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H enidpaon wng emiPoirig npooti-
pov Adyw uvnépPaocng t@v HocooTd-
OEWV MAPAY®WYNG OTNV OIKOVOIKO-
nta g yahakronapaywyou foo-

Tpopiac.

I'. E. Badepydkng

IEPIAHWH. H enidpaon mg emPoliig npootipwy, Adyw vnép-
Baong 1wv nocootHoEwV Mapaywyrig, 6ta o1KovopKd anotehé-
opata twv povddwv napaywyrig ayelabivoy ydlaktog, pedetin-
ke ot Sefypa 120 extpopdv, péoou kai peyddou peyéfoug, tng Ke-
vipikiig MaxeSoviag. O1 ektpopég katardymkay ot khdoeic, pe fé-
on 1o 10600t UIEPPaAcnG WV I0COCTWEEWY, YWPIG Va UIApYOUV
yevikd S1agopég petadi wwv khdoswv wg 1pog ta yapakmpiouxd
WV EKTPOPAV. LG eKTPpopég 610U o péco mocootd unépPaong
v nocootdoewv éptace  15,1%, n peiwon wou képdoug, tou
yewpyikoU o1koyevelakoy e1codipatog ka1 tng anodouxdtntag tou
keparaiou fitav 47,1%, 24,6% ka1 19,3% aviiotorya, eve o€ exei-
veg 6110U 10 péco nocootd unépPaocng éprace 1o 39,5% n peiwon
fitav avtiotorya 118,6%, 68,6% ka1 54,5%. O1 ektpopég autég ma-
pouoialav, katd péoov 6po, Cnpia. Qg evaddakuxég Ajoeig avupe-
wmong tou npoPriparog e€etdomnkav: a) n peiwon wou apiBpod
v ektpepdpevov ayeddbov pe okond va peiwlei n mapaydpevn
noodwnta yddaxrog kat B) n ayopd mosdotwong, oty tpéyouca (u-
wnld) upd ka1 pe Bpayeia nepiodo andofeong, pe oxond va kaku-
@0l n meovdlouoa napaywyn. Ta anotedéopara éderifav 6u n pei-
won tou apifpoy wv ayeddSwy, xwpig va umodoyiotei n avapevé-
pevn Bedtiwon g mapaywyikémtag wv (wwv, 0a avfhoe 1o ou-
voliké képbog ka1 Oa S1atnpricer otalepd 1o Yewpyikd oikoyevelaxd
£1066npa oug extpopég pe mponyodpevo mocootd unépPacng
15,1%, eva o€ exeiveg pe upnAdiepo mocootd unépPaong (39,5%),
n onpavukd ai§non tou képSoug Oa Pedudoer 1o yewpyikd o1ko-
yevelakd e1068npa kard 1.000.000 Spy. nepinou. H e§évaon tou ev-
Sexdpevou ayopdg moodotwong £5e1§e du pdvo o1 ektpoéc oy
S1atnpovv ayedddeg vpniig napaywyikéntag, pe onpavuxd pé-
yebog ka1 pukpr e§dpnon ané v ayopd (wotpopdv, priopodv va
emtiyouv pikpd é0tw képdn and v enévéuon auth. Le ke me-
pimwon ka1 ave§dptnta ané wv emdoyh 10U pdIOU avUpETOM-
ong tou npoPBAiipatog, SramotdOnke n avaykn: a) fediwong g
napaywykémrag wv ektpepépevav (dwv kai B) kakdtepng a-
&ionoinong wwv S1abéoipwy ané ug extpopés péowv napaywyie.

Aé€erg eupempiaong: I adaxronapaywyds footpogpia, moosotwon,
unépPaon, npéotpo, orKovopKSTTA.
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The effect of superlevies, due to milk
quota excess, on dairy farming

profitability in Greece.

Valergakis G.E.

ABSTRACT. The effect of superlevies on dairy farming profitability
was studied in a sample of 120 dairy farms of medium and large size,
in Central Macedonia, Greece. The farms were classified in classes,
according to the percentage of their milk production in excess of
their quota. There were no differences among the classes in the
characteristics of the farms. Profit, net family income and return of
capital investment decreased by 47.1%, 24.6% and 19.3%
respectively on farms with an average milk quota excess of 15.1%,
while on those exceeding their quota by 39,5%, the decrease was
118.6%, 68.6% and 54.5% respectively. The farms of the latter class
were operating at a loss. In order to cope with the problem two
alternatives were examined: a) a decrease in the number of cows kept
on farms in order to decrease milk production to the quota level and
b) the purchase of quota in the current (high) market price combined
with a short depreciation period in order to cover the excess
production. The results showed that a decrease in the number of
cows, without considering the expected increase in productivity, will
increase profit and keep net family income at the previous levels on
farms with an average previous quota excess of 15.1%, while the
significant increase in profit on farms with a higher quota excess
(39.5%) will improve net family income by almost 1 million drs.
The study of the quota purchasing alternative showed that a small
profit increase would result only on farms keeping high-producing
cows, on farms with considerable size or on those with high on farm
feedstuffs production. In both cases and independently of the
alternative chosen, the need for: a) an increase in cow productivity
and b) a better allocation of the production factors, was evident.
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EIXAT'QI'H

H ovveyng, enti deraetiec, avEnomn g maQaymyns o-
vehadvot yahaxntog otg xmees s E.E. nawn otaoudt-
TaL 7OV TEMKA TOQATNEY ONKE 0TV RATAVAAMOT EYAV G
amotéheoua ™ dMnuoveyia ueydhmv aobepdtwy,  did-
Beon TV omolmv emPdouve onuAvTLRd TOV XOLWVOTIXG TTQO-
VrohoyLoud. o v avTipe Tdmon autig g ®atdotaong
eapuootnre (1984) ue emtuyia, mapd g aQywmés du-
O%OMEG, TO CVOTNUA TV TTOCO0THOEMV (quotas), 1o omolo,
oe meQimTmon VTEEPaots Tove, TEofAEmteL TV emPoi
TEOOTIUOV OTOVS VITEVHUVOUS TTALQOYYOUC.

[opd T aEYES EVIVTADOELS, 1) EQPOQUOYT TOU CVOTH-
UaTog owTov, To 0moto Ba TpooTtdteve BemwEnTind TOVS Ui
1QOUE TaRAYWYOUG, dev avérope rabShov ™ paydaia a-
vadLdeBwon Tov ®Addov g YaharToTaQAYWYOT BOO-
Tooiag oS OL ROVWVLROL ROl OLXOVOILKOT AGYOL TTOU
v enéParay Nrav okt woyveol. Zmv E.E. netaEv 1984
nat 1995, 0 auBude tov yahartomaooymydv ayehddwv
pewdnre ratd 32,7% won Tov Lovadmy TaQaymyis ®atd
49,7% 123

H avaxatavouy] Tmv Tooootmoemy £YLVE YOIYOQO KoL
ue emrtvyia, aveEdomrta o ™ uéBodo mov epaoudoT-
ne oe ®d0e ydeu (vevroun ®abodiiynon 1 ehevBeon aryo-
04)* naw SrevrnohivOnre €10l 1) AGENON TOv peYEBoug Twv
exTROQAV (55,5% mepLoodtepeg ayehddeg avd extQopy
ueTa&0 1985 naw 1995)", nabdg n amoydenon twv nit-
RLOUEVOV ayOoTaV ®0BLotovoe dLaBEoues oNpovVTRES &-
®TAOELS YEMEYNE YNS. OL extpopeis, Wing otig féoeLeg
XDOES, TOOOAOUOOTNRAY OYETLRA YO YOO OTY VEO Y-
UATLRSTNTA ROL TTEQLOQLOAY TV Ty WYY TOUS UEoa oTal
oL g TOoSoTMONE TTOY dLEBeToy.?

‘Onmg NTav avapevorevo, oL véeg ouvOnixreg Tapaym-
Mg Tov dnovEyNBnray, €yvov opuéome AVTLLEIUEVO PE-
AETNG OTLS TEQLOTGTEQES EVOMITAIRES YWHRES . AQyrd Pd-
vnre 6Tl 00 TEORELWVATOY EVAS NULEVTOTIXOG TUTTOS EXTQO-
@rig oTELdpuevog oty akomoinon twv foorotéTwmy, 6-
OV O PAOLRATEQOS AVTIXELUEVIRGC OROTTOS Oa NTay 1) pe-
YLOTOTTOMOT TOU %€ QAOVS ATT6 TV TaQOy WY YEAARTOS O
vad extdoo drabéoune yns. H emhoyn twv mapaywydv 6-
RS 0€ GAeC OYEDOV TIC TEQUTTMOELS NTAV 1) EQPAOUOYY] E-
viatradv uebsdwv, delyvovrag 1o duvauous tov xhddov.™
H péon yahartomagoywyr avd ayehddo avEndnxe natd
22,3% peta& 1985 non 1995, turjua tmv foorotdmmy 86-
Onue oy raAMEQyela ouyromopevay xovopoetdmv Lw-
0TQOPMV, MNUNTOLARDV %L EAALOTVY WV 1] TEWTEIVOTY WV
OTEQUATMY, TOL 0TTOT0L TOAT GUYVA TTEOOQILOVTAY YLOL CUTO-
ROTOVAADON (e ™V eVIoYVON OPEOWV ROVOTLRMDV TTQO-
yoouudtmv). Ot EXTQOPELS, e OROTIO TV EVIOYVOT TOV EL-
coMUATAS TOVG, EPAQUOOAY EVQRUTEQA TNV TTAYUVON TV
QQOEVIRMV LOTY WV OL OTTOLOL YEVVLOVTAY OTLS EXTQOPES
TOVE, VA aYSTEQX dpaoTnoLoTOWONRav ®aL o dGAAovC,
extég ™S Pootpogiag ®hddove.!

Zmv EMdda topatnenxe m (dio dtapBpowtiny tdon
(nelmon Tov aELOUOT TV EXTEOPMV KoL UENOY TOV UEYE-
Bovug Toug), pe avdhoyoug 1 row Taiteovs uBrovs (60%

INTRODUCTION

The continuous, for decades, increase in milk production
in the E.U. countries and the stagnation that finally occurred
in consumption, resulted in huge stocks whose marketing
was a considerable burden to the community’s budget. To
resolve this situation, the quota system was introduced
(1984) which, despite the initial difficulties, was successful
in limiting production. Under the quota system, farmers ex-
ceeding their quotas are obliged to pay a superlevy.

Despite the original impression, that the implementa-
tion of the quota system would protect small producers, the
restructuring of the dairy sector was profound as the social
and financial reasons that dictated it were very strong. In
the E.U., between 1984 and 1995, the number of dairy cows
decreased by 32.7% and that of dairy farms by 49.7%."**

The relocation of quotas was fast and successful, inde-
pendently of the method used in each country-member
(central guidance or free market)*, which facilitated the in-
crease in farm size (55.5% more cows per farm between
1985 and 1995)"** as the retirement of older farmers made
considerable agricultural land available. Dairy farmers, es-
pecially in the northern countries, were adjusted with rela-
tive ease to the new system and limited their production
within the limits of their quota.*

As it was expected, the new production environment be-
came immediately a research topic in most European coun-
tries.” In the beginning, it appeared that a semi-intensive sys-
tem would be preferred, based on the valorization of pas-
tures and whose major objective would be to maximize prof-
it from milk production per hectare of available land. How-
ever, in most cases, dairy farmers chose to intensify their
production methods demonstrating the sector’s dy-
namism.** Average milk production per cow between 1985
and 1995 increased by 22.3%, part of the pastures was used
to cultivate roughage, cereals and oily or protein seeds (with
the support of various E.U. programs) that in most cases
were consumed on farm and, in order to improve their in-
come, farmers applied more widely the fattening of male
calves born on their farms and later they expanded in oth-
er, non-dairy sectors as well.*

In Greece, the same structural trend was observed (a re-
duction in the number of dairy farms and an increase in
their size), at similar or faster rates (60% and 100% respec-
tively)**™, but in contrast with what happened in most Euro-
pean countries, the adjustment to the quota system was not
smooth, despite the fact that it was implemented with a de-
lay of almost a decade (1993). This happened because, be-
sides the initial great structural difference between the
Greek dairy sector and that of other countries, state agen-
cies and the dairy-processing industry were neither ade-
quately prepared nor did they give the appropriate infor-
mation to dairy farmers.”’ As a result, the quota excess in-
creased, as it is shown in Table 1.

As it is obvious from the data in Table 1, especially dur-
ing the last years, superlevies became a considerable bur-
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I'.E. BAAEPTAKHY.

IMivaxag 1. Zrouyeio vrépfaong mg eBvintig T00G0TWONG TOpoywYYig aryehadvou ydhotog

I'alaxtoropund €rog YrevOuvor extoopeis (%)

Méon vréppaon moodotmong (%) “Yyog meootipov (dey./yAy. ydhatog)

1993-1994 -
1994-1995 58,8
1995-1996 448
1996-1997 -

1997-1998 38,6
1998-1999 38,4
1999-2000 35,8

5.4 10,4

5.2 10,8
37 6,0
11,2 32,5
17,7 57,0

»aw 100% avtiotovgae) ™. Ze aviifeon Spwg pe 6,1 ouvé-
B oTLS TEQLOOGTEQES EVEWTAIRES YWOES, 1) TOOTAQUOYN
070 OVOTNUOL TWV TOCOOTATEWY eV €yLve Wiaitepa opa-
A, T0Od TO YEYOVES OTL EQaEUGOTNXRE tE RABVOTEENON
oxeddv poag deraetiog (1993). Avté ouvéPn emedn extdg
a7t TV VtapEn v peydhwv aymav dtopodv ot dour
™C MVt pootogiag o oygom ue g AAeS XDOES, 1
wohteia nat oL yohoxtoprounyavieg dev éhafav ta xva-
TdAMAa uétpa 0UTe TaEl AV TV EVOEDELYUEVT) EVIUE-
0won.*” Autd elye mg amoTELEOUN. VO AVEGVETOL 1] VITEQ-
Boon v mocooTtdoEmv, STtmg gaivetol otov mivora 1.7

‘Onog yivetol poved amd ta otoryela Tov mivanra 1,
Wime natd ta tehevtaia €, 1 empdouvon Twv EAAivav
TOQAYWYHV OO TNV EMPOA TV TROOTIUWY RabloToTOoL
onuavTiry.

Avtzelpevirol oxomol g ToQovoag eQyaoiog etval:
) 1 SLEQEVVNOT TV XOQAUKTNQLOTIHMDY TV EXTQOPHYV, OL
omoleg VITtEEPAlVOUV TNV TOOGOTMOT] TOVG, ) 1) LEAETN TG
emidoaoNg oL €xEL N emBOA] TEOOTIUWY MOY® VITEQPaL-
O1NG TN TOTOOTMONG 0TV OLXOVOULRGTHTO TS YUAAKTO-
TOEAYMYOU BOOTROQIAC OTH WO OGS ®OL V) Vo eEETAL-
0ToUV HLdPOEOL EVOAAKRTIZOT TOOTTOL AVTLUETAOTLONG Q-
TOU TOV TEOPAMUATOC, ATORAELOTIRG OTOL ONUEQLVA TTAL-
OL0L TWV EXTEOQPAV RO, 1) k1] Extaon g Suabgoung
YEMQYWRIIE YNG, O XDQOS AorNong TS £V Adyw dQaoTnoLs-
™mrog alhd xaw EMeryYm oxeTIviig Taddoong, TEQLOQL-
Covv g evalhantinéc MGoELS YLOL T CUUTAQMON TOL EL-
cOMUOTOC TV EXTEOPEWV ATt TARAANAES YEMEYLKES,
HTNVOTQOPLRES 1] KA TOVQLOTIRES RGO DQAOTNOLOTHTEC,
Smme ovupaivel oe dhheg ydoeg me E.E.*

YAIKA KAI ME®OAOI

O voAoYLoRAS TS eTIOQONS TTOU €XEL T ETLPOAY] TTQO-
OTip®V, Mym vtéePaong g dtaféoiung ToodoTwong, ota
OOVOIUXA ATTOTEAE OUOLTOL TV ROVADMV Ty WYNG Qrye-
hadvov ydhantog €yive og tuyaio delypa 120 extoopav,
uéoou now peyarov peyédovg, e Kevrounic Maxedoviag,
TV OTTOLWV TGO0 TA TEYVIXA GO0 ROl TO OLKOVOMHKG ATTO-
tehéopata (€000¢, YemEYLHO ELOGOMUL, YEMQOYLRG OLRO-
YEVELONS ELOGINU RO OTTOOOTIRGTITO KEPaAaiov) Exouy
amoteAéoetL avirelnevo Aesrroueovg avdlvong.’

Ta dedouéva avtd, oV APOYOTY TO YUAARTOROWAG €-
to¢ 1997-1998, extpudron GTL urroeovy va aEtomom0ouv ue
onuavoirn axgifela xo yuo my tepiodo 1999-2000, xa-

Table 1. Data on national milk quota excess

Farmers Average Superlevy
responsible (%) quota excess (%) (dr/kg milk)

Quotayear

1993-1994 - - -

1994-1995 58.8 5.4 10.4
1995-1996 44.8 52 10.8
1996-1997 - - -

1997-1998 38.6 37 6.0
1998-1999 38.4 11.2 32.5
1999-2000 358 17.7 57.0

den to Greek dairy farmers.

The objectives of this paper were a) to investigate the
characteristics of the dairy farms that exceed their quota b)
to study the effect of superlevies due to milk quota excess,
on dairy farming profitability in Greece and c) to examine
various alternative ways of facing the problem, exclusively
under the present structure of dairy farms as the small size of
the available agricultural land, the area where the majority of
dairy farms is located and the lack of relative tradition, lim-
it the alternatives for dairy farmers to improve their income
through other agricultural, animal breeding or even tourist
activities, as is the case in other E.U. countries.*’

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The effect that superlevies, due to quota excess, have on
dairy farming profitability, was calculated in a random sam-
ple of 120 dairy farms of medium and large size in Central
Macedonia, Greece, whose technical results and their prof-
itability (profit, net income, net family income, return of
capital investment and break-even point) have been thor-
oughly analyzed.’

It is estimated that these data, concerning the 1997-1998
period, can be used with significant accuracy for the 1999-
2000 quota year, as the overall financial conditions in dairy
farming had not been substantially altered (prices received
and prices of most feeds remained stable, slight increase of
labor and fuel expenses while soybean meal price was al-
most 20% lower).

Profit is defined as the difference between gross income
and total production expenses. Net income is defined as the
sum of profit, total labor and land expenses and interest on
capital (fixed and variable) while net family income is de-
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Bdg OL YEVIRES OLROVOUKES OUVONRES RATA TV AORNOT THS
yohartomopoywyol ootoopiog dev elyav uetafinbei ov-
oaotrd (oL Tég dudbeong TV TEOTOVIMY ROl TWV TTE-
0L00GTEQMY CWOTEOPMV TTaEueLvay otaBeEg, oL damd-
VES YL EQYAOTR RO OVOLUO AVENBN ROV EAapOd, EVAD 1|
T} Tov GoYLEAEVEOV Ty UELUEVH ®atd 20% meQimov).

Q¢ #€0d0¢ 0piteton 1 dLapod ™e araddLoTC TEO-
0600V 0TS TO GBVOLO TV ATTAVAV TUEAYWYNS, WG YEWQ-
Y6 €LoGOMuUa 1o ABoLopa TV %EQOOVS, TV CUVOMKEV
daTTOVdV £QYAOTOGS %ol EDAPOVE RAL TMV TGHRMY TOV OUVO-
Lov Tov neparaiov (0TadeQov nat uetapAntov), eved mg
YEMQYLRG OLROYEVELOXS ELOGINU TO ABQOLOUA TOV REQ-
O0VE, TV dATTOVHV EQYAOTOS TV UEADV TV OLLOYEVELHV
TOV EXTROPEMV, TWV dOTTAVAV TOV LOLGKTITOV £dAPOVE TV
ROL TOV TORWOV TOV (D10, oTafeQ0V ot UETAPANTOT REQa-
Laiov (vtohoyiomre 010 30% Tov CUVOMKOU XeQaAaiov).
Q¢ amodonndtta ®e@alaiov 0pIleTal TO TINARO TE KO-
0001ig TEo0GdoV (ABOLoUN TOV REQIOVC, TV CUVOMRMDV
SOV EY Tov EAMOVE KL TWV TGXRMY TOU GUVGAOU TOV %e-
Paraiov) TTEOS TO CUVOAO TOU £TTEVOUUEVOL KEQAAaiOU On-
Lad1 To dBoLopa ToU peTAPANTOT (TANV TV TGOV TOV
RURAOPOELAROV REPAAAiOV) %ot TOV 0T00EQOU ®EPAAL-
ov (onueowvr] aEloL TV ®TLELOKMDV EYRATAOTACEWY, TOU UY)-
Koo eEomopon, Tov Lot repahalov xow g yng).
Téhog, mg noTdTam) evvoint] arédoom opileTal exeivo to U-
YOG TAAYWYNS ®aTd TO 0700 dev VITdQYEL 0UTe REQDOG
ovtte tnuio.

O 120 entpogéc natatdymroy og TOELS *AAOELS, ava-
Aoya pe 10 TooooTé VITEPaong ™e dlabEoLung ToodoTm-
ONG TOVC.

Zmv mpd vhdon (Y-1), oupmeuhigpbnnay exelveg ol
EXTQOPES TTOV ElTE deV ElYOV ROMIYEL THV TTOOGOTWO TOVS
elte v elyav vtepPel ehagod (<5%). Ztig extQoPég av-
té¢c Oev vmohoyiomne emPoly] TEOOTIHOU, RABDS EXTLUN-
Bnxe 6L now TO WG TTOCOOTS VITEEPAONS TTOV TAQOVOTaL-
Cav ndmoleg atd ouTég Umoel ebrnola va nelwbet, pe ™
X0NYNoN TS Theovalovoags ToodTTaS YAMARTOS OTOUS
YOAOUYOUUEVOUS HOOYOUES 1] UE TNV ATTOUARQUVON TV AL-
YOTEQO TAQUYWYIRDY AyE AWV, YWEIS OVoLAOTIRY ahhat-
1 Twv owovourav aroteleopdtav. IIpémel va avapep-
Bl 6L Paowrn avtion ™mg wn ®aAypng g drabéowung mo-
060TMONG OTLS EXTQOPES AVTHS TNG ®AAONS NTaALY TO YEYO-
VO 6L WTEC Plonovtay o€ Ao ETaVaoHOTAoNS TOV Lo-
1*0U TOUG %eQahaiov, UOTEQM QIO EQPAQUOYY] TEOYQAUUOL-
T0g eEuylavoric Tove.

2 devteon vhdon (Y-2) oupmeuhigpinray oL extQo-
PES TTOV VITEQEPNOAY TNV TOOGOTMOT TTOQAYWYNS TOUS Kt
14 5-30%, evd) oty Toltn vhdon (Y-3) exelveg mov moQov-
otaov vTtéePaom ™G TOCGOTWOYC TOVS TTEQLOOGTEQO ATTG
30%.

Ta X 0QORTNELOTIXG TOV EXTEOPDV, TA OO0 IIEQEV-
VRENRaY Now: o) 0 aELBUGS TmV EXTEEPSUEVOY aryeMAdwY,
B) M uéom yahartomapaymyn avd ayehdda avd €10g, ) T0
TOCOOTE RAMYMGE TWV EVEQYELORMDV AVALYRMV TV LHMV a-
76 exelveg g LWOTEOPES, TOV UIToEoTY va stapayBoty ato

fined as the sum of profit, family members’ labor expenses,
farm’s own land expenses and interest on farm’s own fixed
and variable capital (it was estimated at 30% of total capi-
tal). Return of capital invested is defined as the quotient of
return on capital (the sum of profit, total land expenses and
interest of total capital) to total capital invested that is the
sum of variable (minus the interest of circulating capital)
and fixed capital (present value of buildings, machinery, cat-
tle and land). The break-even point is defined as the level
of production where there is neither profit nor loss.

The 120 dairy farms were classified in three classes, ac-
cording to the percentage of their quota excess.

In the first class (Y-1) were included the farms that ei-
ther did not exceed their quota or exceeded it slightly
(<5%). No superlevy was calculated for this class as it was
estimated that the small excess of the latter farms could be
easily decreased by feeding the excess milk to calves or by
culling a few cows of lower productivity, without substan-
tially affecting their economic results. It must be reported
that the main reason that most of the farms in this class did
not produce their quota was the fact that they were still try-
ing to reestablish the original cow numbers after a farm san-
itation program.

In the second class (Y-2) were included the farms that
exceeded their quota by 5-30%, while in the third class (Y-
3) were included those that exceeded their quota by more
than 30%.

The farm characteristics that were investigated were: a)
number of cows kept, b) average milk production per cow
per year c) percentage of energy needs of animals covered
by on-farm feed production by those feeds that can be pro-
duced on a dairy farm (silage, hay, cereals) and d) the total
amount of capital and its distribution and the distribution
of production expenses and gross income.

The effect on dairy profitability was calculated with a su-
perlevy of 57 dr/kg of milk on farms of the Y-2 and Y-3 classes.

The alternatives that were examined in order to face the
problem of quota excess were: a) a reduction in the number
of cows kept on farm and b) the purchase of additional quo-
ta in order to cover the farm’s production.

In order to examine the consequence that a reduction
in the number of cows kept would have on dairy farming
profitability, the economic results were calculated again for
those farms that exceeded their quota (farm classes Y-2 and
Y-3), after reducing the number of cows in proportion with
the quota excess.

During this new calculation, the land expenses remained
the same. The labor expenses were kept the same for the Y-
2 class farms, while they were reduced by (only) 10% for
those of the Y-3 class, for practical reasons concerning farm
functionality, despite the reduction in the number of cows
kept (15.1% and 39.5% respectively). The fixed capital ex-
penses concerning buildings and machinery remained the
same for both farm classes, while those for cattle were re-
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mhaiowo wag ayehadotoomurig expuetdilevong (evolpm-
norta, oovol o dMMuntolaxrol zapmol) xat §) To TYog rat
1) ROTAVOUY TOU OTTALTOVUEVOV REPAAATOU RABHS AL 1) KO-
TAVOUN] TV dATAVAY TaQAYWYNS ®aL TS araddoLome
ROOGO0V.

H entidpaon Tmv Teootipuwy 0Ty OlovourGT|Ta. TS
maaymyng aryehadivol yahatog, vitohoyliomxe ue emo-
M) wootinov tipoug 57 deayudv avd AGYQauuo otg &-
UTEOPES TV ®hdoewv Y-2 rou Y-3.

O evorhartinéc MiogLg oL omoies eEETAoTRAY YL TV
AVTLUETMOIULON TOV TTROPAUOTOS TG VTTEQPOOTS TV TTOTO0-
OTAOOEWY HTOov: ) 1) Lelwom Tov aQLBUOU TMV EXTOEPSLLE-
v ayehddwv xat ) 1 aryoed TooGoTmong Lo Ty vdAuvym
™G TOQAYWDYC TV EXTQOPMDV.

T va eEetaotel 1 eximrwon wov Ba €xeL 0T OLOVO-
WA ATOTELEGUALTO, TWV EXTOOPMY 1] UEIMOT TOV aRLOUOT
TOV EXTOEPSUEVOV ayehddwV, OLeveyiBnne ex VEOu 0 v-
TOAOYLOWGS TOVG, O€ EXEIVEC TOV TTarpovoiataoy vt ofaon
TV JBETLUMY TOTOOTOOEMV (EXTQOPES TV ®Adoewv Y-
2 %o Y-3), ueLdvovtog tov aoud tov ayehddmv avdroyo
ue v vITEQPaom .

Katd m dievépyera tov vEou autol vtohoyLopoy, o
damtdveg Yo to €8apog dtotentnray, puotrd, otabepgc.
O damtdveg yua egyooia datnondnxay otadeég otig &-
%TQOEC TS ®Adong Y-2 evd pedOnrav votd 10% (uévo)
oe gxeiveg ™mg »hdong Y-3, yia AGyoug moortinovg mg AeL-
TOVQYIOC TV EXTQOPMV, TAOA TN UelmoN Tov aLBUoT TV
ayehddmv (15,1% non 39,5% avtiotouya). O damdves tou
0100gQ0U REPANAIOU YLOL RTLOLOKES EYRATUOTAOELS OAAG
%O YL0L Uy ovird eEomMoud diatnennray otabeéc o
vt TG 000 #AAOELS EXTQOPAYV, EVH EXEIVES VLA TO Twwrd
re@dhao peldinray avdroya pe ™ "weimwon" tov aLd-
Ho¥ TV eXTEEPSUEVDV oryeAddwv. Me tov {010 1060 pet-
OOray xow oL dastdveg Tov petafintot xegparaiov, TAnv
exelvav yuo v olMEQyeLa LwotQogdv.

O amtoddoels Shav Twv Lowv, ayelddmv ral veagav
Booeddv, BewpriBnxre 6t moéuevay ol (dec. O apude
TV VEAQMV POOELIDY TTOV EXTOEPOVTAL UELHBNKE ROTA TO
010 T0000TS pe Tov aELOUS Twv ayeAddwv rot TaEd To
SLaBEoLo XMDEO, DEV AVTLUETMITIOTNHE TO EVOEXCUEVO Q-
YOQAS ®OL EXTOOPNS GAAMVY un YEVVNOEVTMVY 0TV EXTEO-
@1j. Ovtpég dudbeong Twv TEOIGVTWY TaépeLvay otabde-
Q€¢. Zuvemig rat N arabdeLot mpdoodog amd ™ foo-
RO dUOoTNOLETTA pELBNxe avdhoya ue T uelmon
TOV 0 ELOUOT TV EXTEEPOUEVMV ayeEAAdWV.

T va SramotmBel 1 owovouLrt| aroTe e oUOTIRGTY -
TOLTNG AYOQAS TTOOGOTMONG, VITOAOYIOTNHE 1) VEQ RATATOTH
euvoiry arddo0m Tov eMLTEETEL TNV ATTGOREC TS ETEV-
dvone. H tuij ayodc g moodotmong vmohoylotue o€
60 dpouéc avd xudyoapuuo ydrhoxrtog (POvéTweo tou
2000). To emténio vroroyiomre oe 10% now og xedvog
anéoPeons o técoea £ (LEon dudoreLla ToEaywyLRig
Comis og aryehddag), nabag ol extpopeis emneealduevol
arnté v mbavomrta allaynic te moltriic g E.E. oto
eyyug nérhov (2006), avtuetmmifouv dmalme, (e eviehdg

duced in proportion with the reduction in cow numbers.
The expenses for variable capital were reduced in the same
way (with the exception of those for feed production).

It was considered that the productivity of all cattle, cows
and young stock, remained the same. The number of young
stock kept was reduced in proportion with the reduction in
cow numbers and despite the fact that there was barn space
available, the possibility of purchasing and raising animals
that were not born on farm, was not examined.

Prices received remained the same as before. Conse-
quently, gross income from cattle was reduced in propor-
tion with the reduction in cow numbers.

In order to verify the financial effectiveness of purchasing
quota, a new break-even point, permitting the depreciation
of the investment, was calculated. The market price of quo-
ta was estimated at 60 dr per kg of milk (Fall 2000). Interest
was set at 10% and the depreciation period at four years (av-
erage productive life of a cow) as Greek dairy farmers, in-
fluenced by the probability of a change in the E.U. policy in
the near future (2006), rightfully confront the possibility of
purchasing quota with entirely short-term criteria.

The objective was the recognition of the basic farm char-
acteristics that can influence the return of the investment.
As such characteristics were chosen: a) the size of the farms
(S-1: 40-79 cows, S-2: 80-119 cows and S-3: more than 120
cows), b) milk production per cow per year (M-1: less than
6,000 kg, M-2: 6,000-7,000 kg and M-3: more than 7,000 kg)
and ¢) on-farm feed production (F-1, F-2 and F-3, meeting a
maximum of 29%, 30-55% and 56-100% of the energy re-
quirements of cattle, respectively). The productivity of the
animals and the prices received were considered to have re-
mained unchanged.

The statistical analysis was performed using the SPSS
10.0 program. The financial data were analyzed using the
One-Way Analysis of Variance method" (for the compari-
son of means the LSD test was used), while the Linear Re-
gression method" was used for the calculation of the break-
even point.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
1) Characteristics of farms exceeding their quota

Table 2 summarizes the average percentage of quota ex-
cess in each farm class, as well as some of their major char-
acteristics.

Milk production of the Y-1 class farms was in average
8% less than their quota. Y-2 class farms exceeded their
quota by an average of 15.1%, while those of the Y-3 class
exceeded it by an average of 39.5%. In all, total milk pro-
duction of the 120 farms exceeded the available quota by
19.5%.

No statistically significant difference was observed a-
mong the three classes concerning the number of cows kept,
the average milk production per cow per year or the on-
farm feed production.
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IMivaxag 2. Katdtagn tmv extoogidy ue fAom To T0000TS VITEQRAONS TWYV TOTOOTOOEMY TOVG KO Y AQUXTNOLOTLRA TOVG

YnéoBaon AgiBudg I'ohoxromagayoyn Idwomagaywyn
Khdoerg mooooTwong (%) ayerddmv (x\y. ydraxtog/ayehdda/€rog) Cwoteogdv(%)
Y-1 (n=30) -8,0¢ 88,5 6596,6 32,8
Y-2 (n=40) 15,1° 83,5 6362,5 311
Y-3 (n=50) 39,5 88,5 6414,0 324
Zivoro (n=120) 19,5 86,8 6442,5 32,0
s.e.d. 41,2 5,03 198,8 1,52
Ty F 213,958*** 0,163 0,503 0,034

a, B, - Méaou 6ot atnv (o TN ue ®owvo exO€m dev LapéQouv oTaToTird onuavtird petoEl Tovg.

P*** <0.01

Boayumedheoua noLtoLa, To evOESUEVO OryOQAS ETULTTAE-
0V TOOG0TWON|C.

O 0%oTES NTaY N AVAYVHELON TV POCIRMV XOLOOXTY-
QLOTLRAV TWV EXTEOPMYV, TO. OTTOLC UWTOQOVY VA ENNOEd-
covy TV artodoTrGTTo T™E ETEVOVONG. Q¢ TETOL QM-
TNELOTLHA ETUAEXTHAV: L) TO UEYEHOS TV eXTEOPAMV (M-
1: 40-79 aryehddec, M-2: 80-119 aryelddec, M-3: mepLood-
tepeg amd 120 ayehddeq), B) n eTola YohaxTOTOQAYWYY|
avd ayehddo (I-1: Arydtepa amd 6.000 yhy., [-2: amd 6.000
uéxot ot 7.000 xAy., I-3: mepuoodrepa amd 7.000 xhy.), v)
Womaaymyn Lwoteopdv (Z-1: dhvym 0-29% tov ava-
VROV, Z-2: ndhuyn 30-55% tov avayrav, Z-3: ndhuym 56-
100% tov avayrav). Ot amoddoels Tmv Chmv xat oL TLHES
TV TEOLGVTMV OemEnOnxre Tl Topauévouy otadepgc.

H otanotxn avdivon v dedopsvav ywve ue ™ xon-
on tov poyedupatog SPSS 10.0. Ta owovopunrd dedopéva
avaliOnxay pe m uéfodo One-Way ANOVA" (ot 0v-
YXOLOT) TV UECV SRV yonotportoninxe to LSD test), e-
VA YL TOV VTTOAOYLOUG TS RATATATNG EVVOIRNG atEd00MS
xonotpomouionxe 1 uEB0dog ™e Yoo uurig TolvOQoun-
ong"” (Linear Regression).

AIIOTEAEXIMATA KAI XYZHTHXH

1) X0paxT1QLoTIXd TOV ELTEOPAOV OL OTT0iES VeQPai-
VOV T1IV TOCG0TMOT] TOUS

Ztov mivara 2 QaiveTol T600 T0 HECO TOCO0TO RAU-
Yng N vrtépPaons ™me dabEoLung TooGoTMOoNG OTLE EXTQO-
Péc ndbe »hAomMC, 600 1oL TAL KUQLAL Y AQAKTNOLOTLRA TOUE.

H toodmta tov YAAAKTOS TTOV TTAONYOYOLV OL EXTQOPES
™™g »hdong Y-1 vtoreumdtay, xatd uécov 6o , natd 8%
a7té TV TOC60TMoN 7Tov dLEBeTOV. OL EXTEOPES TG ®Ad-
ong Y-2 mapovoialav péon vréppaon e duabéoung mo-
gootwong ®atd 15,1%, evad n néom vépfaon g toos-
OTWONE TAQAYWYTS OTLS EXTQOPES TS ®hdong Y-3 fitav
39,5%. ZuvolMrd, 1 TOQOYOUEVT) TTOOGTITO YAMUKTOS ATt
g 120 extpoés vieéParve ) draBEoun amtd avtée mo-
o6otwon ratd 19,5%.

Agv oo ennxre rapio otanotxd onuovr duo-
oA PeTOED TV TOLV ®AAOEWVY O€ 6,TL apoEd ToV apBud
TOV EXTEEPSUEVOV ayeLAdWY, T UEDT YOAARTOTAQOY -
YN avd oryeAdda avd €Tog nan To TPog TS LOLOTAQAYWYNS
CwoTteoQav.

Table 2. Farm classification based on their quota excess
and their characteristics

Milk On-farm

Quota  Number of production feed

Classes excess (%) cowskept (kgofmilk/ production
cow/year) (%)

Y-1(n=30) -8.0° 88.5 6596.6 32.8
Y-2 (n=40) 15.1" 83.5 6362.5 31.1
Y-3 (n=50) 39.5¢ 88.5 6414.0 324
Total (n=120) 19.5 86.8 6442.5 32.0
s.e.d. 412 5.03 198.8 1.52
F 213.958*** 0.163 0.503 0.034

a, b, c. Means in the same column with similar superscripts are not
significantly different.
P*** < (.01

Table 3 summarizes the fixed capital investment per
cow, land value per cow and the need for variable capital
per cow per year, in each of the three farm classes.

Fixed capital investment for buildings, on a per cow ba-
sis, was higher on farms of the Y-1 class compared with that
of the Y-2 and Y-3 farm classes. This difference was statis-
tically significant (P<0.01) and it remained significant
(P=<0.05) even if the investment were distributed to a high-
er number of cows (+8%, corresponding to the remaining
quota). Therefore, there is building space available for more
cattle on farms of the Y-1 class. There was also a statistical-
ly significant difference (P<0.05) among Y-1 and Y-3 farm
classes, concerning fixed capital investment for machinery,
which no longer existed when the latter was distributed to a
higher number of cows (+8%). It is obvious that farms of
the Y-1 class have a higher fixed capital cost for buildings
and machinery than farms of the other two classes.

On the contrary, there were no statistically significant d-
ifferences among the three classes, concerning cattle and
land value and the need for variable capital per cow per
year. Moreover, there weren’t any statistically significant d-
ifferences among the three classes, neither in the distribu-
tion of gross income (sale of milk, beef and live cattle, sub-
sidies, increase in the number of cattle kept on the farm) nor
in the distribution of expenses.
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Mivaxag 3. Exevovuévo otabed re@dhono, agio yng xow petaBANTo ve@AAalo otig *AAOELS ROTATAENS TV EXTQOPMV e BAom

TO TOOOOTO VITEQPAONS TWV TTOTOOTHOEMV.

Yra0eQ0 #eqdraro
Kriguanég eyraraotdoerg  Mnyovirdg eEomMopnos Zowo xeq@dioro Aktaymg Merofinto xepdiaro

K\doerg (d0y./oyerdda) (doy./ayehdda) (doy./ayerdda) (doy./ayerdda) (d0y./oyeldda)
Y-1 (n=30) 315.488¢ 372.683¢ 318.679 262.776 449.967

Y-2 (n=40) 255.804° 343.748+ 310.029 253.541 455.074

Y-3 (n=50) 240.907° 288.348" 308.950 195.276 454.992
Zvvolo (n=120) 264.518 327.898 311.742 231.573 453.763

s.e.d. 66.293.9 76.246.6 8.740.5 66.934.0 4.751.9

Ty F 4.905** 3.037 2.447 0.657 0.046

a, B. Méoou 6ot oty (dtet 0T pe zowve exBETH dev SLapEQouy otatiotixnd onpuovTird LETaEl Toug.

P** < 0.01

Table 3. Fixed capital investment, land value and expendable capital in the three quota farm classes

Fixed capital

Classes Buildings (dr/cow) Machinery (dr/cow) Cows (dr/cow) Land value (dr/cow) Expendable capital (dr/cow)
Y-1(n=30) 315,488" 372,683 318,679 262,776 449,967

Y-2 (n=40) 255,804" 343,748* 310,029 253,541 455,074

Y-3 (n=50) 240,907 288,348" 308,950 195,276 454,992

Total (n=120) 264,518 327,898 311,742 231,573 453,763

s.e.d. 66,293.9 76,246.6 8,740.5 66,934.0 4,751.9

F 4.905%* 3.037 2.447 0.657 0.046

a,b. Means in the same column with similar superscripts are not significantly different.

P** <0.01

Ztov mwivara 3 gaivetal to erevdupévo otabeQo ne-
pdhato, N a&la e yNng »ow 1 eTHole avdyxn LEToPANTOU
%EQPAAATOV avd ayeMdda oTIS TEELS RAAOELS EXTQOPMV.

O gxtpopéc e ®hdong Y-1 elyav vymhdtepo, avd o-
vehdda, eevOupuEVo oTabed ne@AlALO YLoL ®TIQLAKES €-
YROTOOTAOELS 08 OYEON Ue erEIVES TV vhdoewv Y-2 %o
Y-3 zow m drapod aut ftay oTattoTind Toll onuovTiky
(P=<0,01). H duapood. auth] TaQaué Vel oTtatotind onuo-
vt (P<0,05) xow otV e QimTmon ov 1o enevOuUEVo 1e-
dhato empeQLoTel o€ aELOUS aryeAddwv peyahiteQo xa-
16 8% at6 T0 dLOTNEOTVUEVO (HOTE, AVTLOTOLY L UE TNV V-
TOAELTTOUE VY] TTROG ®AAVYPY TTOCGOTWON ), CUVETTAG, OL €-
ATEOPES TG *¥hdong Y-1 dLaBétouv oapas Tov amoLtovpie-
VO HQEO Yol T0 oTaPAops emthéov fooeddv. Hopat-
pelTau gwiong otatonrd onuavixy duagoed (P<0,05) wg
QOGS TO VYOS TOU ETEVOUREVOU REPAAATOU YLOL UNYOVIKG
eEomhoud, Heta&l tomv extogav twv xhdoewv Y-1 xou Y-
3, M omolo ToiEL VaL VITAEYEL OTAV QUTO ETUEQLOTEL OF e~
yohiteo (ratd 8%) aLBud ayehddwv. Znueidvetol Aot-
76V, Ot oL EXTEOPES ¢ ®hdong Y-1 emPagivovtal pue v-
YNAOTEQO ROOTOC 0TABEQOT REPAAUIOU YLOL RTLOLAKES €~
YROUTOOTAOELS HOL UNYOVIRG EEOTTAMOUS.

AvtiBeta, dev mapatnondnue xoulo oToTloTRd onua-
vourt] dLopod PeTaEy TV TOLdY ®AdoEwV 0€ 6,TL ApoEd.
T0 VYog ¢ emévOvong yia Lownd xepdlato, v agla ™mg
SLaBETLUNG YEMQYLRIS YNG KA TO ATTOLTOUUEVO ROT €TOG

The lack of statistically significant differences concerning
the characteristics of farms indicates that no specific farm
type is responsible for the quota excess and allows a direct
comparison of their economic results.

2) The effect of superlevies on dairy farming profita-
bility

The price received per kg of milk in the three farm class-
es, together with the "real" price received after the super-
levies were calculated and the percent change, is shown in

Table 4. Production cost per kg of milk’ is also shown in
Table 4.

Before taking superlevies into account, there was a sta-
tistically significant difference (P=<0.05) in the price re-
ceived per kg of milk between farms of the Y-1/Y-2 classes
and those of the Y-3 class, amounting to 2-3 dr/kg. After the
calculation of supelevies and the new "real" price, the dif-
ference among the three farm classes is statistically highly
significant (P=<0.001), as the price received "decreases” by
6,7% and 18,9% for farms of the Y-2 and Y-3 classes re-
spectively. In absolute figures, the difference between the
Y-1 and Y-2 classes is almost 9 dr/kg while that of the Y-1
and Y-3 classes is more than 24 dr/kg.

The comparison between the "real" price received and
the production cost’ is revealing. On farms of the Y-2 class
(15.1% quota excess), the production cost is hardly covered,
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Mivaxag 4. Tuuy S1a0e0mg TOV YAAORTOG, "oy ot} TLun SLdBeorig TOU PETA TOV VTTOAOYLOWUS TWV TROOTIWY VITEQRAONG

TOV TOTOOTWOE WV RO TUYAQLOY TG UE TO ROOTOS TAQAYWYYG

Khdoeg Twun oudbeong(doy. /xhy.) "Moaypatien" tiun (dy./ xAy.) MerofoMi (%)  Koorog magayoyns (doy./xAy)
Y-1(n=30) 114,5° 114,5 0,0 106,3
Y-2 (n=40) 1133 105,7° -6,7 105,3
Y-3 (n=50) 111,4° 90,3' -18,9 101,8
Svoho (n=120) 1128 101,5 -10,0 104,1
s.e.d. 2,70 21,67 423
Tywi F 3,512 122,916%** 1,276

a, B, - Méaou 6ot atnv (o TN ue ®owvo exO€m dev LapéQouv oTaToTird onuavtird petoEl Tovg.

P*** <0.001

UETOPANTO repdharo avd aryehdda.

Agv apoamontnre emiong xapio otaToTxd oUaVTLRg
OL0poEd HETAED TV TELBV ®AAOEWV OF G,TL 0pOQd TV %A
TavVOUN] TV dOTTaVaV TTaearywys ahhd oUTe %o 08 T ™G
arafdoLomg TEOoGdov TOVS (TTOANOT YAAAKTOS, REEATOC,
Lhmv, emdoToeLs ®aw avENTN Tov Ewrol negahaiov).

H éheurpm otamotind onuaviway dlagoomv oe 6,TL o-
POQQ. TA, YOQAKTNOLOTLRE TV EXTEOPAOV delyveL GTL VITED-
Buveg Yo Ty VTEQROON TV TTOCOOTHOEWY deV elvau OL &-
ATQOPES HATTOLOV OUYRERQUUEVOU THITOV OAAAL %Ll ETLTOETTEL
TNV GUEOT OUYRQLOY] TWV OLXOVOMKGY TOUG OTTOTEAEOUATDV.

2) Exidgaon Tov mgootinev otV otxovourotnra
TG YelaxTomapaywyov footgopiag

H tyun dudBeong tov yahatog otig T0eLg »AdoeLg 0v-
YROLONGS TMV EXTEOPAV %o 1) "oaryuatixy]" tuy dudbeorig
TOV, UETA TOV VTTOAOYLOUS TOV TTQOOTIUOU VIEQRaoNg, ®a-
B o m oxenxn petafohn me, paivoviol otov mivaxa 4.
Ztov 810 TTivara, QaiveTal ®oL To *GOTOS TAQAYWYNS TOV
YAAarTOS’ OTIG TOELS HAAOELS EXTQOPDV.

ITow astd TOV VTTOAOYLOUGS TV TTROCTIUWY, VITAQYEL Wid
otatotnd onuaviey duagoed (P<0,05) oty tur dudbe-
ONG TOV YAMORTOG PETAED TV EXTEOPMV TmV ¥Adoewv Y-1
nat Y-2 o’ evog xau exeivov mg »hdong Y-3 ag’ etégov,
™S TAENG Spms v 2-3 dpayuwv. "Emeirta amd tov vioho-
YLOWUO TMV TQOOTIUMV ROL TNG VEOS, "TQAYUOTIRNG" TLUNG
OLa0e Mg TOU YAAAKTOG, 1) SLapoEd HETAED TV EXTQOPEV
TOV TOLOV ¥AAoEWY YiveTal OTATLOTIRA TTdQa TTOAD onua-
v (P<0,001), »aBdg 1 riun dudbeoric tov "uetdveton”
2ratd 6,7% now 18,9% otig exteogés Twv nhdoewy Y-2 nan
Y-3 avtiotouya. Ze ardlutovg apBuoie, N duopoed peta-
&V v extpopdv v xhdoemv Y-1 now Y-2 givar 9 dpay-
U€g meQimov, evad petatt exelvav twv xhdoemv Y-1 now Y-
3 Eemtepvad tig 24 dpayuéc.

H otyxroion g "moaypatinic” g Sudbeong tov yd-
MOMTOG UE TO RGOTOC TAQAYWYTIS TOV’ ElvaL ATTORANVTTTLR.
Zg exTRopES TS »hdong Y-2 (vrtépfoon moodotmong na-
14 15,1%) 10 %60T0g TORAYWYTS UOAG TTOU ROAGTTETOW, €-
VO OTLE EXTEOPES TS ®hdong Y-3 (vtépPaom moodotmong
rnatd 39,5%), n "meayuotiky" T dudfeong vtoheireTan
ToV ®GoTOVG TTaRAYwYNS ®atd 11,5 dpayuéc. Emonuaiveton
1L gV VITAEYEL OTATLOTLRA ONUAVTLAY] dLAPOEd UETAED
TV EXTEOPMV TWV TOLDV XAGOEWV OE 6,TL oA TO RGOTOG

Table 4. Milk price received and "true" milk price received after
the imposition of superlevies, compared with the production cost

Price "True" Change  Production
Classes received price (%) cost
(dr/kg) received (dr/kg)
(dr/kg)
Y-1(n=30) 114.5° 114.5° 0.0 106.3
Y-2 (n=40) 113.3* 105.7° -6.7 105.3
Y-3 (n=50) 111.4° 90.3° -18.9 101.8
Total (n=120)  112.8 101.5 -10.0 104.1
s.e.d. 2.70 21.67 4.23
F 3512 122.916*** 1.276

a, b, c. Means in the same column with similar superscripts are not
significantly different.
P*** < 0.001

while on farms of the Y-3 class (39.5% quota excess), the
"real" price received is 11.5 dr less than the production cost.
It must be noted that there was no statistically significant d-
ifference among the three farm classes concerning the pro-
duction cost per kg of milk.

The effect of superlevies on the profitability of the 120
dairy farms is shown in Tables 5 and 6.

Before taking superlevies into account, there was no s-
tatistically significant difference among the three farm class-
es concerning profit per cow. Superlevies resulted in statis-
tically highly significant differences (P<0.001), as profit de-
creased by 47.1% on the Y-2 class farms and by 118.6% on
the Y-3 class farms. The latter farms operate, in average, at
a loss. Average reduction of profit for all 120 farms was
66.1%.

Net income and net family income follow a similar
trend. While, with no superlevies there were no differences
among the three farm classes, taking them into account re-
sulted in statistically highly significant differences
(P=<0.001). The income decrease for the Y-2 class farms was
considerable (16.0% and 24.6% respectively) but for the Y-
3 class farms was even greater (43.1% and 68.6% respec-
tively - Table 5).

The average return of capital investment (Table 6) also

decreased significantly (P<0.05) on Y-3 class farms (by
54.5%) compared with those of the Y-1/Y-2 classes and was
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IMivaxag 5. Metofol] Tov #EQO0VE, TOV YEWQYIROU ELCON|UATOS KO TOU YEWQYIXOTU OLXOYEVELOROT ELOOONUATOS, PETA TOV

VITOAOYLOWO TWV TQOOTIUMY VITEQRAONG TWYV TOTOTTHIEMV

Xomgig emiforr] mgootipov Metd v emipoi meootipov Metaporn
K\doerg (d0y./ayerdda) (doy./ayerdda) (%)
Kégodog
Y-1 (n=30) 111.662 111.662¢ 0,0
Y-2 (n=40) 103.789 54.896° -47,1
Y-3 (n=50) 114.341 -21.337" -118,6
Zivoro (n=120) 110.154 37.323 -66,1
s.e.d. 10.023,4 116.320
Twi F 0,148 20,708%**
I'ew@yzd e1o6dnpa
Y-1(n=30) 333.255 333.255% 0,0
Y-2 (n=40) 312.019 261.946° -16,0
Y-3 (n=50) 312.921 178.065" -43,1
Zvvoho (n=120) 317.704 244.823 -22.9
s.e.d. 19.483,3 135.558,1
Twn F 0,432 21,261%**
I'ew@y120 oLxoyevELORO ELOGONNA
Y-1 (n=30) 207.913 207.913¢ 0,0
Y-2 (n=40) 192.892 145.307° -24,6
Y-3 (n=50) 197.901 62.156 -68,6
Zvvoho (n=120) 198.734 126.312 -36,4
s.e.d. 12.402,8 126.526,6
Ty F 0,216 23,102%**

o, v. MEooL 600t otV (dLa oTiAN e #ove exO€TN deV DLUPEQOVY OTATLOTLRG ONUAVTLRA UETOED TOUG.

P*** < 0,001

TAQUYWYT|C TOV YAAAKTOG.

H emidpaon mov €xeL 1 emtPolt] Twv TEOOTIUMYV, AGYM™
™C VTEQPRAONS TWV TOCOTTMOOEMV, OTA OLXOVOULKA OTTO-
tehéopota Twv 120 exTop@V QaiveTol 0ToVS TIVARES 5
%o 6.

TTowv atd Tov VTOAOYLOUS TV TEOOTIUWY, OV VITdQ-
YEL ROULOL OTATLOTLRA ONUavTLRY] dlapod o€ 6,TL apod To
%#€000¢ avd aryehdda peTaEl TV TOLDV RAAOEMY EXTQO-
pav. H gmpoini mpootipov €xel mg amotéheoua ) dnut-
oveyia ooV, OTUTIOTIRA TAEA TOAT ONUAVTLRGY
(P=<0,001), a0d¢ mapatneeiton uelmwom Tov ®EQO0US vaTd.
47,1% ong extpopéc e ®hdong Y-2 xaw natd 118,6% o€
enelveg g nhdong Y-3. Ovtehevtalec autég maQovoLd-
Covv, natd néoov 6o, tnuia. H péon uelmon tov xépdovg
ot 120 extpopég grdvel oto 66,1%.

Avdhoyn mogeia anorovdel 1600 10 YEmQYIRO ELOGN-
uet GO0 KAl TO YEWQEYIRO OOYEVELOXS LaGdnua. Evd towy
aTt6 TOV VITOAOYLOUGS TV TTROOTIHMWY dEV VTAQYOVY dLago-
Q¢ LETAED TV TOLDV KAGOEWY EXTQOPWV, UETA 0TS TOV V-
TOLOYLOUGS TOVE INULoVEYOUVTAL dLaPOQES, oTaTLoTrd Ttd-
o0 ToAU onuavaxég (P<0,001). H pelmwon tov etoodrjua-
T0G, OTLG EXTEOYES ™G nAdong Y-2 etvar aEwdhoyn (16,0%
%o 24,6% avtiotouya), ®ving Suws oe eXEIVES TG ®Ad-
ong Y-3 elvou okt peydn (43,1% nou 68,6% avtiotorya -
alvorag 5).

H amodotndmra xeporaiov (stivanag 6) peldvetal &-
siong onuavird (P<0,05) oug extpoés g ®hdong Y-3
(notd 54,5%) oe oxéon pe exeives Twv »hdoewv Y-1 o

Table 5. Change in profit, net income and net family income
after the imposition of superlevies

No After the Change

Classes superlevies superlevies (%)

(dr/cow) (dr/cow)
Profit
Y-1(n=30) 111,662 111,662 0.0
Y-2 (n=40) 103,789 54,896 -47.1
Y-3 (n=50) 114,341 -21,337° -118.6
Total (n=120) 110,154 37,323 -66.1
s.e.d. 10,023.4 116,320
F 0.148 20.708%***
Net income
Y-1(n=30) 333,255 333,255 0.0
Y-2 (n=40) 312,019 261,946 -16.0
Y-3 (n=50) 312,921 178,065° -43.1
Total (n=120) 317,704 244,823 229
s.e.d. 19,483.3 135,558.1
F 0,432 21,261%**
Net family income
Y-1(n=30) 207,913 207,913 0.0
Y-2 (n=40) 192,892 145,307 -24.6
Y-3 (n=50) 197,901 62,156° -68.6
Total (n=120) 198,734 126,312 -36.4
s.e.d. 12,402.8 126,526.6
F 0.216 23.102%**

a,b, c. Means in the same column with similar superscripts are not
significantly different.
P*** < 0,001
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IMivaxag 6. Metofol g arodotxndTnTas *€POANIOU HETA TOV VTOAOYLORS TWV TQOOTILMY VITEQRAUONS TWV TOOOOTHIEMY

Amodotixotnra xegaiaiov

Xomgig emporr] mgootipov (%)

Merd tnv empPorn mooripov (%) Mertapory (%)

Y-1(n=30) 25,93
Y-2 (n=40) 26,86
Y-3 (n=50) 28,83
Zvvoho (n=120) 27,45
s.e.d. 2,64
Twi F 0,768

25,93¢ 0,0
21,67 -19,3
13,09 -54,5
19,16 -30,2
11,65

16,598*

a, . Méoou 6ot otny (dtar 0T pe zowo exBET dev Stagpepouy otattotind onuaviird HeTa&l Tous.

P*=0,05

Y-2 nou folonetal uéhg oto 13,09%, evd apyund (xmolg
VoL VITAQEYOVV OLaPOEES HETAEY TmV TOLHV ®AATEWV) oy
28,83%. Z10 avvohro tmv 120 extpogdv, 1 artodotrdtTa
nearaiov uewdvetow rotd 30,2%, dnhad and 27,45% oe
19,16%.

Ztov sivaxa 7 QaiveToL 1] #OTHTOTH EVVOTXT] At6do0,
ue paon v eToLa YOAARTOTAQOY WYY 0V, EXTOEPSUEVN
ayehdda, avalutnd otg teels ®Adogls ahhd xal ato ov-
voho Twv 120 extoQdV, TELV ®al HETH ATt TOV VITOAOYL-
OUG TV TEOOTIUMY VTEQPAOTC TMWV TOCOOTDTEWV.

H xotdto) evvoirt] amédoon otig eXTeopes g #hd-
ong Y-2 avEdvetan and 4.570 yhy. oe 5.318,4 yhy., o€ mo-
00076 dMhadn 16,3% evad, avtiotorya, OTLS EXTQOPES TG
rhdong Y-3 avEdvetan amd 4.694,5 yhy. oe 6.907,1 yhy., On-
radv og woooots 47,1%.

‘0oL T0 TORATAVD ATOTEAEOUATA RATAIELRVIOVY TO
avdpeho TS VITEQPAONS TV ALaBESLIUMV TTOTOOTDOEWV.

To %€d0g TOV TEAYHOTOTTOLE {Ta ATTS TLS EXTEOPES THE
®rAdong Y-2 mogpyetal amd mv eXTeogn TV pooyidmv
YLOL OLVOTTCLOOLY (YT ROL TNV TTEUVOT TV UOOYWV oL OYL -
716 TV ®VL dEATTNELETTAE TOVE, 1) OTTOlaL ELVALL ] TTAQOL-
yoyn yahortog. Zig extpogéc Y-3, 1 tnuia ov tapov-
oudletan Aoyw twv vtepPdoemv ®ablotd ovolaoTird ™V
EXTEOPY] fOOELDDV AVEV AVTLHELUEVOD.

3) EEétaon evaAloxTixdv AVOEOY AVTILETOTOTG TOV
vregfdoenv

‘Onwg mpoavagéednre, eEetdomuay dvo todmol yia
™V eNiTEVEN AUTOU TOV GTGYOL: ) 1) Uelwan Tov aLBuoy
TOV EXLTEEPOUEVMV aryeMAOmV ®aw ) N ayod T00GoTMONG
YLOL TNV RAAUYT TG TTOQAYOYNS TWV EXTQOPMV.

a) Meiwon tov atBuot twv extoepduevaw ayeldowy

Tevird oL exTeoQelc, PEYOL TEAOPAT TOVAGYLOTOV, TT0L-
povoLdtovtay LOLAITEQX ETUPUAAKTIXOT ATEVAVTL OTO EV-
deyduevo e uelimong tov aLiuod twv ayehddwy Tovs.
Ex16¢ 0716 Toug Yuyohoytrovg Kol TOUS TTQOXTIROUS AGYOUS
(dYvonoin o onuepwvy ovyxrvelo n paliey opoyn peyd-
Lov aplBpot Lhmv), Ttpopdiiovy exiong wg oovouxrs e-
quyelonua TLg VYNAES emtevOVOELS TTOV TEAYUATOTOM OOV
vt ovirG eE0TTMOUG RO HTLOLOKES EYRATAOTATELS, OL O-
moleg teMxrd Ba emPagivouy onuovtind 10 ®60TOG TUQA-
yoye.

Emonuaivetat Gt dgv vrmioyay aQyird oTatotind on-

Table 6. Change in return of capital investment after the
imposition of superlevies

Return of capital ~ No superlevies After the Change
investment (%) superlevies (%) (%)
Y-1(n=30) 25.93 25.93 0.0
Y-2 (n=40) 26.86 21.67° -19.3
Y-3 (n=50) 28.83 13.09° -54.5
Total (n=120) 27.45 19.16 -30.2
s.e.d. 2.64 11.65

F 0.768 16.598*

a, b. Means in the same column with similar superscripts are not
significantly different.
P*=<0,05

only 13.09%, while, before the superlevies, it was 28.83%
(there were no differences among the three classes). In all
120 farms, the average return of capital investment de-
creased by 30.2%, that is, from 27.45% to 19.16%.

In table 7, the break-even point is shown, based on milk
production per cow per year, for all three farm classes and
for the total of 120 farms, both with and without taking the
superlevies into account.

The break-even point increased on the Y-2 class farms
from 4,570.0 kg to 5,318.4 kg (16.3%), while it increased
from 4,694.5 kg to 6,907.1 kg on the Y-3 class farms (47.1%).

All the previous results show that exceeding available
quotas is meaningless.

The profit of the Y-2 class farms comes from raising re-
placement heifers and feeding cattle for slaughter and not
from their main activity, which is to produce milk. On Y-3
class farms, the loss that results from quota excess makes
keeping cattle useless.

3) Alternative ways of facing the quota excess problem

As it was mentioned before, two ways were examined in
order to achieve this goal: a) a reduction in the number of
cows kept on farm and b) purchase of additional quota in
order to cover the farm’s production.

a) Reducing the number of cows kept on farm

In general, farmers, at least until recently, were very re-
luctant to reduce the number of their cows. Besides the psy-
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Mivaxag 7. Katdrarm evvoixy] amddoon etolag Yohartomaoaymyng avd ayehdda, oe ox€on e to xpurtoto "urépfaon moodotmong”
HOU TG KAAOELS TOV, TTOLY KOW UETE TOV VITOAOYLOUS TV TQOOTIHWY VITEQPAONG

Agyuen] xardtatn Telut] votdToTn

K\doerg Agyuxni ouvdetnon €UVOiX1] artédoon TeMaxr] ovvdeTnon €UVOIX1] AT6d00M
(My.Jayehdda/étog) (VToAOYLOPOG RO TINWY) (My./ayehdda/étog)

Y-1 (n=30) =-352.087,0+70,139x 5.019,8 =-352.087,0+70,139x 5.019,8
(-3,154) (4,196) (-3,154) (4,196)

Y-2 (n=40) y=-261.990,0+57,327x 4.570,0 y=-280.907,5+52,818x 5.318,4
(-4,900) (6,929) (-4,934) (5,995)

Y-3 (n=50) y=-312.209,0+66,504x 4.694,5 y=-298.873,8+43,270x 6.907,1
(-4,988) (6,871) (-4,101) (3,840)

Zvvoho (n=120) y=-299,601,5+63,602x 4.710,5 y=-332.623,1+57,381x 5.796,7

(-7,423) (10,272)

(-6,252) (7,031)

vy = #€000g o€ Y. avd ayehdda avd €Tog
X = TOQAYmYT] YAAARTOG O€ YAy. avd ayehdda avd €Tog

Table 7. Break-even point of milk production per cow per year in relation with the "quota excess" criterion and its classes, before and

after the imposition of superlevies

Initial equation

Initial break-even point

Final equation Final break-even point

Classes (kg/cow/year) (after the superlevies) (kg/cow/year)

Y-1(n=30) =-352,087.04+70.139x 5,019.8 =-352,087.0+70.139x 5,019.8
(-3.154) (4.196) (-3.154) (4.196)

Y-2 (n=40) y=-261,990.04+57.327x 4,570.0 y=-280,907.5+52.818x 5,318.4
(-4.900) (6.929) (-4.934) (5.995)

Y-3 (n=50) y=-312,209.04+66.504x 4,694.5 y=-298,873.8+43.270x 6,907.1
(-4.988) (6.871) (-4.101) (3.840)

Total (n=120) =-299,601.54+63.602x 4,710.5 =-332,623.1+57.381x 5,796.7

(-7.423) (10.272)

(-6.252) (7.031)

y= profitin drs per cow per year
x= milk production in kg per cow per year

novtrés duapoég oy i dudbeong evig yhy. ydhoantog,
2EEATOG KAL VEAQMY UOOYWV UETAED EXTQOPMV ueyEBovg
40-79 ayehddwv ray exelvav ue uéyeog 80-119 ayehd-
dec.” Ou entpoéc mov eEetdlovran dd, oLy amd ) "uei-
mon" Tov apLBpot twv ayelddwv diatneovoay 83,5 wat
88,5 ayehddec avilotouya (stivarag 2) evad petd o avm
71 »on 53,5 aryehddec.

Ta amotehé opata TaEovoLdlovial atov Jivaxa 8 ®ou
OUYRQWVOUEVOL UE EXEIVOL TTOU TTQORVITTOVY VOTEQO OTTtS TNV
eTLBOM) TV TROOTHWV (TTivorag 5), dev SLroUOAOYOTV THV
ETUPUAAKTLROTNTOL TMV EXTQOPEWV.

Zrg extRogEc TS vhdong Y-2, to népdog avEdvetal,
1600 avd ayehdda (26,4%) 600 now avd extoogn (7,3%).
To YeWEYIXS ELOGINUA KO TO YEWQYLRSG OLLOYEVELOXG EL-
06dua avd aryerddo avEdvovran (14,9% won 17,1% avti-
oToLY L), YEYOVOS IOV avTloTalOuilel v emtidoaom mov €-
YEL OTA OLLOVOUALA ATTOTELEOUATAL, O€ ETTTEDO EXTOOWY|C,
1 uetmamn Tov aQLduol Tav extEepouevoy ayerddwv. To
YEDMEYUG OLLOYEVELOXS ELOOIMUA avd extQor| Oa Tapat-
ueiver ovotaotind auetdfinto (-0,5%). Tavtéygova, 1 o-

chological and practical reasons (it is very difficult to mas-
sively cull a large number of cows under the present cir-
cumstances), they present the financial argument that their
large investment in machinery and buildings would signifi-
cantly burden the cost of production.

It must be noted that there were no statistically signifi-
cant differences in prices received per kg of milk, beef and y-
oung calves between farms with a size of 40-79 cows and
those with a size of 80-119 cows’. The farms examined, kept
an average of 83.5 and 88.5 cows (Table 2) before the "re-
duction" in cow numbers, while after the "reduction" their
size would be 71.0 and 53.5 cows respectively.

The results are presented in Table 8 and compared with
those that resulted after the calculation of superlevies
(Table 5), do not confirm the farmers’ reluctance.

For the Y-2 class farms, profit increases, both on per cow
(26.4%) and per farm basis (7.3%). Net income and net
family income per cow increase (14.9% and 17.1% respec-
tively), which compensate the effect that the reduction in
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IMivoxag 8. Metaff o TOV OLXOVOIXMDY OITOTELETUATMY TWV EXTQOPWV UETE TOV TEQLOQLOUS TG TTAQAYWYNS YAAAKTOS OTO VYOGS TV

SLaBgoLumy TOo0oTHoEMY

Meiwon tng magayoyis

0710 VYog g dad€oung
Exroogég vhaong Y-2 Empoi moootipmv nooootwong (-15,1%) Merapor) (%)
Képdog
(80y. / aryehdda) 54.896 69.406 26,4
(d0y. / extoo@n) 4.583.816 4.920.865 73
I'eweyrd ero6dnpa
(d0y. / aryehddar) 261.946 301.153 14,9
(d0y. / extoo@n) 21.872.491 21.351.752 -2,3
I'ewy1#0 o1oyeveLa®O €L06ONNA
(d0y. / ayehdda) 145.307 170.178 17,1
(d0y. / extoo@n) 12.133.134 12.065.635 -0,5

Meiwon tng magoyoyis

0710 "Yog g dad€oiung
Extgogég »hdong Y-3 Emipori} mpootipmv 1t0000Tmong (-39,5%) Meraporn (%)
Kégdog
(80x. / ayehdda) -21.337 4.830 122,6
(80y. / entoo@N) - 1.888.325 258.408 113,6
T'eweyxd eloéonua
(80y. / ayehdda) 178.065 279.620 57,0
(d0y. / extoo@1i) 15.758.752 14.959.659 -50
I'ewy126 o1xoyeveLano eL06dNNA
(80y. / aryehada) 62.156 122.093 96,4
(d0y. / extoo@n) 5.500.806 6.531.963 18,7

Enom tov néotoug apaywyiic avd yAy. ydhaxtog Oa elvan
uovo 3,6 doy. (3,4%), pavepd urpdteon omd T "uelimon”
™G T dudBeong mov porahel M oy pootipov (7,6
QY. avd yAy., mivanag 4).

Emuthéov, uetd m pelwon tov atduot twv ayelddwv,
WITOQET BAoLUa VO AVOUEVETOL RO GUENON TNG TTOQOY WYL
rEMTAG Tovg RS elvan hoyurd va drotnenbotv oty &-
®TEOPN Ta TAEOV TTapaywyLrd Lha aAld nal va feltim-
Bovv oL ouvBirec extEOPTC TOUG (0TOPALOUGE, dLaTeog],
TOQAXOMOTVONOT AIT6 TOV EXTEOPER). AVTO, 08 oUVOVAOUS
pe v mavii aEromoinom twv Non drabéowy eyrata-
OTATEMVY YLOL TNV EXTEOMY VEAQRDV POOELIDV naw EVay 0Q-
B0AOYIRETEQO TEOTO RATUVOUTC dUTAVAOV %ot ETEVOVOE-
v, Ba €xeL Mg ATOTELEGUA TV TTEQALTEQ® PEATIMON TV
OLLOVOKRMY ATTOTEAEOUATOV TMV EXTQOPEHY' >3 41161715

Zg extEoPég TS ®hdomng Y-3, 1o »€pdog avEdvetar e-
wtiong, 1600 avd ayerdda (122,6%) 600 now avd eXTQOPY
(113,6%), ue 0OTELEGUO. VAL TOROVOLALOVY %.0.6. ®EQD,
€otm raw urpd. To onuavurdtego elval 4t 1 avEnon tov
YEDOYLROU OMOYEVELOX®OU gL00duatog avd ayehdda
(96,4%) €xeL g ATOTEAEOUOL TV AOENTY TOU YEWQYLROU OL-
ROYEVELAROU ELOOINUATOS avd eXTEOpY Oxeddv natd
1.000.000 dgy. (18,7%) now vt Tad v LLAITEQO oNUaL-
vy Lelmwon Tov alBpol Tmv EXTEEPOUEVWY aYEAAOMV.
To »60Tt0g avd. yhy. aporyduevou yahaxtog Bo avEnbel na-
14 16,1 89Y. (15,8%), n avENon Sumwg avtyi elvar row Tah
wrEoTeEN 07td T "nelwon” g Turg dudbeomg o TEorA-
Aeim emffon moootinov (21,1 dey. avd yAy., mivarac 4).

Table 8. Change in economic results after the restriction of
milk production to the available quota level

Restriction of

milk production
Farms After the to the quotalevel ~ Change
of the Y-2 class superlevies (-15.1%) (%)
Profit
(dr/cow) 54,896 69,406 26.4
(dr/farm) 4,583,816 4,920,865 73
Net income
(dr/cow) 261,946 301,153 14.9
dr/farm 21,872,491 21,351,752 -23
Net family income
(dr/cow) 145,307 170,178 171
dr/farm 12,133,134 12,065,635 -0.5

Restriction of

milk production
Farms After the to the quotalevel ~ Change
of the Y-3 class superlevies (-39.5%) (%)
Profit
(dr/cow) -21,337 4,830 122.6
(dr/farm) -1,888,325 258,408 113.6
Net income
(dr/cow) 178,065 279,620 57.0
(dr/farm) 15,758,752 14,959,659 -5.0
Net family income
(dr/cow) 62,156 122,093 96.4
(dr/farm) 5,500,806 6,531,963 18.7
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IMivaxag 9. Katdrar) evvoiry] addoon emolag yohaxrtomaoaymyng avd ayeddda, otig *AAoeLs Twv SLopdomy ®outneimy ovyxoLong
TOV EXTQOPHY VOTEQO OITO TOV VTTOAOYLOUO TG EMPAQUVONG TOU RGOTOUS TAQAYWYNG, AOY® 0ly0QdS TG AlaQaiTnThg TO0G0TMAONG,
o€ OYE0M UE TN UEOT YOAARTOTOQY MY TTOU EMLTUYYAVETAL 0TS EXTOOPES QWTEG

Katdrotn evvoixn amddoon Méon yohaxtomagaymyn

Kottijgro nar zhdoerg Xuvdgtnon (\y./oyehado/Etog) (xAy./ayehado/étog)

M¢éyefog extoogris

M-1 (n=70) y=-274.076,5+37,886x 7.234,2 6.430,7
(-5,123) (4,613)

M-2 (n=27) y=-446.641,9+70,111x 6.370,5 6.211,1
(-5,395) (5,329)

M-3 (n=23) y=-215.417,5+37,238x 5.784,8 6.750,0
(-2,114) (2,480)

“Yyog yohartomoQaywyng

I'-1 (n=26) y=-448.270,3+69,197x 6.478,1 5.101,9
(-3,287) (2,607)

-2 (n=69) y=-87.286,21+13,549x 6.442,2 6.466,6
(-0,678) (0,682)

I'-3 (n=25) y=-394.359,4+57.799x 6.822,9 7.770,0
(-2,162) (2,339)

Idwomagaywyn twoteogdv

Z-1(n=54) y=-375.712,0+51,131x 7.348,0 6.460,1
(-7,915) (7,048)

Z-2 (n=36) y=-321.774,1+48,760x 6.599,1 6.645,8
(-3,747) (3,813)

Z-3 (n=30) y=-297.576,7+52,382x 5.680,9 6.166,6
(-3,697) (4,055)

2vvoho (n=120) y=-316.695,9+47,080x 6.726,7 6.442,5

(-7,447) (7.217)

y = »€0d0g o€ dQY. avd ayeAdda avd €10 X = TTaQAYMYY| YAAAKTOGS O€ YAy. avd ayehdda avd €tog

‘Ontmwg ovuPaiveL OTLS EXTOOPES TNE TEONYOUUEVNS
®hdong, €toL raw o€ exeives me rhdong Y-3, 1600 1 opa-
YOYRETTO TV THWY GO0 ROl TO OLROVOULHA TOVE OITOTE -
Mopora avapévetan 6u Oa fehtwboiv yia toug idovg AS-
youg mov 1j0n avagéetnxav. H natdotaon Suwg Ha ma-
QaUEIVEL JVOROAY, TTALOA TO YEYOVAES OTL 1] ATTOUERQUVOT Ot
76 TV EXTOEOPY EVES ONUAVTLXOU 0RLBUOYU aryeAAdmV uito-
Q&L VOL LELWOEL TO VYOS TOU JOVELOUEVOU REPAAUIOV DOTE
va petwBovy Toutdyeova vt oL dastdves Eumneémonc
TOU. OL LOLOXTHTES TV EXTEOPHV auTdV Bl TTRETEL VoL M-
Bovv medobeTa péToa, Smmg eival, »atd TeQlmTmon, 1 Yei-
O™ TOV VITOANAKOT TTEOOWILHOV %L 1) YONOLUOTOMOoN
TEQUOOGTEQNS OLHOYEVELAXIC EQYAOLAC, ] AELOTOMOT T®V
EYROTAOTACEWMV YLOL TNV EXTQOPY] LGOYWV (YEVVNUEVOY OTN
HOVAdQ 1 AyOQAOUEVIV), 1] UETMON TV dATAVAV YLoL U
yoviro eEomAopd (Yo tapdderyua, Poliorovtal ae xoron
%.U.6. 1,6 yeweyrol ehnvonijoeg avd extpogn 53,5 -teht-
%d- ayehddwv pe 170 mepimov otpéuuarta ®ahleQyiowung
YNG) %L O TEQLOQLOUGS, YEVIRA, TV daTtovaV (Xweig va
Ouryelm mapoywyrdmta tov Lomv) ahhd xan opBohoyt-
,m;l %(l’lTOWOMﬁ Tovgw.ls.l&w.zo

Téhog, »dbe eldovg emévdvon, oupmephaufavougévng
™G ayoQdg tEda0e g TOOSTNTAS TOOGOTMONG, TTEETEL VA,
TUYYAVEL TTQOOEXTLNNC OLrovouLric avdlvons. H avali-
TNON YLOL TO OROTIO AUTO, EEELOEVUEVNS ETTaryYEMUOTLRYG
Boriberag (Cmotéyvec, otrovouordyor) nplvetal amaQal-

cow numbers has at a farm level. Net family income per farm
remains practically unchanged (-0.5%). At the same time,
the production cost increase will be only 3.6 dr/kg milk
(3.4%), substantially lower than the "reduction" of the price
received due to superlevies (7.6 dr/kg, Table 4).

Moreover, after a reduction in cow numbers, it is sound
to expect an increase in their productivity as it is reasonable
to keep on the farm not only the most productive animals
but also to improve the rearing conditions (housing, nutri-
tion, observation by the farmer). This, combined with the
possibility to use the buildings present on the farm to rear
more young stock and a more rational allocation of expens-
es and investments, will result in further improvement of
theil‘ profitability.ll.I2;l3.14A15A16A17.18

On farms of the Y-3 class, profit also increases, both on
per cow (122.6%) and on per farm basis (113.6%), result-
ing in, at least, small profits. The most important is that the
increase in net family income per cow (96.4%) results in an
increase of net family income per farm by almost 1,000,000
dr (18.7%), despite the significant reduction in the number
of cows kept. Production cost per kg of milk will increase by
16.1 dr (15.8%), but this increase will be smaller than the
"reduction" in the price received due to superlevies (21.1
dr/kg, Table 4).

As is the case with the farms of the previous class, cattle
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Table 9. Break-even point of milk production per cow per year in the classes of various farm comparison criteria, after the calculation of
the extra production cost due to the purchase of the necessary quota, in relation with their average milk production

Break-even point Average milk production

Criterion and classes Equation (kg/cow/year) (kg/cow/year)

Farm size

S-1 (n=70) y=-274,076.5+37.886x 7,234.2 6,430.7
(-5.123) (4.613)

S-2 (n=27) y=-446,641.9+70.111x 6,370.5 6,211.1
(-5.395) (5.329)

S-3 (n=23) y=-215,417.5+37.238x 5,784.8 6,750.0
(-2.114) (2.480)

Milk production

M-1 (n=26) y=-448,270.3+69.197x 6,478.1 5,101.9
(-3.287) (2.607)

M-2 (n=69) y=-87,286.21+13.549x 6,442.2 6,466.6
(-0.678) (0.682)

M-3 (n=25) y=-394,359.4+57.799x 6,822.9 7,770.0
(-2.162) (2.339)

On-farm feed production

F-1(n=54) y=-375,712.0+51.131x 7,348.0 6,460.1
(-7.915) (7.048)

F-2 (n=306) y=-321,774.1+48.760x 6,599.1 6,645.8
(-3.747) (3.813)

F-3 (n=30) y=-297,576.7+52.382x 5,680.9 6,166.6
(-3.697) (4.055)

Total (n=120) y=-316,695.9+47.080x 6,726.7 6,442.5

(-7.447) (7.217)

y= profit in drs per cow per year

T ®ABAS 1) TAELOVETNTO TOV EXTOOPEMV OTEQETTAL TG
OTTOULTOVIEVIS TEYVIRIG ROL OLOVOMLKRTS exTtatdevong.®’

B) Ayood mooéorwons

H ay0d moodotmong yuo v Ay T TaQaymyns
TV EXTOOPAYV EVaL O HEUTEQOS TEOTTOS AVTLUETAITLONS TNG
VEEQPOONS ROL TV TEOOTIUMY TOV QUTH] OUVETAYETAL.
Modypat, 6mms €xet 1idn avogpebet, 0md ™y apyy ™ &-
(POLOUOYNS TOU CUOTHROTOS 0T X tog (1993) onuavtrd
YYog g eOviryc Toodotmong €xel cAhdEeL WOoxTTY .

H ntpdogpaty emporn vymiav tpootinmv (57 doy. avd
M. yahoxtog) elye wg amotéheopa Ty atEnom g &jm-
oNg aAAd TAUTEYEOVA KoL TS TLUYS TTOANOTC TOV TOCO-
otdoswv. H upn avni, ) oot dStagpépel xatd egimtmon,
emmoegalduevn Betnd (aiEnon) amd to peydro tpog g
VTG ALOTEAYUATEVOT TOOOTNTOS KAl T LorEd didonela
amoTANEmUNE, ratd to POLVETmEO Tov 2000 TEOOEYYLoE
ovyvd tg 60 dpy. avd yhy., HPog Tov xEiveTal 0oVUPOQO
aTt6 TV TAELOVETNTA TV EAAMVOV EXTQOPEMV.

To awoteAéopata TaEovotdlovial oTov tivaxa 9 rat
a6 OUTA TEORVITTEL GTL RVEIWG OL UEYOMITEQES OE UEYE-
B0o¢ exTEOPEC naBMC naw EXEIVES Pe TV LYMAGTEQY ETHOLAL
YAAARTOTOQOY WY ava ayehdda xal devTeQEVEVIDG &-
®elvec pe VM Womapaywyr Cwotpogav, TeoPAémeTal
VoL TEAyUaTtoTooovy (uxed) ®€edn. O pecales ®hdoeig
TOV TOLOV VTV xoLtnetwv (M-2, I'-2, Z-2) 0a ratogpE-

x= milk production in kg per cow per year

productivity and farm profitability are expected to improve
on the Y-3 class farms, for the same reasons that were pre-
viously mentioned. Still, they will remain in a hard financial
status, despite the fact that the culling of an important num-
ber of cows can reduce the amount of rented capital so that
its expenses can be also reduced. These farmers must take
additional steps, as are, in each particular case, the reduc-
tion of farm personnel and the use of more family labor, the
use of buildings for rearing young stock (born on the farm
or bought from other farms), the reduction of machinery
expenses (for instance, each farm uses an average of 1.6
tractors while they will finally keep an average of 53.5 cows
and possess or rent 17 hectares of arable land) and both the
restriction and the rational distribution of the expenses in
general (without harming the productivity of cattle).*>'"***

Finally, any kind of investment, including the purchase of
additional quota, must be thoroughly examined with strict
financial criteria. The seek, for this purpose, of profession-
al help (animal scientists, agricultural economists) is con-
sidered necessary as the majority of farmers lack the re-
quired technical and financial training.*’

b) Purchase of quota

The purchase of quota in order to cover all of the farms’
milk production is the second way to deal with the quota ex-
cess and the superlevy that it entails. In fact, as it has already
been mentioned, since the beginning of the quota system
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I'.E. BAAEPTAKHY.

QOVV ATAMOE VAL ATTOTPETOVV TV ETEVOVON, EVA OL EXTQO-
@ég pe red uéyeBog, xounhy eTjola yohorTtomaoymy
avd aryehddo nou x| Wiomapaywyn Lwotpogayv o ma-
povoLdoovy, yevird, tnuia. 2to oUvors toug, ot 120 &-
AUTEOQES TEOPAETETAL GTL Ot TTOROVOLATOVY pLrEr] Tnuia.
Eivow gaved 6t yia Ty TAELOVETHTO TMV EXTQOPMV
o€ EL N 000N oYL} 0QYEVWON RO AeLTOVQYIC TOVS, A
¢ naw 1 AHENON TNE TTOQAYDYIROTNTAS TV EXTQEPSUE-
vov POV At TV oryoQd TOCOOTMOOEMYV, e dEOOUEVT
™ ONUEQLV] TLUN ®ow TV embBuuia foayumddeoung amd-
OPEO0TE TOVG TTOV ETMKEATEL UETAED TV EXTQOPEWV.

LYMIIEPAXMA KAI ITPOTAZEIX

H moaxtini wag peeidag tov EAMivov ayehadotos-
v va vtePaivouy tn dtabéoLun TooGaTWOY ALY M-
Mg ayehadivot yahaxtog elye, TOVAd LOTOV RATd TS dBO
TQONYOUUEVES YOAORTOROUKES TTEQLGOOVE, ALVITTLYY| MG
0AEBQLO ETTIOQ0ON OTAL OLROVOKA OTTOTEAEOUATO TMV €-
%®TEOPAOV Tovc. H pelmon 1600 twv #e@ddv 600 ®aw Tou ye-
MEYLROT OLROYEVELOXOU ELTOIMUATOC TV UEYAAN KOl Kot
T€deLEE TO AVAHPERO AUTNG TG TQOUXTLRG.

Ta amoteléopata g avdlvong ov teonyitnxe, dei-
XVOUV OTL ElvaL ovoryrolo Vo TEQLOQLOTEL ARy LXA 1) TTOQL-
yyT| 010 TPog TS daBEoung ToodoTmwong Ue oTéy o TV
Aueon PeATion ™S OLROVOLTG XATAOTOONS TV EXTQO-
PEWMV RAL 0T OUVEYELDL, TV AVATTTUEYN TWV LOVASWY ToQa-
YOV 0TNELLOUEVT 0TV AiENON TNE TOQAYWYLRGTNTAG
TOV EXTOEPOUEVMY BOOEODV %ot TV 0pBoAOYLHY 0QYd-
VIO %O AELTOVEYI0L TOUS, AELOTOLDVTAS TAMEMG 1] TTEQLO-
oiCovtag Ta PEoA TaRAYWYNS (EYRATAOTATELS, UNYAVIROS
eEomMopde), ratavépovrag tg damdves, ahhd now Toory-
UOLTOTTOLVTAS ETTEVOVOELS, VOTEQM QTS CUOTNUOTLXY] EXTI-
unom Tovg.

H ayopd mocootwoemv, pe dedouévn mv mpdogpat d-
vod0 TS TS TOUE %ot T BOUANON TV EXTQOPEWY YLAL L-
dwaitea Poayeia mepliodo andopeonis e, dirawohoyeltal
oLovouLrd O EXTEOMES elte ueydhov ueyg0oug elte o e-
®elveg ue Lo vymng moaymywmdmrag, olhd ron oygtnd
TEELOQLOPEVT EEGOT™ON 0Ttd TV aryod CwoTQogav.

Tovtéyova, 1 feltimon g ToLdTTag TOV TAEAyYS-
UEVV TTROIGVTOV (YAAARTOS #OL ROEATOC) ®OL 1] OUVOEOT
™S TN SLABEOT|S TOVE UE CUTH, 1) EVEQYGTEQY CUUUETOYT
TOV EXLTQOPEMV OTNV EWTOQIOL RO T1) UETATO(N O TLOTO-
TOMUEVOV TTROTOVTMYV RO 1] EPAQUOYY EVOMARTIRDV Ue-
060wV mapaymyric, dmmwe 1 Proroyiri xtvotopia, Ba
UITOQOVOAY VO TTROOPEQOVY ONUAVTLXA TeLBmELaL feEl-
TLONGS TOV ELOOINUATOS TMV AYELADOTOOPMV. a

application in Greece (1993), the ownership of a consider-
able amount of quota has changed.’

The recent imposition of a high superlevy (57 dr/kg of
milk)’ resulted in an increase in demand but at the same
time in an increase in the price of quota as well. This price,
which differs depending on the particular situation, is posi-
tively affected (increase) by the large size of the quantity un-
der negotiation and a long period of full payment. During
the Fall of 2000, it very often reached the amount of 60
dr/kg, which is considered unprofitable by the majority of
the Greek dairy farmers.

The results, presented in Table 9, show that it is mainly
the farms of the larger size and those keeping the most pro-
ductive animals and secondly those with a high on-farm feed
production that are anticipated to make (small) profits.
Farms of the middle classes of those three criteria (S-2, M-
2 and F-2) will only achieve to depreciate the investment,
while those with a small size, low milk production per cow
per year and low on-farm feed production will, generally, p-
resent a loss. In all the 120 farms are anticipated to present,
in average, a small loss.

It is obvious that a rational farm organization and func-
tion together with an improvement in cattle productivity
come before the purchase of quota for the majority of dairy
farms, considering the actual market price of quotas and the
willingness for a short depreciation period that prevails a-
mong dairy farmers.

CONCLUSIONS

The practice of part of the Greek dairy farmers to ex-
ceed their milk quota had, at least during the last two quota
years, a negative to disastrous effect on their farms’ prof-
itability. The reduction of profit and net family income was
great and demonstrated the uselessness of this practice.

The results of the preceding analysis show that it is nec-
essary to start by restricting the production within the lim-
its of the available quota, targeting to an improvement of
the farmers’ financial status and then to develop these pro-
duction units, relying on an increase in cattle productivity,
arational organization and function, utilizing fully or re-
stricting their production factors (buildings, machinery), dis-
tributing their expenses and proceeding to investments, af-
ter thorough evaluation.

The purchase of quota, given the recent increase of its
market price and the willingness of farmers to depreciate it
in short period of time, is financially justified for farms of
either large size or keeping highly productive animals, to-
gether with a limited dependence upon feed market.

At the same time, an improvement in the quality of
products (milk, beef) and its connection with the prices re-
ceived, a more active involvement of farmers in marketing
and transformation of certified products and the imple-
mentation of alternative production methods (organic milk
production), could offer significant opportunities of im-
provement on dairy farmers’ income. ]
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