers n.a. [50 III, 

Ireland: United Kingdom:
Wage earners and Wage ea.rners and 

salaried employees 18 ,Y15 12 salaried employees 65 62 54Employers and, pe~"ons Employers and persons
'Working on o'Wn working On own .­
a.ccount 48 1/57 accoWlt 

Unpaid flJJl1ily workers 34 lf26 [88 :[35 [38 [46Unpaid family workers 

Italy: 
Wage ea.rners and 

salaried employees . " 2/33 26 33

Employers and persons 
 

',orking C'n awn 
 
account 2/31 37 43 

Unpaid family workers 2/36 37 21, 

n.a. = not available. 

y Includes forestry, hunting, and fishing. !y 10 4(,.Y 191'7. d/ 1961. 2/ 1951- .§! 1968. 1/ 1969. 
 
Sources: <,l.:~) • I::!:.\. (MIL 
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Table ~--Civilian and agricultural employment by sex, 
 
1950, 1960, and 1970 
 

Country and Country and
 
emj210:i!!!ent cB.tefior~ 1950 1960 
1950 1960 ;1.970 
 1910
emElo:ll.!!ent cateso!:,I 

~ ~ 
Aastria: Luxembourg: 
 

:J!<'.tal 
 Total :. 
JMen. 1/61 y60 61 Men. .. 3/11 73 1,/73

Women. 1/39 Y40 39 lIC:~j~n. .. 1129 27
 £127Agriculture Agriculture 

"~" ~ Men. 1/48 Y~7 M8 Men. :JJ59 67 ),/64


\lomen. 1/52 Women..;U53 B/52 :JJ4l 33 Y36 
~ Belgium: Netherlands: 

Total Total 
 
Men. 'J/76 69 67 Men. 3/76 77 74

Women. }/24 31 33 Women. 1/24 23 26


Agriculture Agriculture 
Men. 3/86 Men.n 76 90
:JJ71 74
Women. 1/14 28 24 Women. lin 10 26 
 

'. ,
Denmark! NorWllY:\\ :\Total Total 

Men. 68 
 69 61 Mftn. 76 71 69

Women. 32 
 31 39 Women. 21/ 29 31


Agriculture Agriculture

Men. 88 91 'jj87 Men. 
 93 77 77
Women. 12 9 2/13 Women. 
 7 23 23 
 

Finland: 
 Portugal:
Total Total 

Men. "59 ~5 55 Men. 76 82 76

Women. 41 45 I,~ Women. 24 
 18 24


Agriculture 
 Agriculture 

~Ien. 60 
 51 56 Men. 85 n.a. n.n. 
 
'..tomen. 40 44
1'9 Women.
 15 n.a. n.a. 

Franca: Spain:
Total Total 
 

Men. §.I62 7/66 8/55 /'-:Hen. 84 80 n.a.

Women. §.I3S V34 y 45 Women •• 16 20 n.a.


Agriculture ,Agriculture

Men. §.I 56 y 67 !lI55 Hen. 92 SS n.a. 1,(

Women. .§/41/ Y33 ,W45 Women. 8 12 n.a. 
 

Germany: Sweden: 
Total Total 
 

Men. 64 62 64 Men. 78 72 61 
 
Women. 36 
 36 36
 Women. 22 
 28 
 '.l9 
Agriculture Agriculture 

Men. 45 47
46 Men. 96 91 77

Women. 55 54 53 Women. 9 23 
" 

Greece Switzerland: 
To~nl Total 

14en. 1/82 ,£/67 n.a. ~!'ln. 61 70 65

W'omen. 1/18 Y33 n.a. Women. 33 30 35


Agriculture Agriculture 
 
Hen. 1/85 2/60 n.a. Men. 96 92 
 59

Women. 1:115 :[/40 n.a. Women. 4 8 41 
 

Ireland: United Kingdom:
Tofal Total 
 

I·!en. 
 1/74 2/74 !!.f74 Hen. 66
1/69 63 
 
Women. 1:/26 :[/26 V26 Women. 1/31 34 37


AgriCUlture Agriculture

Men. 1/87 ;U89 !c/90 Men.
 1/90 88 86 
 
Women. 1/13 yU !!.flO Women. 1:110 12 14 
 

Italy: <-
Total. 

Men. 1/15 70 73 
 
Women. !/25 30 2'( 

Agriculture 
 
Men. '!.i7"i 67 69 
 
Women. 1/?5 33 31 
 

n.a. = not available • 

11 1951. Y 1961. ';1/ 1947. !!.f 1966. 2/ 1971. §.I 1946. 1/ 1962. §j 1968. 
 

Sources: (19), (5.) , (2,) • (~), (24\ , (~. (60).
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Table 5--Gross agricultural product per agricultural worker, nonagricultural gross 
 
domestic product per nonagricultural worker ~/ emp~oyed, and ratios for 
 

1950, 1960, and 1970 
 

. ' ,
GAP 

I GDP Ratio of 
. Country and per agricu1tur~il per nonagricultural column 1 to 

year 

Austria: 
 
1950 
1960 
1970 

Belgium: 
 
1950 
1960 
1970 

Denmark: 
 
1950 
1960 
1970 

Finland: 
 
1950 
1960 
1970 

France: 
 
1950 
1960 
1970 

Germany: 
 
1950 
1960 
1970 

Greece: 
1950 
1960 
1970 

Italy: 
1950 
1960 
1970 

Ireland: 
1950 
1960 
1970 

Luxembourg: 
 
1950 
1960 
1970 

See footnotes 

.. 

'. 
 

e~l°lee em!!lQY~e 2/ column 2 
~ - - - - - - - Dollars ­

360 

780 


1,700 

n.a. 

2,805 

5,525 


1,520 

1,845 

4,415 


n.a. 

1,145 

2,675 


535 

1,390 

3,125 


480 

1,175 

2,450 


225 
395 
805 

420 

645 


2,335 


n.a. 

1,025 

1,720 


855 

1,820 

3, 141 

at end of table. 
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- - - - - - - ­

830 43 
 
1,960 40 
5,500 31 

n.a. n.a.
 
2,970 94 
 
5,945 93 
 

n.a. n.a. 
 
2,595 71 
 
5,790 76 
 

n.a. n.a. 
 
2,635 43 
 
4,010 67 
 

1,335 40 
 
3,830 36 
 
7,970 39 

1,360 35 
 
2,995 39
 
7,395 33 

460 49 
1,575 25 
2,835 28 

1,130 37 
 
1,995 32 
 
4,925 47 
 

n.a. n.a.
 
2,895 35 
 
3,010 57
 

3,100 28 
 
3,840 47 
 
6,170 51 
 

Continued 

1/
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Table 5--Gross agricultural product per agricultural worker, nonag'ricultural gross 
domestic product per nonagricultur~l worker 1/ employed, 

n.a. = not available. 

1/ Excludes military. 
 
gj Average calculated after subtraction of GAP from total GDP. 
 

Sources: Tables 1 and 2. 
 

12 
 

and ratios for 

0 
Ratio of 

column 1 to 
 
column 2 
 

(\ 

99 
 
91 
 
83 
 

,) 

54. 
 
44 
 
42 
 

72 
 
44 !.~: " 
43 
 

n.a. 
 
35 
 
44 
 

37 
 
52 
 
48 
 

n.a. 
n.a. 
7l 

llO 
 
95 
 

104 
 

j 

I 
 
1 
 
l 
I 
i 
 
1 
 
1 
 

I 
! 

I 
 
i 
 

1 
 
1 
 

I 
 
I 
 
1 
 

Country and 
year 

Netherlands: 
1950 .' 
 
1960 
 
1970 
 

Noxway: 
 
1950 
 
1960 
 

.. 1970 
 

Portugal: 
 
1950 
 
1960 
 
1970 
 

Spain: 
 
1950 
 
1960 
 
1970 
 

Sweden: 
 
1950 
 
1960 
 
1970 
 

Switzerland: 
 
1950 
 
1960 
 
1970 
 

United Kingdom: 
 
1950 
 
1960 
 
1970 
 

1950, 1960, s,nd 1970--Continu-=d 
 

GAP GDP 
per agricultural per nonagricultural 

employee employee 2/ 
Dollars ­

1,165 1,175 
2,320 2,560 
5,150 6,210 

1,015 1,890 
1,460 3,355 
2,885 ,'6,855 

380 525 
 
435 980 
 
970 2,270 
 

n.a. n.a. 
465 1,310 

1,065 2,600 

740 1,975 
1,940 3,755 
4,205 8,835 

n.a. n.a. 
n.a. n.a. 

5,550 7,835 

1,535 1,400 
2,490 2,610 
4,245 4,090 



o Data presented in table 5 should be used as a guideline or indication of what 
changes have occurred and what type of pro'blem, l.S present. One should be most' careful 
in comparing the data among countries, because t~e national prices used to compute GAP 
and,. GDP differ among countries and official exchange rates were used which do not always 
accurately reflect purchasing power. Also, in some countries, for instance West 
Germany, large numbers of farmers are only part-time farmers. They derive much of their 
income from nonagricultural- activities, so that thei;r total income is much higher than 
the data would indicate. 

Switzerland had the highest GAP per agricul~ural worker ($5,550) and Greece the 
lowest ($805) in 1970. Only in the United Kingdom was GAP per a~ricultural worker 
higher than GDP per nonagricultural worker. In 1950 the productivity of agriculture 
was 10 percent higher than that of other areas, in 1960 it dropped below, and by 1970 
it was 4 percent higher than in nonagricultural activities. 

Other countries with similar p~oductivity in the agricultural and nonagricultural 
sectors were Belgium, Denmark, and the Netherlands. In Belgium per capita GAP as a 
percentage of per capita GDP declined slightly between 1960 and. 1970 to 93 percent. 
The gap between per capita GAP and per capita GDP decreased in Denmark between 1960 and 
1970, while in the Netherlands, between 1950 8Q\d 1970 the situation was reversed. 

The productivity gap between agricultural and nonagricuitural sectors is quite 
pr.onounced in West Germany, France, AuC~ria, and Greece, where the ratio of per capita 
GAP to per capi:);a GDP is about 1 to 3. The gap is somewhat less severe in the remainder 
of Scandinavia, southern Europe, Luxembourg, and Ireland. The gap is widening in 
Austria, Norway, and Portugal. 

It is not entirely clear why West Germany, France, and Austria have low ratios of 
agricultural productivity to nonagricultural productivity while Belgium, the Netherlands, 
and Denmark have high ratios. The countries with most severe problems have all followed 
highly protectionist government policies;,which encourage farmers to remain on the land 
through price measures and subsidies. In'addit.ion, Germany and Austria suffer from 
fragmentation and small farm size, while France is beset with regional contrasts which 
make policy difficult to legislate. Finally, innovation is not as readily accepted in 
some countries as in others. 

On the other hand, farming in Denmark, Belgium, and the Netherlands has been more 
productive. Danish farming has historically been efficient and well managed. Labor 
is economized--there is little or no underemployment since most farms are large 
enough to provide full employment. :::n Belgium, industrialization began earlier than 
in the other countries on the continent. Agriculture here, as in the Netherlands, 
has had to be intensive to counteract the problem of high population density. The 
Dutch have benefited from agricultural training and maintain excellent schools and well 
trained extension workers. 

Climate and geography are the primary hinderances to agricultural productivity in 
most of Scandinavia. Winters are long and severe, summers are short, soils are poor 
and drainage is a problem. Consequently, many Scandinavians engage in more profitable 
work. The Finns stress forestry, while the Norwegians have turned to the maritime and 
f~"?hing industri·es. Sweden has a climate more favorable to agriculture and, in the 
south, farms compare favorably with those in Denmark. 

Southern Europe is also plagued with adverse climatic conditions (dry, hot weather), 
except in northern Italy. But probably a greater obstacle to agricultural progress has 
been the low level of industrial and economic development which has slowed the labor 
flow from the farm. 
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Value of agricultural output by commodity share follows a definite regional trend 
in Western Europe due to the differences in climate, soils, and economic atmosphere 
among the countries. 3/ The northern and central areas depend heavily on livestock 
output while southern-regions'~tress crop production. The cool, damp air and mountainous 
terrain of the north are conducive to livestock production. On the other hand, the 
south's warm, semitropical climate and longer growing season make fruit, vegetable, 
and grain production much more profitable. In poorer regions the farmer's choice of 
output may be influenced by his need to ac~uire income ~uickly or secure low-cost 
nutrition. Such regions are unlikely to produce livestock, which can be considered 
a secondary product since it re~uires forages, feedgrains, and protein supplements to 
produce the meat or other product for human consumption. 

In current prices the value of agricultural output increased for all the countries 
 
of Western Europe during 1950-70 (table 6). The relative shares of the value of 
 
agricultural output changed little. Agricultural output tended to increase the most 
 
in countries which were livestock-based ,and, in general, economically prosperous. 
 
Output value more than tripled in France, West Germany,~pd the Netherlands and doubled 
 
in Belgium, Finland, Italy, and Norway during the past two: decades. 
 

Approximately three-fourths of Scandinavian output originates in the livestock 
 
sector. In Denmark the figure increased somewhat to 89 percent in 1970, the largest 
 
percentage of any country in Western Europe. Milk is the primary source of income in 
 
Norway and Finland, accounting for 52 percent of total livestock value in Norway and 
 

percent in Finland in 1970. Animals and meat are more important in Sweden and 
 
Denmark, providing 58 and 72 percent of the total livestock product in 1970. 
 

The situation in Austria and Switzerland is similar to that in Scandinavia, with 
 
three-fourths of total value originating in the livestock sector. However, the dairy 
 
sector is not as crucial. Meat and animals account for half of the total livestock 
 
value in both countries. 

Livestock products are the predominant source of income for farmers in the United 
 
Kingdom and Ireland. Ireland draws around 80 percent of total agricultural value from 
 
livestock compared with 70 percent for the United Kingdom. Animals and meat account 
 
for a greater share of total animal products than does milk. In the United Kingdom 
 
between 1950 and 1970, animals and meat as a share of total animal products rose frOm 
 
35 to 48 percent and milk as a share declined from 43 to 31 percent. Grains and 
 
horticulture each account for a little more than one-third of'the total value of crop 
 
output in the United Kingdom. 

West Germany, Belgium, Luxembourg, and the Nether1ands follow a pattern similar to 
that in the United Kingdom. They derive much of their income from livestock. Meat 
and animals together outweigh the value derived from dairying. The Benelux countries 
differ from other northern countries in that the majority of plant value stems from 
vegetables and fruit rather than grains and tubers. 

France divides the northern and southern parts of Western Europe in terms of the 
importance of animals and plants in overall agricultural,value. About 60 percent of 
total value is animal, but grains are ~uite important-~France is the major grain 
producer in Western Europe. Grain's share in the total plant value increased from 25 
percent in 1950 to 31 percent in 1970. Vegetables, fruits, and industrial plants 
together account for about half of total plant value. 

]I There is a certain amount of double-counting in the figures for value of agricultural 
output, since grains and other feeds fed to livestock are not completely discounted in 
the livestock value figures. 
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TabJe fi--Vslue of 'f'ricult.ura! outnJt 1/ Anr! distribution by ~ ...n:modltv ~l"Ol1pS, 1>y <'<'untry. 
sE'le~ted yenrs. 1950··70 

1950 1955 1960 1970 

Country and commoditY' 
Value Perrent: Value Percpnt ValUe Pp[cpnt' Value Percent Value Percenr 

Austria: 
 

mil. 
dol. 

2( 
mil. 
dol. 

2( 
mil. 
dol. 

2( 
mil. 
dol. 

2/ 
mil. 
~ 

2/ 

Tota!. plant.....•. 
 
Grains ....... ~ 

Sugarbeets and potatoes 
Vegetables and frut t 
Other..... . 

~ 
n.n. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 

39 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 

£Q.h.2. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 

3!L 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.n. 

241.2 
n.n. 
n.n. 
n.a. 
n.a. 

Ja 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.n. 

~ 
46.7 
55.2 

155.0 
33.4 

.3Jl. 
16 
19 
53 
12 

.1al!.....Q. 
78.3 
49·5 

183.2 
13.6 

.all 
24 
15 
57 
4 

Total animal . .' . 
I·teat and animals 
Hilk • 
Eggs ... . 
Other... . 

230.2 
n.a. 
n.n. 
n.a. 
n.a. 

hl. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 

3.'&2. 
n.n. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a.. 

66 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 

5l.2JL 
n.n. 
n.a. 
n.n. 
n.a. 

& 
n.a. 
n.n. 
n.a. 
n.a. 

.61.QJ. 
338.5 
231.4 

45.5 
55.3 

1ll. 
50 
35 
7 
8 

.8li...3. 
431.5 
251.1 

50.2 
82.5 

12. 
53 
31 
6 

10 

Grand total 11 961.0 bm.:.2 
Belgium: 
 
To tal plant. . . . . . . 
 

Grains ....... . 
 
Sugarbeets and potatoes 
Vegetables and fruit . 

262.2 
44.0 
72.3 

36 
17 
28 

324.0 
69.8 
71.8 

1§. 
22 
22 

344.0 
87.5 
72.0 

li 
25 
21 

481.7 
88.2 

102·7 

3!L 
lB. 
21 

.ill.Jl. 
84.9 

109.3 

.JQ 
15 
20 

and industrial plants 
Other... 

125.1 
20.8 

47 
8 

155.4 
27.0 

48 
8 

1,4.8 
29.7 

45 
9 

285.7 
5.1 

59 
2 

263.3 
91.4 

48 
17 

Tota 1 animal 
I~eat and animals 
Milk. 

475.3 
236.0 
171.0 

64 
50 
36 

211.:..2 
289·7 
221.7 

Q!L 
50 
38 

.2!!:U 
337.8 
243.6 

.6.2 
52 
38 

!l!!lh2. 
516.8 
354.3 

.6.6. 
54 
37 

L.Wl..& 
858.7 
335.1 

1Q 
67 
26 

Eggs •••• 
Other.... 

56.7 
11.6 

12 
2 

66.1 
n.a. 

12 
n.n. 

66.1 
n.a. 

10 
n.n. 

77.4 
.4 

8 
1 

84.5 
.4 

7 

Grand total }/ 

Denmark: 
Total plant. 

Grains .. 
Other... 

108.7 
48.4 
60.3 

14 
45 
55 

.2. 
33 
67 

l.l.6..3. 
53.1 
63.2 

II 
46 
54 

l..3L.9. 
67.9 
64.0 

~ 
51 
49 

ill....9. 
'12.2 
77 .7 

II 
48 
52 

Total animal .. 
Meat and animals 
I~Hk .... 

643.4 
395.r 
248.3 

86 
bl 
39 

854.6 
573.8 
280.8 

91 
bf 
33 

~54.5 
77.7 

276.8 

89 
'fj: 
29 

1,167.5 
817.0 
350.5 

90 
70 
30 

1,173.1 
840.2 
332.9 

§2. 
72 
28 

Grand total 11 752.1 942.4 100 ~ 

Finland: 
 
Total plant. 
 n.El,. n.a. 51,.15 12 90.5 16 140.4 17 J.59.8 16 

Grains .. 
 
Sugarbeets and potatoes 
 

n.a. 
n.a. 

n.a.. 
n.a. 

3lI:2 
18.8 

b3 
34 

5b.!f 
27.6 

b3 
30 

99.0 
38.1 

71 
27 

120.1 
34.3 

75 
21 

Other... 
 n.a. n.a. 1.6 3 6.1 7 3.3 2 5.4 4 

Total animals .. 
!4eat and animals 

n.a. 
n.a. 

n.a. 
n.a. 

382.6 
94.2 

88 
25 

465.9 
102.7 

84 
22 

672.6 
158.0 

83 
23 

816.0 
310.1 

84 
38 

Hill< . 
 
Other.... 
 

n.a. 
n.a. 

n.a. 
n.o.. 

268.0 
20.4 

70 
5 

331.0 
32.2 

71 
7 

472.6 
42.0 

70 
7 

447.3 
58.6 

55 
7 

Grand tot!}l }/ n.a. n.a. 437.2 100 

France: 
Total plant. 

Grains .. 
Sugarbeets and potatoes 

:1,438.8 
:~ 

2111.3 

41 
25 
15 

1,918.4
539.8 

222.4 

38 
28 
12 

2,942.2 
876.9 
422.2 

40 
30 
14 

3,993.6 
i,281.0 

433.1 

d2. 
32 
11 

5,~:'J.O 
1,642.1 

~10.5 

42 
31 
10 

Vegetables and fruits 
and industrial p;lants 

Other ...... ,0' 

714.3 
145.9 

50 
10 

1,059.2 
97.0 

55 
5 

1,560.0 
83.1 

53 
3 

2,112.9 
166.6 

53 
4 

2,860.5 
306.7 

54 
h 

Total animals 
Meat and animals 
Hilk . 
Eggs •••• 
Other•... 

:2,081.6 
:1,225.5 

663.2 
173.4 
19.5 

59 
59 
32 

8 
1 

3,085.; 
l,Blib.'f 

953.1 
265.3 

20.4 

62 
hC' 
30 
9 
1 

4,423.3 
2,721. 14 
1,411.6 

280.4 
9·9 

60 
62 
32 
6 

6,238.0 
3,896.9 
1,922.6 

352.2 
66.3 

61 
62 
31 

6 
1 

7.202.4 
4,562.9 
2,218.7 

;n4.9 
45.8 

.2§. 
63 
31 
5 
1 

Grand total :if :3,520.4 

See :footnotes at end of table. Continued 

15 









! 

Tabie 6--Value of' ,!sricultura1 output 1/ and distribution by eommodity groups, by country, 
. se1e~ted y .. ars. 1950-70 --Continued 

1950 1955 1960 1970 
Country and commodity 
 

I'ercpotValue Value 
 Percent; Value P~rcellt Value Purceut Value ~crcent 

2/ 2/ 2/ 2/ 2/
mil. mil. mil. mil. mil. 
dol. iiI~ ~ ~. dol. dol. Q

Germany: 
Total plant. 29 1,289.3 29 1,571.0 27 2,307.7 29 3,190.3 31Grains .. 31 li72.b 37 5lif:1 35 577 .0 E --sr5:b nSugarbeets and potatoes 31 429.5 33 445.0 28 452.0 20 600.5 19Vegetables and fruits. n.a. n.~. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.B.

and industrial pla.~ts n.a. n.B.. n.B. n.a. n.B.. n.B. 839.5 36 1,306.4 41 
Other .... ':-' 3~7 .9 38 387.2 30 568.9 37 439.2 19 607.7 19 

Total animal . . . :2,255.2 71 ~ ll. ~ II 2Jll.& 71 7,222.5 69Meat and animals :1,179.8 ;2 1,766.7 57 2,N2.4 56 3,21n.0 ~ 4,298.6 bo

Milk. .. 759.0 3~ 1,090.7 35 1,~30.2 34 1,959.0 33 2,286.1 
 32Eggs .•.. 162.0 7 25~.0 8 3~2.6 8 554.0 10 610.8 8
Other.... : n.B..154.4 7 n.ll. 92.4 2 17.0 1 26.9 o 

Grand total }j :~ 

Greece: ~/ 5/ 
Total plant~ 

~ 7:;'.0 75 677.1 72 947.2 73~ -ll...!LCereals.. ~n.B. n.B. 21tl.~ 31 207.2 30 252.7 2'1 n.a. n.a.Vegetables and fruit n.B.. n.a. 309·9 43 287.3 42 435.6 46 n.a. -n.8.Fodder .. n.B. n.a. 72.7 10 78.3 12 107.3 11 n.n. n.a.Industrial crops n.a. n.B. 97.5 1~ 85.0 13 132.6 14 n.B. n.a.Other•..... n.B. n.a. 16.5 2 20.1 3 19.0 2 O.a.. n.a, 
Total animal . . . n.a. n.B. 243 • .! 25 266.9 28 351.5 27


Neat and animals "--"- IL.IL.
n:a. ii':'il. Th0:4 1iT 109.3 1iO 158.7 45 n.B. n.B.14ilk . n.B. n.B. 7~.3 30 82.4 31 101.8 29

Eggs ..... 28.~ 


n.B. n.a.
nO'B. n.B. 12 31.1 12 48.1 1~ n.8. n.a.Other .. ,.. n.a.. n.a. 40.8 17 ~~.1 17 42:9 12 n.B. n.a. 

Grand total }j 95R..8 944.0 1,298.'1 

Ireland: 
 
Total plant. . 86.9 23 123.4 24 111,,;+ 22 109 . .:! 18 157.7 21


Grains ... 2!r.1l 33 "li4,I 
 3b 51.2 1;5 !i1I.5 1iT bb.5 1ili
Sugarbeets and potatoes 33·5 39 40.1 32 33.1 29 45.7 42 46.3 29
Other... 2~.6 28 39.2 32 ~9.2 26 19.5 4~.9
17 27 

Total animal 285.9 77 383.0 76 4':;1.5 78 515.2 82 786.5 80
Meat and animnls 1~;9.2 52 165.0 li3 259.1 65 32li:b b3 566.7 TilMilk . 80.0 28 103.6 27 104.4 ;:>6 152.3 30 192.0 24Eggs •... 36.0 13 36.4 10 26.9 7 29.5 6 22.8
Other.... 20.7 7 78.0 20 5.3 2 8.8 5.0 i 

Grand total 1/ 506.~ 1007.!<.2:~ 
Italy: 
Total plant. . :2,~13.~ 60 3,301.3 67 3,3~5.6 61 5,281.6 64 6,267.2 62 ~Grains . . . : 892.8 37 1,256.5 38 889.0 27 1,267.7 24 1,322.3 21

Sugarbeets and potatoes : 153.6 6 230.3 7 224.8 7 364.8 7 386.7 6Vegetables and fruit :1,201.6 50 1,61'1.3 50 2,053.9 61 3,381.2 64 3,818.1 61
Other.... 165.4 7 173.2 5 177 .9 5. 267.9 5 7~0.1 12 

Total animals. . . .:1,587.8 ~O 1,628.3 33 ch108.6 2,983.522 36 ~ 38
Meat and animals 800.0 50 '(55.0 ~6 1,131.9 54 1,675.9 56 2,388.5 62
Milk. :'i05.1 32 580.0 36 674.6 32 91~.8 31 1,079.3 28Eggs .• : 2~6.6 16 267.8 16 279.7 13 371.6 12 386.8 10
Other.. 36.1 2 25.5 <! 22.~ 1 21.2 1 17.0 o 

Grand total 1I :4,001.2 ~,929.6 8,265.1 

Luxembourg: 
To tal plant . . IWl· IWl· ~.9 12 L2 18 13.7 2~ 13.7 ~Grains ... n.a. n.B. U 69 5.5 73 5.5 40 4:1i 32Potatoes .. n.a. n.B. 1.5 31 2.0 27 1.. 8 13 L.8 13Vegetables and fruit n.a. n.B. n.a.n.a. n.B. n.B. 6.~ 41 9.5 55 
Total animal . . n..Jh. U..Jh. 34.6 88 3~.7 82 ~3.6 76 112.5 ~ l.fea.t and animals n.a. n.B. 17.9 52 17.6 51 22.8 52 23.9 5014ilk . n." n.a. 14.3 ~1 15.0 ~3 18.1 ~2 20.8 ~~ Eggs •... n.a.. n.B. 1.8 5 2.0 6 2.7 6 2.8 6Other.... n.B.. n.a. .6 2 .1 n.n. n.R.. n.B. n.ll. n.U~ 

Grand total 1/ 

See footnotes at end of table Continued 
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Table 6-- Value 'of agricultural output 11 and distribution by commodity groups.Lby cotiri'''';'y, 
selected years, 1950-70 --Continued 

j, '/1950 1955 
 1960 	 1970
 

Country and commodity 	 .. 
Percent Percent Value Percetlt Value Per.~cnt· Value ~ercenrValue Value 


2/ 
 2/ 2/ 2/, ,21 
mil. mil. mil.mil. mil. 


dol. ~ ~ ~ 


Netherlands: 
 34 1,062.5607.6 37 JlQti ll.Total plant • • • • . • 
 292.9 32 425.8 35 
14 
 109:( 14 lIT:3 10 
 

Grains •••••••• ""1il.9 14 ~ 15 83.'f 
128.4 
 21 1'(0.5 21 246.1 23
29 21Suga'rbeets and potatoes 84.7 91.3 


Vegetables and fruit • 
 
65 349.7 43 409. 4 39
 ~ and industrial. plants 167.1 57 273.7 64 395.5 	 

28
 
Other••• 
 n.a. n.a. o.a. n.B. n.a. 172.9 22 295.5n.a. 

Total animal 623.2 68 806.3 65 63 1,561.4 66 2,204.7 67
 
1ili 74G 1,099.7 50
l'm:t 	1i4 4'fMeat and animals 233.2 37 357.1 

I
 
36
 ~ IHlk. 	 279.2 45 320.5 40 372.9 36 558.9 36 794.7 

16 146.1 14 136.1 !l 100.0 5

Eggs •••• 68.9 11 128.7 

7 n.a. n.a.. 16.0 2 U8.1 8 210.3 9

Other•••. 41.9 

Grand total "l! 916.1.
!·!
; ~ 184.7 28
1 Total plant.. . ' •. n.a. n.a. ~ 28 2£.& £1. ll2.JL , 	 77.6 42 
 n.a. n.a. 19.2 27 32.5 35 39.,4Grains 2L,S 26.5 14 
 

Potatoes ............ .. n.a,. n.a. 14.6 20 16.5 18 
 
Vegetables and f.rui t 
 

n.a. n.a. 37.7 52 43.3 46 58.5 49 80.1 44 

and industrial plants .4
 n.a. .5


Othel' •.• n.a. n.a. .5 1 .5 1 

n.a. 	 n.a. 186.u 72 252.3 II 30 'l.,(1 1£ 
 463.2 72 
 
Total animal. 

26 94.3 25
 152.8 33 
 
Meat anI! animals. n:a. n • a • """'5li:O 29 bb.8' 

Milk. 
 62 196.1 52 239.7 52 
 n.a. n.a. 111.0 59 
 155.9 

27.5 8 37.2 8
 
Eggs ..••• n.a. n.a. 16.3 9 23.7 9 

57.1 15 33.4 7
n.a. n.a. 4.7 3 5.9 3Other •••. 

n.o.. n.a. 	 258.0 	 345.1 494,9
Grand total ].1 . 

Portugal: §.I Ml 2.'&...2 .!!.!! 

Total plant • lJ.fd .1(2 .J.12.,.2 44 .l1!!.Jc .2!!. ZlL2 

~1.
89.8 51 75.2 44 69.2 39 8~.5 38 51.7 

24 
Grains .... .. 
46.7 26 38.8 22 35.9 21 .~6.8 22 60.3 

Pulses ... .. 81.9 38 126.2 51

Vegetables and fruit. 38.1 22 57·0 33 63.1 39 
 

1.2 1 5.0 2 10.3 4

2.1 1 1.5 1 
Other .••••• 

22LB 
 .3!l!l..9 .56

Total animal_ . •. • ~ .5l 22L.6 .5!:i .ll!lWl .k6 

74 
106.5 22tl.0100.3 67Meat and animals. 41.2 23 77.1 35 
n.a. n.B. n.a. n.8. n.a. n.B", n.s. 
 n.~,.n.D.. n.B.Milk. 

14 37.6 25 43.5 1<J 59.5
Eggs .•• 28.1 16 31.6 	 19 
 

22.4 7
112.9 51 
 10.9 8 17.8 9Other .• 111.1 61 

394.1 323.2 100 100 10..9.

Grand total 

.§.E!ill!: 1.1 	 1.808.6
Total plant n.a. ~ ~ .LD2..D ..55 ~ 1!2.. .!!9 

n.B.. n.8. n.a. n.a. 352.4 31 508.7 33 600.3 33

Grains ... 1,122.3 62

Vegetables and fruit. n.a. n.a. n.a~ n.a. 735.5 64 971.2 63 
 

0.6.. n.a. n.B. n.a. 54.1 5 65.3 IJ 11.2 5

Pulses. 

n.a. n.B. 	 n.8. 14.8 n.8. 
·n'.~a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a,Other ••• 

1,880.5 ..21­n.a. n.a. n.8. n.a. 917.6 .!!2 1,626.3 ..21-Total animal. 
n.a. n.a. n.B. n.s. 537.· 58 1,023.8 62 1.202.7 64 
 

Meat and animals .. 422.8 22
D.a. n.a. D.a.. n.a. 197.3 22 286.4 16Milk. 18 240.1 13
n.a. n.a. 	 n.B~ n.a. 	 157.7 17
 291.1Eggs •.. 
2 14.9 1
n.a. n.a. 	 n.8. n.a. 	 25.2 3
 25.0Other •• 

3.689.1n.a. n.8. 	 n.a. n.a. 	 2.0"9.6 .Grand total 

~81 .2J5 ~L .29 

Total plant • • • . • • o·a. n.a. !l.:.!:.. I!..:..!!.:­ .23!L.3 2S .3ll!Wl 

n.8. 216.2 71 266.3 73 

Grains ........... .. 
 n.~~a. •. n.a. n.n. 170.2 71 


27 86.9 24 
 n.a. n.a. o.a. n.a. 64.6 27 83.0Sugarbeets and potJ!toee n.a.n.a. 4.2 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 	 2 5.6Vegetables .. n.a. n.a. .2
 n.a.. 9.~ 3
n.a. n.f.!,. n.a. 	 .3Other ••. 
o 

~ 882.8 .1!! ..§.l!!!.:... .nTotal animnl. !!.!.!.o ~ o.a. .TIhl 
n.a. n.a. (t.8.. 	 n.B. 367.8 411.0 4:1: 517.3 58


Meat and animals. 
n.a. n.a. n.a. 	 n.a. ~.18.4 350. 4 40 338.1 38


Milk.•.••.. 4 4 
n.B. 	 n.fl. 34.9 39. 4 38.6
Eggs and poultry. 	 n.a. n.a. 

n.a. n.s. 
n.a. n.a. n.R., n.B. 8.1 82.0 9
Other •••• 

n.a. 	 968.5Grand total "l!. 
Continued

See footnotes at end of 'Cable 
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Table 6--Va1ue of agricultural put-put J! !ind ndistributinn ,by ~ommodity p;roups, by ~ountry, 

s~lected years, 1950-70--Continued 


1950 1955 1960 1970 


Country and commodity 

Value Percent Value Percent Value Percent Value Percent Value Percent 


2/ 2/ 2/ 2/ 2/ 
mil. mil. mil. mil. mil. 
dol. ~. del. dol:". dol. 'Pct. 

Svitzerland: 
Total plant. 142.5 28 181.6 28 26 245.2 25 


Grains. 30.5 22 41.8 28 53.6 30 55.1 28 5l.O 21 

Sugarbeets and potatoes 24.2 17 20.1 13 25.6 14 28.5 14 35.5 14 

Vegetables 82.0 58 82.9 55 97.7 5~ 110.5 55 148.0 60 

Other. 5.8 4 6.1 4 4.5 2 5.7 3 10.7 4 


~ !22.:.2. ~ 

Total animal 353,..3. 71 387.4 72 456.9 72 579.4 74 7:;>7.6 75 

/·Ieat and animal. 144.3 41 161.9 1;2 200.7 1jIj '260.2 li5 374.4 52 

Milk. 186.1 53 203.6 53 230.4 50 287.5 49 322.9 44 

Eggs 20.6 6 20.8 5 20.9 5 22.8 4 25.0 3 

Other. 2.3 o 1.1 o 4.9 1 8.9 2 5.3 1 


Grand total ~ 495.8 638.5 

Unjted Kingdom o
Total plant. llJ.L.Q. 31. ~ .3Q 1.171.8 ~ 1,461.7 lQ 1,683.7 30 


Grains 245.0 30 383.6 35 448.0 38 589.4 40 632.5 38 

Horticulture 267.4 33 397.6 36 3~6.2 34 516.7 35 660.0 39 

Other. 305.2 37 326.2 29 327·6 28 355.6 25 39.1.2 23 


Total animal :~ Q'l £..22L!i 1Q ~ .ll. ~ 1Q ~ 70 

Meat and animal. 63e:;~,·· 35 1,080.8 41 1,205.4 41 1,540.0 45 1,833.6 liB 

Milk 788.2 43 949.2 37 981.4 34 1,118.6 32 1,226.4 31 

Eggs 301.0 16 401.8 16 476.0 16 469.0 14 477 .6 12 

Poultry. 77.0 4 110.6 4 205.6 "( 229.6 7 326.4 8 

Other. 32.2 ~ 49.0 2 51.8 2 53.2 2 31.2 1 


Grand total :2/ :2,654.4 ;\.£"B.8 

n.a. - not available. 

1/ .Essentially, the value of marketed production, although varying adjustments are made in each country. Thus grain or 

other feeds grown and fed on the :farm would not be counted while marketed produce ·...hiC'h i~ then ff>d ~ould bf' in::!l'3dE'd. Values 

are at current prices and exchange rates. 

gl Tr~e value of total. :plan t and animal production as a percentage or total value; other items as fl, percentage of total 

plant or animal products value. 

1/ Total of the value of animal and plant output. EC accounts adjust this figure by deducting certain subsidies and making 
certain other adjustments. 
4/ Greek figU!'es are not comparable with the other figures in this table. They are on a basis of constant 1958 prices 
and include the value of nonmarketed production. 
5/ Exdudes the value of chauges in livestock numbers. 
 
6/ Data giv~n under 1910 are actually for 1969. 
 
7/ Data given under 1960 are actually for 1962; those given under 1965 are for 1966.

Y Data given under 1960 are actually for 1962; those given under 1965 are for ]966. 
 

SourceS! (;'lQ), (.2.), (.ll), (:>2). (26). (1<», (25), (l). (60). 
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In the southern part of Western Europe, the data reveal a different structure. 
Plant output value predominates in Italy and Greece and output value is roughly divided 
between plants' and animals in' Spain and Portugal. Fruits and vegetables are .• Ie most. 
important items .in all southern European countries. In Italy a~d Portugal their share 
of total plant value has been increasing steadily, as grains have declined in importance 
in value terms. Fruit and vege~a.bles accounted for nearly one-tlJird of total value in 
I'taly and nearly one-fourth in Portugal in 1970 and 1969, respectively. 

THE LAND 

Land Utilization 

Pat'terns of land use are determined by an area's climate and topography, population 
density, and inc:bme. The pattern of land use in Western Europe is complex in that there 
are many small a:l-eas of different usage types, rather than great belts of forest or 
large tracts of,lcropland. In general, forests tend to be on the higher and poorer 
land and crops.on the lowland areas. Within the different countries and regions the 
proportion of agricultural land devoted to crop production or livestock pas'bure varies 
considerably (66). 

Western Europe in 1970 devoted more than half of its total land area to agriculture 
(table 7). Of the agricultural area, a little more than half was arable land and orckards. 
Except in Greece, Ireland, Portugal and the United Kingdom, agricultural area as a Dro­
portion of total land area stabilized or declined. The United Kingdom has t.he largest. 
proportion of agricultural land to total land with 80 -percent in 1969,'> while Norway with 
3 percent in 1970 has the smallest. Except for Finland, Norway, and Sweden, all West 
European countries devote half or more of their land to agriculture. 

Swit.zerland llas the least amount of arable land and orchards with only 18 percent 
of total agricultural area in 1965, and conseq)le!,:tly the .most area on a percentage basis 
devoted to pastures. Denmark, Finland, and Portugal have the highest percentages of 
arable land with around 90 percent of total agricultural area, and thus little a:cea in 
pasture or meadows. In Austria, Greece, Ireland, the Netherlands, Spain, and the United 
Kingdom, meadows and pa~tureland account for more than half of the agricultural area. 

In Scandinavia, where -the growing season is short, much of the land is devoted 
to forests (except in Denmark) and the agricultural area is used mainly for crops 
rather than permanent pastureland. In Norway, one-quarter of the land is above the 
Arctic Circle, and agriculture would be practically impossible in much of Scandinavia 
without the warming influence of the Sulf Stream. Denmark has a large area of crops, 
especially livestock feed, partly because of its important export market in 118ricultural 
commodities, particularly meat.. 

In central Western Europe, land use is more evenly divided between arable land 
and orchards and permanent meadows and pastures. Topography and climate vary more than 
in the north and south of Europe. 

A belt of grassland extends up the western coast from Bordeaux through Brittany, 
Wales, Ireland, west Scotland, Norway, and the northern portion of Sweden and Finland. 
This area is too humid for cereals in the west and too cold in the north. Covering 
Northern Ireland and England and central Scandinavia is an area of oats, barley, and 
potatoes. A winter wheat and sugarbeet belt covers southern England, most of France, 
Belgium, and the Netherlands, and much of Germany and Austria. A poor sandy plain 
reaches from northeast Belgium through northern Germany which grows primarily rye and 
potatoes. In the south a corn belt reaches from Portugal to northern Spain, southern 
France, and northern Italy to the Danube valley. The far south is a zone of spring 
wheat, wine, olives, and fruit (66). 
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1 Table 7--Land utilization and percentage 9£ land area devoted to agriculture, 
 
selected years 1950-70 
 

,1 
Country Total Agricultural area 

:Total agricultural ,Ct and land Arable land Pennanent Forests :Other lfarea as a percentageyear area Total and t<eadows :0£ total land area
orchards and Eastures 

------ - - - ~ - 1,000 hectares - - -

I 
I - - - - - Percent 
 

Austria: ,

1950 8,262 4,176 
 1,848 2,328 3,057 1,121 
 51 

!I 1959 8,263 4,052 1,755 2,297 3,142 1,191 491970 8,269 3,896 1,681 2,215 3,206 1.283 47 
Belgium: 

1950 ~/3,051 1,792 1,034 758 576 701 591959 2/3,051 1,734 963 771 591 726 571970 g:/3,051 1,599 850 749 601 851 52 
Denmark: 
 

1950 4,232 3,163 2,702 461 348 782 
 751959 gj4,304 3,142 2,777 365 438 724 731970 4,237 2,975 2,676 299 472 860 70 
.' Finland: 
 

1950 30,545 2,949 
 2,481 468 21,670 9,082 
 101959 30,545 2,911 2,633 278 21,874 8,916 101970 30,540 2,810 2,722 ]/88 19,452 11,439 9 
France: 

1950 Y55,160 33,465 21,187 12,278 11,400 10,295 61 
. ;1.959 ~/55,12l 34,633 21,511 13,122 11,582 8,906 631969 54,703 33,173 19,265 13,908 13,930 7,600 61 

Germany: 
 
1950 4/23,944 14,126 8,552 
 5,574 6,950 3,298 
 591959 - 24,283 14,332 8,640 5,692 7,103 3,257 591970 24,357 13,575 8,075 5,500 7,162 4,060 56 

Greece: 
1950 13,156 8,654 3,416 5,178 1,958 2,644 661959 12,844 8,871 3,686 5,185 2,454 1,767 691966 13,90~ 2/8 ,8'70 2/3,631 5,239 2,608 1,716 64 

Ireland: 
1950 6,889 4,688 1,305 3,383 119 2,221 68
1959 6,889 4,715 1,376 3,339 159 ,£/2,154 681969 6,889 4,817 1,15:::' 3,666 216 .£11 ,955 70 

Italy: 
1950 29,377 21,778 16,612 5,166 5,980 2,345 741959 ?-9,401 20,965 15,851 5,114 5,812 3,346 711970 29,404 20,180 14,930 5,250 6,162 3,781 69 

Luxembourg: 
 
1950 258 144 83 61 
 74 41 561959 258 138 76 62 86 35 531970 2~8 135 66 69 86 38 52 

See footnotes at end of table. Continued 
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1/ Includes lakes, rivers, etc. 
2/ Total area. 
3/ In agricultural holdings. 
4/ Excluding the Saar. 
5/ 1968. 
6/ Includes rough grazing. 
7/ Excludes some orchard areas which are included under permanent meadows and pastures.
8/ Includes Balearic and Canary Islands. 
9/ Includes wooded pasture lands--7.5 million hectares in 1968. 

10;· 1956. 
11/ Arable land only. 
12/ Data refer to land belonging to agricultural holdings exceeding I acre. 
13/ Includes rough grazing area not belonging to holdings--estimated at 7.4 million 
hectares in 1959. 

Source: (.!:) . 
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Grain area in Western Europe slowly increased during 1950-70, varying slightly,"by 
country and year. With the exception of West Germany and the Wetherlands, total grain 
area decreased slightly in the EC. Outside the EC, Portugal and Greece were the only 
countries with a decline. As far as individual grains are concerned the area in wheat 
'was stable, ryel,and oats areas declined considerably, barley area increased at a swift 
pace, and corn area increase~ rapidly in the main producing countries of France, Italy,
and Spain during the above timespan. 

Average Farm Size and Distrjbution 
of Agricultural Holdings by Size 

Average farm size in Western Europe ranged from approximately 3 hectares in Greece 
to 56 hectares in the United Kingdom in 1969 and 1970, respectively (table 8). 4/ 
Western Europe can be divided into three s'egrr.:>:nts by average farm i3ize: 0-9 hectares, 
10-20 hectares, and 20 hectares ahd over. In the first category are Belgium, Greece, 
Italy, Norway, Portugal, and Switzerland. (If forest land were subtracted from area, 
Finland would probably also be in this category.) In the second gi·oup are Austria 
and Germany, with an average farm size of about 10 hectares each, and Finland (with the 
above qualification), Ireland, the Netherlands, Spain, and Sweden. The third category 
contains Denmark, France, and Luxembourg, with approximately 21 hectares each, and the
United Kingdom. 

Farm size in most areas of Western:I!:urope has been increasing as the number of farms 
has been d.eclining. Between 1950 and :!:970"the average farm size expanded by about two­
fifths in Denmark and France, approxima;,eely grew by about half in Sweden and the United 
Kingdom, and more than doubled in Italy and the Netherlands. Although the average farm 
size in Italy increased remarkably there are still more farms there than in any other 
country in Western Europe. In Belgium, Greece, Norway, and Switz~rland, there has been 
little change in the average farm size. 

RUnning parallel with increasing farm size is the fact that the number of small 
 
farms is decreasing and the number of larger farms is increasing. This phenomenon is 
 
due to migration out of agriculture and consolidation of farms. In many instances 
 
government policy and programs have been the catalyst for this movement. For most 
 
countries the total area in farms has changed little in the past two decades. 
 

In Western Europe, the majority of farms are less than 10 hectares in size; however, 
these holdings account for only approximately one-third of the total area. The majqrity 
of the fa.rm area is in holdings of between 10 and 50 hectares. The United Kingdom has 
a greater share of farms over 50 hectares in size than elsewhere in Western Europe, 
while the southern countries have a larger share of farms of less than 5 hectares.
(table 9). 

The division of Western Europe's agricultural land into numerous small, fragmented 
 
holdings resulted from two factors: the breakdown of the medieval feudal system when 
 
the estates were divided among the tenants and serfs and, more importantly, the inheri­

tance laws in many countries. 

In Britain the powerful aristocracy was never really overthrown and actually was
r~sponsible for the fact that Britain has fewer and'ilarger farms than elsewhere in 
Europe. After feudal times, the aristocracy continued to hold the land and lease it to 
tenant farmers. Through this process a group of landless farmers emerged. In addition, 
under British inheritance laws land passed from father to eldest son avoiding the 
continuous division of the land. 

!!J In calcula-t;ing average farm si ze in table 8, total agricultural area ~Ias us~ 
for some countries since the area in farms was not available. For table 9 it was felt 
that percentages were better than absolute figures d'ue to the varied number 01' sources 
from which the data were taken and the lack of comparability among countries. 
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n.a. = not available. 
 
~ Figure used is agricultural area taken from land distribution table 7. 
 
£I Estimated using sample data. 
 
1/ Numbers refer to total farms over 2 hectares. 
 

Sources: (:~O), (.!:.J, (j), (9), (ll), .(22), (~), (12), (f'5), (~). 
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Table 9--Distribution 01: number and area 01: holdings bl farm size classes, selected years 1950-70 

Number 01: 1:armsCountry and year: .Area in 1:!l.rms (b"ctares) 
" 0-5 5-10 ': 10-20 

1 
~0-50 :0ver 50 0-5 5-10 : 10-20 20-50 : Over 50

Percent of total 

Austria: 
1951. 56 36 '6 2 13 321 17 381960. 42 38 1.5 5 6 211970. 1/44 36 2,3 5016 4 5 21 24 51 

Belgium: 
.~ 1950. 58 23 13 5 1 23 19 2f3 20 101959. 481 27 18 6 1 16 18 32 23 111967. 36 27 24 11 2 10 18 32 28 121970. 52 18 

~~ 19 10 1 10 16 31 31 13 
Derunark: 

1951. 21 27 2/40 3/10 4/2
O:::~ 4 13 2/42 3/26 4/151960. 19 28..•. J) 2/41 '3/10 4/2 3 13 2/lJ6 3/251970. 10 21 4/13

9 :g:/49 ,Y16 I/4 2 7 ~42 ,Y29 !U20 
Finland: 

1950. 5/36 35 16 12 1 £/27 27 26 16 4 ~, 1959. 5/36 35 22 6 1 f:/26 30 26 14 I)1969. ~j29 36 26 8 1 ~/26 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 
,', ,~France: 
~ 

.19~5 . 35 21 23 
, 

I)17 ri.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.1963. 28 19 26 21 6 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a·.1967. 6/21) 19 26 21) 7 8 20 39 331970. Y28 16 23 25 8 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 
Germany: 
 

191)9. 
 59 21 13 6 1 18 21 26 24 111960. 52 21 18 8 1 11) 19 30 27 101970. 45 19 21 13 2 10 13 30 35 12' 
Greece: 

1961. 81 15 3 1 48 31 14 5 2 
Ireland: 

1949. 21. 24 29 19 7 4 11 23 32 301960. 17 23 29 23 8 3 9 221965. I/16 34 32Q/32 .2/21 10/25 11/5 n.B. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 
Italy: 
 

191)7. 
 93 3 12/2 nil 1 31 11 12/11) 13/10 351961­ 76 13 7 
76 

3 1 20 15 15 11) 361970. 13 7 3 1 18 13 11) 13 1)2 
Luxembourg: 
 

1950. 2/29 25 
 29 16 1 8 
 15 34 361960. 722 21 30 25 2 5 10 29 47 81969. 16 16 27 37 4 3 6 19 59 11) 
Netherlands: 

1950. 59 19 11) 7 1 15 23 34 191959. 51 21 919 e 1 11 20 32 301970. J3 22 729 15 1 6 14 31) 37 9 
Norway: 

1949. 82 12 5 1 6/36 32 20 101959. 81) 11 4 1 Yl)o 33 17 8 2 
2 

1969. :llJ/57 27 12 4 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 

See footnotes at end 01: tuble. 
Continued 
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Relected years 1950-70--ContinuedTable 9--Distribution of number and area of holdings by farm. size classes, 

Number of farms Area in farms (hectares) 
Country and y~~r: 

0-5 5-10 10...20 : 20-50 :Over 50 0-5 5-10 10-20 : 20-50 : Elver 50 
Percent of total 

Portugal: 
1954. 88 7 15/4 1 2:'\ 10 15/17 50 

Spain: 
1962. .:; 66 14 10 7 3 7 7 9 13 64 

Sweden: 
5/10 19 24 25 22

1951. 2/34 32 21 10 3 
-5/8 28 231961- 5/29 32 23 13 3 17 24 

1970. :v21 27 24 21 7 ~:;4 10 19 33 34 

Switzerland: 
1955. 53 25 16/12 17/9 16 31 16/23 17/27 3 

1965. 116 25 16/16 17713 11 25 16/26 17/35 3 

1969. 44 22' 16/17 17/16 1 1,0 25 16/27 17/35 3 

United Kingdom: 
2 3 6 18 711950. 6/28 16 16 21 19 

1960. 6/28 13 16 22 21 2 2 6 17 73 

1970. :18/25 19/12 2/12 10/30 11/21 n.a. n.8. n.a. n.a. n.a. 

= less than 0.5 percent. 

1/ Estimated from s~~p1e data. 
 
2/ 10-30 hectares. 
 
3/ 30-60 hectares. 
 
4/ Over 60 hectares. 
 
5/ 2-5 hectares. 
 
6/ 1-5 hectares. 
 
7/ 0-4 hectares. 
 
8/ 4-12 hectares.

2J 12-20 hectares. 
 

10/ 20-60 hectares. 
 
11/ Over 60 hectares. 
 
12/ 10-25 hectares. 
 
13/ 25-50 hectares. 
 
14/ 0.5-5 hectares. 
 
15/ 10-50 hectares. 
 
16/ 10-15 hectares. 
 
17/ 15-50 hectares. 
 
18/ 0-6 hectares. 
 
19/ 6-12 hectares. 
 

Sources: (,0), (!±.), (2.), (.2.), (gl. (22). (26). (l?i, (25), (43). 
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Denmark's emergence from the feudal era, although different than that of Britain, 
was also beneficial as Denmark has traditionally been a land of medium-size holdings. 
The Government encouraged Danish peasants to buy the land they farmed and made sure 
that the farm was actually viable. A law passed in 1899 authorized the Government to 
assist farmers in buying land and building on it. 

In contrast, in other parts of Europe the break-up of the feudal system was erratic 
and sometimes violent. Peasants were given land with no regard to the viability of the 
holdings. 

Fragmentation 

Fragmentation or parcelling of a holding into plots, stems primar'.:.Ly from inherit ­
ance practices which differ throughout Western Europe, creating more severe. problems in 
some countries than in others. Under the Napoleonic code, which covered a large part 
of Western Europe, when a household head died the land and buildings of a holding 
would be divided equally among the heirs, creating smaller and smaller holdings. SiBee 
the land on a farm might vary in quality, each heir would demand a portion of each parC'el
of land. Thus, fragmentation or ,parcelling developed. 

Fragmentation results in inefficiency, because time ~s wasted traveling between the 
plots. In addition, it is difficult to apply fertilizers and other chemicals and use 
machinery on such small areas. Many times the farm buildings are divided, as well as 
the land. Consequently, a farm which could otherwise be viable cannot provide adequate 
returns, and the situation on a farm of insufficient size is further aggravated. 

Fragmentation of holdings is found throughout Western Europe, with the exception 
of the United Kingdom, Ireland, and Scandinavia, where the Napoleonic Code did not apply. 
Unfortunately: complete statistics on fragmentation are not readily available. A 
discussion of those few countries where good data are available suggests the scope of 
the fragmentation problem. 

Table 10 shows that the average number of plots per Belgian farm in 1959 was 4.9 
and the average plot size was 1.26 hectares. As farms grow larger the number of plots 
and the average size increase. In the same year, 27 percent of the farms were not 
divided, 34 percent consisted oi 2-4 plots, 25 percent consisted of 5-9 plots, and 14 
percent consisted of 10 plots or more. By 1970 the average number of plots had increased 
to 5.1 and the plot size to 1.7 hectares. The Flemish portion of Belgium has a more 
severe problem than elsewhere in the country. 

Table 10--Land fragmentation, Belgium, 1959 

Farm size in heC'tares 
1 1-3 3-5 5-10 : 10-20:20-30 :30-50 :50-100:100 & over: Avg.Average number 
 

of plots per 
 
farm 
 9.0 9.9 9.9 9.1 9.6 4.9

1.5 3.2 5.3 

Average area 
 
per plot 
 
(ha. ) 
 .29 
 .57 .74 1.01 1.53 2.43 7.36 13.36 1.26 

Source: (.!:l). 
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1,1.1-" "-:oogh ~~~e~~~rl~d'~he average n=ber Qf~'~~' ;n~re~~ on~ ,lightly 
from 3.3 to 3.6 between 1959 and 1970, the average size of the plot increased from 2 

i~:... to 3 hectares (table 11). Th~s trend to more and larger. plots was also present in 
Belgil.!ffi. 

!I 
 
"
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Table ll--Land fragmentation, the Netherlands, 1970 

Farm Average plots Average size 

size (ha.) per holding . of plot 


Nwnber Hectares 


0.01-1 1.2 
1-5 2.2 1 
5-10 3.8 1 
10-15 4.7 2 
15-20 4.8 3 
20-30 4.7 5 
30-50. 4.5 8 
50-100 5.7 11 
100 and over 9.3 25 

Total 3.6 3 
Total 1959 3.3 2 

Source: (20) . 

As seen in table 12, nearly half of the West German farms had only 1-5 plots, 24 

percent had 6-10 plots, 17 percent had 11-20 plots, 10 percent had 21-50 plots, and 1 

percent had over 50 plots. 


Table 12--Distribution of farms by nwnber of plots and size 
of farm, West Germany, 1960, 

Percentage of farms with:
Farm 1-5 6-10 11-20 2l-50 50 & more

size (ha.) plots plots plots plots plots----- ­ .: 
Percent 

0.01-2 73.6 18.9 6.6 0.9 0.0 

2-5 42.0 24.9 22.2 10.5 .4 

5-10 29.7 25.6 23.2 18.9 2.6 

10-20 31.1 26.3 22.8 16.5 3.3 

20-50 40.4 28.4 20·7 5.1 1.4 

50-100 46.1 26.9 20.1 6.0 .9 

100 & over 58.1 16.8 15.0 8.7 1.4 


Total 47.8 23.6 17.3 10.0 1.3 

Source: {]2J. 

The nwnber of plots per West German holding in 1960 averaged 9.6 with an average 
plot size of 0.81 hectare (table 13). The average nwnber of plots increases until farm 
size reaches about 10 hectares and then declines somewhat. The problem is especially 
severe in southwestern Germany. 
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Table 13--Land fragmentation, West Germany, 1960 

Farm Average plots Average size ofsize (ha.) per holding of plo,", 
Number Hectares 

0.01-2 4.4 0.222-5 9.7 .342-7.5.() 

13.3 .47
7.5-10 14.8 .5910-15 14.4 .8415-20 12.8 1.3420-30 10.7 2.24
30-50 9.0 4.1450-100 8.6 7.51100 & over 9.1 19.00\) 

Total 9.6 .81 

Source: (43) . 

In Switzerland the average number of plots per farm is somewhat lower than in 
West Germany (table 14). However, the problem is compounded by the altitude and'land 
'~ontours in Switzerland. 

Table 14--Land fragmentation, Switzerland, 1955 and 1965 

Plots per farm 1955 1965 
Number of farms 

1 40,968 29,3542 30,322 22,434
3-5 52,047 38,6916-10 34,850 23,38711-15 16,599 9,851'0 
16-20 9,699 5,18221-25 ~.,650 2,92426-50 9,399 5,03751-100 2,376 1,292
Over 100 660 203Average no. of parcels 8 7 

Source: (~). 

Spain averaged 14 plots per holding in 1960, compared with 7 in Gl'eece. In Spain 
the average plot size was 1.1 hectares while in Greece it was only 0.4 hectare. Southern 
Greece and the Islands have more extensive fragmentation than in northern Greece. In 
Spain, the situation is most serious in the central and northwestern areas. OEeD has 
estimated that 5 percent of total Spanish agricultural income is lost through
fragmentation (43). 
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Land Tenure 

The present land tenure situation in Western Europe evolved b,asically ~rom the 
 
medieval feudal system, in which the land was held by only a ~ew persons and ~armed by 
 
tenants or ser~s" As the feudal system was abolished, the la.rge holdings were divided 
 
into owner-farmer holdings. 
 

Owner-operated ~amily farms have traditionally been preferred in Europe since the 
 
~all of the ~eudal system. A ~armer who owns his holdj,ng is much more willing to 
 

'increase the value of land through capital investment than one who rents. Also, family 
labor is more conducive to the workload on farms, as hired labor is difficult to obtain 
on holidays, weekends and peak harvest periods. These labor needs can be filled more 
easily with the help of women and children. However, there are disadvantages to 
owner-operated farms, such ..as the large amount of capital needed to buy land, equipment, 
and buildings. With a y.enant system this burden can be divided. The landowner is 
responsible for the land and buildings, while the tenant needs only to have the working 
capital (66). 

Today, land tenure in Western Europe consists basically o~ various combinations o~ 


three types'o~ tenure: owner-operated, rented, and sharecropped. The percentage o~ 


land devoted to these ~arm types varies widely ~rom country to country. Mixtures o~ 


rented and owned land are becoming increasingly important because already existing 
 
~arms can be enlarged through rental, which requires less initial capital investment 
 
than purchasing. 
 

Sale and rental of land are not major methods of land transfer in Greece due to the 
 
importance of land as a status symbol. Land is transferred mainly through inheritance 
 
or as dowry gifts, severely hindering land reform. In 1961, 98 percent of the farms 
 
were owner-operated. However, most pasture and grazing land is not individually. 
 
ownec, , but communally owned by villages or held by the State. 
 

Agricultural land in West Germany is mainly owner-occupied. In 1960, 45 percent 
 
of all farms were fully owned, 50 percent were of mixed tenure, and 5 percent were 
 
fully rented. Land prices tend to be high and rentals low. However, there is a strong 
 
attachment to personally owned land and people tend to hold on to the land even when 
 
it is not in use. 
 

In Austria, where there is also a strong attachment to land, most of the agricultural 
land is owner-occupied~-tenant holdings account for only about 3 percent of all farms. 
In 1960, about 4. 5 perc'ent of the agricultural land was rent ed. Tenant farming was 
most common in the eastern part of Austria (Burgenland) where 12 percent of the 
agricultural area was rented. Tenanted land tends to be associated with large farms, 
since land rent is high and the land rented is most commonly large areas of pastureland. 

In Belgium-Luxemboccg, France, Switzerland, the United Kingdom and Denmark, and the 
Netherlands complete or partial farm tenancy is common. In most of the countries, 
rented land is associated with medium-size to large farms, as land values tel1d to be 
high and renting is comparatively less expensive initially. Today the tenant is protected 
through legislation and enjoys a ~air amount of security. 

Farm tenancy is widespread in Belgium, where it has traditionally been important. 
According to the 1959 census, 20 percent of farmers rented their entire holding, 53 
percent owned part of their farm, and 27 percent fully owned their farm. The latter 
category accounted for only 7 percent of total agricultural land and was composed mainly 
of small farms, usually of less than 5 hectares. Agricultural land prices are the 
highest in Europe, which contributes to limited ownership. 
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There wa.s little change in land tenure in France during the period discussed. In 
1963, 50 percent of the agricultural land was ~armed by owner-occupiers, 44.7 percent 
was rented, 1.4 percent was operated by hired managers, and 3.8 percent was sharecropped. 
The proportion o~ ~arms with mixed tenur.e rose. Farm size varies with the system o~ 
land tenure. The larger ~arms tend to be rented while small ones are owner-operated, 
except in the vineyard regions. Rent levels have increased more slowly than land values. 

Tenant ~arming in Switzerland accounts~or approximately one-third o~ the total 
agricultural area. Between 1955 and 1965, the area o~ owner-occupied land declined by 
10 percent, while the area ~armed by tenants rose 17 percent. More than hal~ o~ the 
~arms are partly owned and partly rented. Because land values are high and land rents 
comparatively low, land rental is the major means o~ ~arm enlargement. As expected, 
the larger the ~arm, the greater the proportion o~ rented land. 

Owner-occupied land accounts ~or approximately hal~ o~ the agricultural land in 
England and Wales. However, only about one-third o~ the ~arms over 50 acres in size are 
entirely owner'-occupi~d and about 20 percent are of mixed tenure. 

The number of totally rented ~arms in Denmark has been decreasing as the number o~ 
partly owned partly rented ~arms has increased. The number of rented farms ~ell ~rom 
10,000 in 1960 to 3,200 in 1968 while the number o~ mixed-tenure ~arms increased ~rom 
14,500 in 1966 t~ 16,700 in 1968 (data are unavailable ~or 1960). In 1968 more than 90 
percent of the farms were fully owned and 2 percent were wholly rented. Tenancy and 
~arm managers are found more on the Islands than on the mainland. 

In 1959, 47.5 percent of total Netherlands ~armland was owner-operated. The demand 
~or farmland exceeds the supply and legisl~tion enacted to.protect the tenant includes 
rent ceilings, long-term leases, and pre-emption rights in case the land is sold. 

The feudal system was never widespread in Norway, and tenant farming, until recently, 
was an important aspect of ~arming. About 12 percent o~ the agricultural land in 
Norway has been rented in recent years and 7 percent of all ~arms above 0.5 hectare 
have been fully rented. About 6 percent o~ farms have been o~ mixed tenure. In 1959, 
91.5 percent o~ the farms were owner-operated. 

In 1961, 69 percent of the ~arms in Sweden were owner-operated and covered 57 
percent of the ~arm area. Tenant-operated farms and mixed enterprises composed the 
remainder and accounted for 13 and 18 percent,respectively, o~ the total number of 
~arms and 22 and 21 percent of the total farm area. 

Government policy and regulations have changed the predominant ~orm o~ farm tenure 
~rom tenant-operated to owner-operated in some countries--~or example, Finland and Ireland. 

According to the 1969 Finnish census, only 3.9 percent of all farms above 1 hectare 
were fully rented and only 6.6 percent o~ all arable land was rented. The law regulating 
farm tenancy does not encourage expansion of land through renting. Since 1918, the 
government has enacted legislation encouraging owner-operated land. 

Over the past 100 years, Ireland's tenure system has changed from almost absentee, 
to almost complete owner occupancy. This has been the direct result o~ Government 
policy. There is a ~orm~of short-term renting o~ land for 11 months or less called 
conacre. 

Sharecropping, the third ~orm o~ land tenure, is ~ound where there is little 
opportunity for other employment. This system has two major drawbacks. First, it is 
difficult to provide legal protection ~or the sharecropper. Second, the system is bad 
for the land since it is advantageous for the sharecropper to maximize his output with­
out regard to the future o~ the'soil (66). Sharecropping occurs in Italy, southern 
France, Portugal, and Spain. 
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Italian land tenure is more. complex than in most other countries, with numerous 
types of tenure (table 15). Land ownership is further complicated by relating tenure 
to the system of operation. Half of the agricultural area was farmed by the farmer 
and his family, who owned two-thirds of this land and rented the other third. Further 
data reveal that'] farm out of 7 was made up of rent.f>d and owner-operated lan1, Il:lilo;; 
lout of 10 farms consisted of rent'ed land only. 

Table 15--Italian land tenure 'system, 1961 

Syst~m of NumbeT of Area 
operation holdings 

Total '. Owned Leased Other 
i,1 

1,000 hectares 

By the farmer 
and his family 3,486 13,218 9,191 3,266 761 

With paid em­
ployees and/or 
yorkers re­
numerated wholly 
or in part by 
share of output 330 9,159 8,387 159 

Tenant settlers 
and share 
farmers 317 3,126 2,981 52 93 

Other 161 1,069 1,000 33 36 

Total 4,294 26,572 21,559 3,964 1,049 

Source: (~) . 

The 1962 Spanish census revealed that 76 percent of ·the agricultural area was 
farmed by owner-occupiers, 12 percent by tenants, and 7 percen~ by sharecroppers. 
During t.he 1960 I S a new system of farm operation develcmed. consist.ing of' .ioil}!:. 
farming of land belonging to a group of holdings. 

The latest available figures for Portuguese tenure are for 1954, which show that 
71 percent of the farms were owner-operated, 23.8 were tenant-operated, and the remainder 
were sharecropped or operated in other ways. About three-fourths of the farmland was 
owned and one-fourth was rented. 

AGRICULTURAL INPUTS 

Mechanization 

Mechanization of farming in Western Europe has progressed rapidly during the past 
two decades, although the speed varies from country to country and by type of machinery. 
The degree of mechanization depends on wage levels, machinery costs, and availability 
of labor. The movement of labor out of agriculture has been extensive, providing a 
prime motivation for the expansion of mechanization. Lack of capital is a major 
problem in mechanization; this has been partially solved with government financial aid 

\ 

o 
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(which ma,y. consist of' monetary grants or subsidieS' to reduce interest rates on loan's) 
and membership in cooperatives. Machinery cooperatives exist in Belgium, Dennitl.rk~ 
France, West Germany, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, 
and the Uni ted Kingdom. , . 

As machines replace manual workers, a higher output per-/,wQrker is obtained and 
a more skilled labor f'orce is required to operate and maint(~1.n 'the machinery. The 
f'armer himself' is now perf'orming more of' the actual f'armwoik.", To a certain extent, 
the role of' the self'-employed f'armer is changing.:;:"

\'; ~ 
Table 16 through 21 contain data f'or selected years dn the number of'tractors, 

combines, and milking machines used and the agricultural area, arable area, or number 
of' cows per machine. As mechanization increases, area per machine or cows per machine 
decline. Comparisons among countries shown in the tables on an area per hectare basis 
.are somewhat misleading since land use patterns f'or agricultural area dif'f"er among 
countries. 

The number of' tractors in Western Europe increased phenomenally during 1950-70 
(table 16). The United Ki~gdom and Sweden in 1950 had less area per tractor than 
elsewhere in Western Europe (table 17). 5/ However, by 1955 West Germany was in the 
number one position and Norway was a close sp,cond. By 1970, Germany was still leading 
with 10 hectares per tractor and Norway was second with 12 hectares per tractor. 
Greece had a high of' 221 hectares per tractor in 1970. 

Combined harvester threshers also rapidly increased in number during 1950-70 
(table 18). Germany again had the least area per machine, 50 hectares of' arable land 
per combine, and Portugal had the most, 1,960 ?ectares (table 19). 

Data f'or milking machines are rather sketchy (table 20). For the countries 
available, Norway had the highest ratio, ~.5 cows per milking machine in 1970, 
while Ireland had 46 cows per machine, the 10W'est ratio (table 21). 

In the f'uture, there will probably be increased demand f'or heavier tractors and 
more mechaniz~~ion of' livestock operations. 

2/ Statistics f'or the United Kingdom must be caref'ully interpreted. Although the 
United Kingdom had more area per tractor in ~970 than on most of' the continent, and thus 
appears less mechanized, it has f'ewer and much larger f'arms and more rough grazing' 
area. 

32 



',', 

Table 16--Tractors 1/ used in agriculture, selected years, 1950-70 

Country 1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 

Numbers 

Atistr:</l.. 13,948 50,144 n.a. 191,731 248,980 
Belgium. 9,695 24,300 <44,188 65,1185 88,000 
Denmark. 17,881 57,847 111,321 161,'(34 174,564 
Finland. 
France . 

12,300 
138,700 

38,326 
305,680 

78,280 
680,400 

126,900 
996,422 

155,500 
1,240,000 

Germany. 
Greece. 

139,028 
n.a. 

1160,661 
g,ooo 

856,721 
21,320 

1,164,113 
40,128 

1,370,867 
60,000 

Ireland. 12,944 28,729 43,697 60,167 84,000 
Italy.. 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands. 
Norway . 
Portugal .. 
Spain. . . . 
Sweden ... 

56,941 
997 

18,839 
11,000 

5,000 
16,000 
68,450 

147,397 
4,289 

39,155 
32,000 

4,495 
26,019 

~1l6,400 

248,985 
6,387 

82,066 
49,500 
9,550 

51,503 
153,800 

419,943 
7,320 

£/130,418 
72,000 
15,535 

147,884 
231,820 

630,677 
8,155 

£/156,414 
90,000 
28,153 

259,819 
250,000 

Switzerland. 
United Kingdom 

17,530 
325,000 

27,240 
422,000 

38,890 
457,000 

61,649 
471,000 

74,000 
.!U470,000 

n.a. = not available. 

1/ Excludes garden tracto,s except where specified.
2/ Includes garden tractors. 
3/ .1956. 
~/ 1969. 

Source: (~) . 

Table 17--Agricu1tura1 area per tractor, selected years 1950-70 

Country 1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 

Hectare:!,. 

Austria. 299 82 n.a. 20 16 
Belgium. 185 72 39 26 19 
Denmark. 177 54 28 19 17 
Finland. 240 76 37 23 19 
France . 241 111 51 35 l!27 
Germany. 102 31 17 12 10 
Greece . n.a. 974 416 222.. 221 
Ireland. 362 164 108 79 62 
Italy.. 382 150 811 51 35 
Luxembourg 144 34 22 19 17 
Netherlands. 127 62 28 18 16 
Nqrway . 95· 33 21 14 12 
Portugal . , n.a. 835 432 291 194 
Spain. . . . n.a. 1,614 801 282 192 
Sweden ... 69 39 25 17 14 
S1:{itzer1and. 124 80 44 35 n.a. 
{;i,:Lted Kingdom 60' 4'( 44 42 41 

n.a. = not available. 

1/ 1968. 

Source: Tables 7 and 16. 
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Table 18--Combined harvester-threshers used in agriculture, selected years, 1950-70 

1/ 1969. ~ Excludes combined harvester-threshers on machine stations. 3/ Excludes the Saar. 
4/ Self-propelled only. 5/ Excludes combined harvester-threshers· owned by-contractors.
&i From 1961 onward, excl~des Scotland and Northern Ireland; 1960 figure excludes Northern 
Ireland 1/ 1968. 

Source: (~). 

Table 19--Arable land area 1./ per combine, selected years 1955-70 

Country i955 1960 1965 1970 

Hectares 

Austria. 
Belgium. 
Denmark. 
Finland. 
France . 
Germany. 
Greece . 
Ireland. 
Italy. 
Luxembourg 
Nethe:.!"lands. 
Norway • 
Portugal gj . 
Spain. 
Sweden . 
Switzerland. 
United Kingdom 

601 
984 

1,238 
1,279 
1,204 
J,OOO 
4,775 

126 
26,351 
2,353 

549 
306 

n.a. 
24,498 

201 
3,093 

222 

197 
347 
312 
376 
429 
150 

1,971 
320 

3,635 
124 
341 
153 

11,223 
4,538 

146 
730 
138 

76 
163 

89 
161 
200 
68 

972 
216 

1,172 
61 

n.a. 
93 

4,829 
1,338 

94 
155 
125 

71 
llO 

63 
92 

147 
50 

908 
172 
8ll 

55 
ll5 

74 
1,960 

924 
72 
98 

121 

n.a.-not available. 
 

11 Arable land and orchard area. £/ Total agricultural area per combine. 
 

Source: Tables 7 and 18. 
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Table 20--Milking machines in use, selected years 1950-70 

Country 1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 

Number 

Austria. n.a. n.a. 31,149 50,000 70,000 
Belgium. 10,880 19,380 32,428 43,653 Y50,685 
Denmark. 
Finland. 

8/60,220 
- 4,145 

9'123,850 
22,000 

9'142,360 
34,000 

9'123,148 
51,000 

n.a. 
84,000 

France . n.a. 79,881 124,000 185,863 266,797 
Germany. n.a. 95,616 260,000 3./518,947 519,000 
Ireland. 2,386 n.a. 10,454 23,629 ~32,400 
Luxembourg 1,635 n.a. 4,888 4,937 4,677 

0 Netherlands. 3,835 9,211 38,659 78,061 85,472 
Norway . 7,500 19,000 )~O,OOO n.a. .49,689 
Switzerland. 
United Kingdom 

2/700 
2/88,045 

£/1,535
.§j280,060 

9'12,578 
300,390 

28,260 
1/282,740 

1/34,392 
·q275,020 

n.a. = not available. 

1/ 1969. 

2/ Number of farms with milking machines. 

3/ Average of £964-65. 

4/ 1968. 

5/ Average of 1948-52, includes Scotland and Northern Ireland. Other years exclude them. 

6/ 1956.

11 1966. 

Source: (~) . 

Table 21--Cows per milking machine, selected years, 1950-70 

Country 1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 
o 	 1/ 

Number 

Austria. n.a. n.a. 36.3 22.6 15.4 
Belgium. 76.6 50.8 31.6 23.3 20.5 
Denmark. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 
Finland. 263.7 57.9 33.7 21.9 9'12.2 . 
France n.a. 112.5 79.3 52.3 36.0 
Germany. n.a. 60.9 21.8 11.2 11.1 
Ireland. 491.6 n.a. 114.2 57.6 2/46.1 
Luxembourg 31.2 n.a. 11. 7 11.1 l/12.8 
Netherlands. 387.5 161.4 41.4 21.8 22.5 
Norway 100·5 34.6 15.1 n.a. 8.5 
Switzerland. 1,230.0 577.2 74.7 32.6 26.1 
United Kingdom 51.5 13.2 13.4 14.9 15.9 

n.a. = not available. 

1/ Based on average 1947/48-1951/52 cow numbers taken from FAO. 

2/ Based on 1969 cow numbers. 

l/ Based on 1968 cow numbers. 


Sources: 'fable 20 and (2.). 
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Chemicals 

Use of chemicals in agriculture has increased many times over during the past two 
decades and hasc'tmtributed to the higher yields in recent years. Per area use of 
fertilizers tends to be higher in Western Europe than in the United States. More 
intensive agriculture is practiced in Europe than in the United States due to it,s limited 
land area and high population density. However, use of insecticides and herbicides is 
not as extensive in Western Europe as in the United States. 

Utilization of the three major fertilizers--nitrogen, phosphate, and potash--on a 
gross tonnage basis increased in all West European count:ries during the time period 
covered in table 22, except for potash and phosphate in the Netherlands. The proportion 
of these three fertilizers used varies considerably by individual country as the soils 
and major crops differ. Belgium and the Netherlands consume more fertilizer per 
hectare than other West European countries, and Spain less (table 23"). Fertilizer 
consumption figures per hectare of agricultural area should be used with caution, since 
the proportion of crops to livestock and the types of crops produced are different in 
each country. 

Use of insecticides, herbicides, and copp~r sulphate (tables 24, 25; and 26) is 
much more'varied than fertilizer use and the data are ~uite sketchy. There is a downward 
trend in the use of DDT and copper sulphate in most countries and an upward trend for 
aldrin and herbicides for all countries shown. 

Irrigation 

Although irrigation facilities are found throughout Western Europe, in the south 
development has been most advanced, because irrigation is most needed here. Hot, dry 
summers and rainfall limited primarily to the winter make irrigation necessary for. 
ade~uate agricultural output in southern regions. Of the countries in Western Europe, 
Italy has the greatest J?roportion of irrigated land to total area. In 1970 the ratios 
of the five major irrigated countries in Western Europe were as follows: (52), (53), 
(2±,), (55), (56). - ­

Italy--18 percent of land e~uipped for irrigation; 

France--3 percent of land e~uipped for irrigation; 

Spain--6 percent of land irrigated; 

Greece--8 percent of land irrigated; 

Portugal--14 percent of land irrigated. 

Italy (2!.) . 

From 1948 to 1970, the area e~uipped for irrigation in Italy increased by 55 
percent to 3.4 million hecta,res (table 27). Area e~uipped for irrigation was only 10 
percent of total agricultural area in 1948, 13 percent in 1958, and 18 percent in 1970. 
Data from surveys made in 1961 and in 1967 show the relationship between farm size and 
irrigation. Between 1961 and 1967, the number of farms using irrigation declined f;om 
925,400 to 882,800. However, the relative percentage of farms using irrigation increased 
from 21.6 to 23.3 percent. This same trend also occurred on an area basis. As the 
size class of farms increased, the number of irrigated farms within any category~ 
increased. Between the two survey periods, the larger size classes showed steeper 
.increases in number of farms irrigated. In 1961, the percentage of farms irrigated by 
size of farm. was as follows: 5 hectares and under, 20.6 percent; 5-20 hectares, 24.7 
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(N :.: nitrogen; P = P 0 = phosphate; K = K 0 = potash)
2 5 2 

Country and 1950/51 1955/56 1960/61 1965/66 1970/71
fertilizer 

1.0'00 tons 

Austria: 
N. 22.5 31.8 46.7 91.3 125.8 
P. 39.2 47.5 88.1 118.7 125.7 
K. 25.0 43.5 86.5 ])fO.9 159·7 r';' 

Belgium: 
N. 78.0 85. !l 100.3 146.6 167.2 
P. ~ . 79.6 96.7 gj88.7 gj130.2 148.2 
K •.• 98.0 148.5 152.2 168.6 185.4 

Denn:13.rk: 11 
N. 70.0 88.7 124.0 191.6 289.0 
P. 84.5 98.7 116.0 127.2 126.6 
K. 103.0 157.1 180.6 174.8 181.7 

Finland: 
N. 17.4 36.2 64.4 104.8 169.4 
P. 61.2 73.1 105.5 132.0 176.0 
Ie. 31.2 55.5 77 .2 107.8 136.5 

France: !Jj 
N. 262.1 381.1 870.6 1,423.], 
P. 41.1.6 629.3 1,258.8 1,819.5 
K. 390.2 581.3 9G9.8 1:,389 .. 0 

Germany: 
N. 361.6 471.6 618.4 873.e 1,133.8 
P. J.~11. 4 473.6 651.9 819.1 5/913.1 
K. 659.0 847.0 1,005.9 1,190.3 1,184.6 

Greece: 
N. 22 ..0 41.6 73.1 133·9 200.6 
P. 19.0 30.6 58.6 101.8 118.5 
K. n.a. n.a. 9.0 15.0 17·5 

Ireland: 
N. 8.2 13.6 24.6 31.9 8'( . 0 
P. 50.3 54.7 78.9 104.5 ],.82.5 
K. 21.4 37.6 66.4 80.9 154.2 

Italy: 
N. 156.5 253.9 322.6 461.8 594.5 
P. n.a. n.a. 378.9 452.6 518.4 
K. 19.0 57.0 103.8 167.6 225.3 

Luxembourg: 
N. 3.1 3.7 4.8 6.8 10.5 
P. ",".4.7 5.3 6.3 6.1 7·0 
K. 3.9 5.4 6.1 7·0 8.0 

i 11 See footnote at end of table Continued 
i.ii 
r: 
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Table 22--Total fertilizer use, selected years, '!/ 1950/51-1970/71--Continued 

(N = nitrogen; P = P20 = phosphate; K = 5 

Country and 
1950/51 1955/56 1960/61

fertilizer 

1,000 toI,12.. 

Nei.;he:::'lands: 
N. 166.0 184.3 223.6 
P~ 120.0 1l0.6 112.1 
K. 155.0 165.4 138.2 

Norway: 
N. 30.7 37.7 50.1 
P. 34.2 35·2 46.7 
K. 41.3 48.7 53.7 

Portugal: 
N. 31.9 43.8 63.8 
P. 57.0 76.1 73.4 

, I, K. 5·0 6.1 6.9 
'-

Spain: 
N. 56.6 171.7 275.2 
P. 136.0 268.2 279:4 

82.4 95.0K. 35·0 

Sweden: §j 
N. 68.0 83.8 106,2 
P. 105.4· 103.9 103.6 
K. 54.4 86.9 83.5 

Switzerland: 
1l.0 16.2N. 9·0 

P. 34.0 41.0 43.0 
K. 14.0 22.0 42.0 

United Kingdom: £/ 
N. 218.8 380.3 230.0 
P. 297 .6 372.8 313.8 
K. 464.0 429.5 453.3 

n.a. = not available. 
\ 

1/ July-June year unless otherwise indicated. 
g; Excludes o~her citrate solubles. 

August-July year.1I 
4/ May-April year. 
 
5/ Includes ground rock phosphate. 
 
§) June-May year. 
 

Source: (~) . 

~20 = potash) 

1956/66 
 

310.8 
114.8 
136.6 

62.9 
49.9 
56.8 

88.3 
61.3 
16.3 

384.7 
305.5 
92.1 

161.1 
120.0 
105.7 

25.3 
47.5 
60.0 

689.7 
421.8 
436.3 

1970/71 

406.6 
109.4 
135.0 

77.8 
52.3 
67.5 

1l0.2 
61.9 
20.0 

540.0 
428.6 
206.0 

225.6 
146.2 
130.9 

357 
50.3 
61.5 

800.1 
542.6 
533.8 

--::::'::!' 

<) 
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Table 23--Fertilizer use per hectare of agrrcultural area, selected years, 
1950/51-1970/71 

(N ~ nitrogen; P = P20 = phosphate; K = K20 = potash)
5 

Country Country 
,and 1950/51 1960/61 1970/71 and 1950/51 1960/6); 1970/11 

fertilizer fertilizer 
Kg/hectare Kg/hectare 

Austria: : Luxembourg: 
N. 5 12 32 N. .. 21 35 78 
P. 9 22 32 P. 33 46 52 
K. 6 21 41 K. 27 44 59 

Belgium: :Netherlands : 
N. 44 58 105 N. 69 97 185 
P. 44 51 93 P. 50 49 50 

(\ K. 55 88 116 K. 65 60 62 'J' '-~ 

Denmark: :Norway: 
N. 22 39 97 N. 29 49 72 
P. 27 37 43 P. 33 45 55 
K. 33 57 61 K. 40 52 71 

Finland: :Portugal: 
N. 6 22 60 N. 9 15 22 

c' P. 21 36 63 P. 17 18 13 
K. 11 27 49 K. 2 2 4 

France: :Spain: 
N. 8 16 43 N. 1 7 13 
P. 12 25 55 P. 3 7 10 
K. 12 22 42 K. 1 2 5 

Germany: : Sweden: 
N. 26 43 84 N. 15 24 66 
P. 29 46 67 P. 22 24 42 
K. 47 70 87 K. 12 19 3 

Greece: :Switzerland: 
N. 2 8 23 N. 4 8 16 
P. 2 7 13 E. 16 20 23 
K. 0 1 2 K. 6 19 28 

Ireland: :United Kingdom: 
N. 2 5 18 N. 11 12 41 
P. 11 17 38 P. 15 16 28 
K. 5 14 32 K. 24 23 128 

Italy: 
N. 7 15 30 
P. 0 18 26 
K. 1 '5 11 

Sources: Tables 7 and 22. 
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Table 24--Agricultural use of insectici~es ~, selected years 1950-70 
J 

DDT and related compounds Benzene hexachloride and lindane 
Country 

1950 ?J 1961 1970 1950 ?J: 1961 1970 

Tons 

Austria. 300.2 70.5 20.5 n.a. 1I459.0 1I1,199.6 
 
Belgium. 200.0 n.a. n.a. 38.3 n.a. n.a. 
 
Finland. 15.6 33.0 6.1 n.a. 4.0 4.1 
 
Ger!llany. ~485.0 295.1 151.9 ~180.0 143.0 88.4 
 
Greece 80.2 278.5 235.0 13.5 32.5 5/57.2 
 
Italy. 1/1 ,001.0 1/828 . 6 1/.1.,491.6 ]/1,265.0 ]/3,517 .0 ]/5-:-788 .9 
 
Luxembourg 8.2 4.1 2/2.7 n.a. .8 2/0.2 
 
Netherlands: 120.0 n.a. n.a. 80.0 n.a. n.a. 
 
Spain. 378.4 1,329.3 ]/1,200.0 440.6 2,067.4 3/40.0 
 
Sweden ]/865.7 3/248.0 1/ .§j184.0 ]/958.7 ]/237.0 ]/ §/75.0
., 

Aldrin Parathion 

1961 1970 1961 1970 

Tons 

Austria. ]/58.0 1/110 .7 1/59. 4 ]/44.3 
Belgium. n.a. n.a'. n.a. n.a. 
Finland. 0.2 1.0 17.6 7.3 
Germany. n.a. n.a. ~/253.0 9/501. 5 
Greece 10.0 ~/131.~ 93.3 -5"/108.8 
Italy. ]/2,074 .0 ]/2,764.0 1/1 ,153.9 ]/1,036.3 
Luxembourg 0.3 5/0.3 1.2 5/1.4 
Spain. : . 9.1 .§j64.0 n.a. 5/361. 0 
Sweden n.a. n.a. ?J 10/284.4 ]/ 16/155.0 

n.a. - not available. 

~ Quantities used or sold to agriculture. Active ingredients unless otherwise 
specified. 

g/ Average 1948-52. In some cases, the average is based on only 2, 3, or 4 years 
within this period. 

3/ Product weight basis. 
4/ 1952. 
5/ 1968. 
6/ 1969. 
"7/ 1962. 
8/ Average 1961-65. 
9/ Consumption of malathion. 

10/ Consumption of organic phosphorous compounds--parathion, malathion, and others. 

Source: (~) : 

( 
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Table 25--Agricu1tura1 use of copper sulphate (fungicide) 
y, selec;.ted years 1950-70 

Country 195-0 ?J 1961 1970, 

Tons 

Austria. 842.5 263.5 325.9 
Finland. 3.1 0.1 n.a. 
France n.a. n.a. 3/7,000.0 
W. Germany ~/3,487.5 ~2,068.5 - 4/581.1 
Greece 1,406.7 2/1 ,692.8 - 6'62.3 
Italy. . 3/77,018.1 5/47.928.0 lin .038.5" 
Luxembourg - 45.8 31.0 6/3.5 
Portugal 3/16,653.4 ]j23 ,872. 5 .l/5,461.8 
Spain. - 2,906.4 2,439.4 500.0 
Sweden n.a. 6/144.0 £1146 .0 
Switzerland. n.a. 1,040.0 380.0 

n.a. = not available. 

Y Quantities used in or sold to agriculture. Active 
ingredient basis. 

2/ Average 1948-52. In some cases, the average is 
baied on only 2, 3, or 4 years within this period. 

3/ Froduct weight. 
4/ Other copper compounds.
5/ Average 1961-65. 
~ Total copper and compounds. 

Source: (~) . 

'rab1e 26--Agricu1tura1 use of herbicides, Y selected 
 
years 1950-70 
 

Country 1950 ?J 1961 1970 

Tons 

Austria. .l/37. 8 3/447.0 .l/2 ,160. 0 
Finland. n.a. - 423.6 1,197.4 
West Germany 322.5 1,676.9 11,485.0 
Greece 3/121.0 J/297.4 3;4/454.3 
Italy. 1/244 .0 J/1,616.2 i/5,777.6 
Luxembourg 19.5 96.7 4/169.9 
Spain . . d/23.0 3/416.0 :!±:/509.2 
Sweden . n.a • J!3;095.0 J/5,777.0 
Switzerland. n.a. .l/470.0 W1,260.0 

n.a. = not available. 

Y Quantities used in or sold to agric,ulture, unless 
otherwise specified. ActiVI':! ingredient basis. 

?J Average 1948-52. In.some cases, the average is based 
on 2, 3, or 4 years within the period. 

3/ Product weight. 
:!±:! 1968. 

Source: (~) . 
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percent; 20-100 hectares, 27.3 percent; 100-500 hectares, 28.4 percent; and over 500 
hectares, 11.2 percent. In addition, the smaller the farm, the greater the percentage 
of farm area actually irrigated. 

In 1968, the value of irrigated crops accounted for approximately one-fourth of 
the country's marketable output. The area in fodder accounted for the largest share 
of irrigated area, 1.2 million hectares, while market garden crQP area ~as second at 
630,000 hectares.. Irrigated corn area was 340,000 hectares and fruit, 220,000 hectares. 

The more :prosperous region of northern J,taly has the largest share of land 
equipped for irrigation, 72 :percent of the total in 1970. Over 80 percent of the 
irrigation in Italy is by gravity--run-off, infiltration, and flooding. However, 
sprinkler irrigation, new in Italy, is rapidly gaining popularity, es:pecially among 
larger farms. Nearly 70 percent of the water used for irrigation is river water, while 
ground water and water from reservoirs account for the remainder. 

Greece ( 53) • 

Irrigation has been a primary fact.or in promot.ing agricultural growth in Greece. 
where the quality of arable land is often poor and land tends to erode. 

Use of irrJ.gation.in Greece is relatively recent. Only 178,000 and 270,000 hectares 
were irrigated in 1929 and 1939, respectively. However, the Government's main concern 
during this :period was drainage and flood :protection. Due to the aftermath of the 
Second World War, little progress was made until 1950. During the 1950's irrigation 
development proceeded at an average annual rate of approximately 17,000 hectares. 
Total irrigated land more than doubled between 1950 and 1969, reaching 710,000 hectares 
and accounting for 5 percent of total land area, 8 percent of farmland, and 18 percent 
of cultivated land. 

By 1962, about 80 percent of the land planted to rice and the major commercial, 
vegetables was irrigated. By 1967, irrigated area reached 80 percent for sugarbeets 
and cotton, 61 percent for alfalfa, and 51 percent for corn. 

Portugal ( 25 ) . 

Historically, water has been an important. fact.or of production in Port.ugal and 
a frequent source of dis:putes between farmers. Portugal is unusual in that most of the 
irrigation has been by private interests, especially in the more prosperous northern 
and central portions of the country. 

Irrigation developed slowly until recent years. In 1955, irrigated area totaled 
620,172 hectares, 12.7 percent of the cultivated land. By 1970 it had increased by 
only 10 percent to 684,500 hectares, 14 percent of the caltivated area. The northern 
and central regions of Portugal account for nearly 80 percent of the area irrigated. 
However, the region around Lisbon and the southern part of the country have shown the 
greatest increase in irrigated area during the last two decades. 

The latest figures available for the distribution of crops on irrigated land are 
for 1951-56. At that time arable crops accounted for the most area under irrigation, 
481,000 hectares. Vegetables were the most irrigated crop wit~ nearly 92 percent of 
the crop grown on irrigated land. 

Spain {2£}. 

In 1968, about 2.1 million hectares in Spain were irrigated, an increase of 48 
percent from 1950. The proportion of arable land irrigated rose from 
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Table 27--Irrigated area 

Country and irrigated area 

Greece: 
Irrigated cultivated area.. 
Agricultural area 1/ 

Percent..... . 

Italy: 
Area equippBd for irrigation 
Agricultural area 1/ 

Percent. . . . . . . . . . 

Portugal: 
Irrigated area . . . 
Agricultural area !/ 

Percent..... . 

Spain: 
Irrigated area . . . 
Agricultural area 1/ 

Percent ..... . 

France: 
Equipped for irrigation. 
Agricul-tural area !/ 

Percent. . 

n.a. = not available. 

1/ Taken from table 5. 
 
2/ 1956. 
 
3/ 1958. 
 
4/ 1962.

5J 1970. 

Sources: 

in selected countries, specified years, 1955-69 
 

'Ii 

1955 1960 1965 1969 
 

1,000 hectares 

315 590 601 7ll 
 
8,661 8,8n 8,871 8,870 
 

4 7 7 8 
 

,Y2,526 1/2,778 !±/3,010 5/3,400 
 
~/21,3n J/20,965 !.±J20,597 jJ20,227 
 

.. 12 l3 l5 17 
 

620 n.a. 660 684 
 
3,755 n.a. 4,515 4,990 
 

17 n.a. 15 14 
 

n.a. 1,828 2,006 2,173 
n.a. 41,277 41,734 42,191 
n.a. 4 5 5 
 

2/350 n.a. 600 5/825 
 
,Y34,049 n.a. 33,905 L/33,178 
 

1 n.a. 2 2 
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8.2 to 10.4 percent during the same period. The annual rate o~ increase in irrigated 
are~ varied greatly. Between 1900 and 1940 there was a slow average growth rate o~ 
6,500 hectares annually. The pace gradually quickened ~rom an average of 14.000 
hectares between 1950 and 1960 and 30,000 hectares between 1960 and 1964 to about 50,000 'J 

hectares a year during the latter 1960's. These ~igures re~er to the activities of 
official agencies and do not include land irrigated under private schemes. Irrigation 
development accounted ~or 70 percent o~ total public investment 'in agriculture under 
the First Plan (1960-64) and 60 percent under the Second Plan (1964-67). 

1. 
The greatest percentage o~ irrigated area is on the east coast along the . j 

Mediterrahean and in the central regions of the count~y. For 1965/66-1966/67, almost 
three-~ourths o~ the land planted to horticultural crops was irrigated--a larger share 
than for any other crop. However, grain accounted ~or most irrigated land--34 percent 
of total irrigated area. Value of output f-rom irrigated land accounted for nearly 
half o~ crop production. 

France (~J. 

Since rainfall is adequate in all but the southern portion of France, development 
of irrigation has been less crucial than in the other Mediterranean countries. Until 
recently, irrigation w~s confined to the southern provinces, b~t it is now spreading 
to the Beauce and Paris Basin where it is use~ul ~or regulating crop yields and raising 
the income level. With new techniques and increased capital, irrigation is becoming 
less labor intensive and more attractive for larger ~arms. 

In 1970, 825,000 hectares in France were equipped fo;r irrigation, accounting ~or 
nearly 4.6 percent o~ arable land and 2.5 percent o~ all agricultural land. The average 
annual increase in land equipped ~or irrigation was about 25,000 hectares between 1956 
and 1965, and 45,000 hectares between 1966 and 1970. Most o~ the increase in irrigated 
area has come ~rom sprinkler irrigation. Since sprinkler irrigation tends to be more 
expensive initially, it is not unusual that a ~Tealthy country such as France would 
use it more extensively than the other Mediterranean countries. 



(," 
._~'.l~~,~,~~~~-....-_~"" ~_~~""",.~., .,.-' eH r- ...~.'.;.-, .....e#\<4....-_<1--=~.._~_~.~""........." 

OUTLOOK 

During the 1970's, agriculture as a percentage of GDP will probably continue to 
decline in Western Europe, although GAP continues to ri~e. Agricultural ~mployment should 
continue to decline, but at a decreasing rate. A continuation of this trend will 
depend on the general economy and opportunity for employment in other sectors of the 
economy. Since most farm labor i" now provided by the farmer and his family, a reduction 
in farm labor will ~robably come mainly from reduction in the number of fa~ operators 

(18).. 

The average size of full-time farms will continue to grow during the 1970' s as 'I 

land in small and ~art-time farms is sold or rented to the more viable full-time farms. 
Reform programs in the Ee and most other countries are geared toward reducing the ,number 
of small farms and consolidating the land. This is achieved in part by introducing 
retirement programs a.nd retraining opportunities for the younger farmer a.nd his 
family. Retraining programs are generally geared toward rural industrialization since 
farmers frequently do not want to move too far from their home and a mass exodus to 
cities is not desirable. 

In northern and cen~ral Western Europe the trend of increasing fertilizer and 
machinery use will ~robably slow considerably as fairly high levels of use have already 
been achieved. Also, a.s farm enlargement continues more efficient use will be made of 
farm machinery. However, in southern Western Europe th~re is much room for improvement. 
Use of pesticides and fungicides will probably continue to increase in most areas of 
Western Europe. Irrigation in the southern regions should continue to increase and will 
always be in important input in certain countries. 

Agricultural income will continue to have an impact on agricultural policymaking. 
 
If farm employment continues to decrease and farms enlarge and become more viable, the 
 
income disparity between agriculture and other economic sectors should improve and 
 
governments may have more flexibility in introducing economic rationality into their 
 
agricultural trade policies. 
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