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1. Introduction 

The CAP, more than any other EU policy, has traditionally been seen as the core of European 

integration. Yet, the interests of the member states over agricultural agenda diverge to an 

extent that has encroached on the supranational construction and the communautaire nature of 

this policy area. The accession of ten new member states from Central and Eastern Europe in 

2004 and 2007 has had a significant impact on the CAP. Clear differences between 

agricultural sectors of the old and new member states called for a number of transitional 

measures and new instruments which add to the complexity of the CAP. At the same time, the 

expected enlargement of the EU and the need to meet the WTO commitments served as 

important incentives for reforming the CAP. The basic reforms of the CAP, adopted yet 

before the 2004 enlargement and between 2004 and 2007, aim at simplification and 

progressive reduction in agricultural support. However, given the increased diversity in the 

enlarged Union a wide range of national options in implementing the CAP reforms were 

provided. Visible differentiation of the applied policy measures, uneven distribution of 

agricultural support and increasing discretionary powers of national administrations are the 

major features of the CAP in the post-enlargement Europe. As a result, the EU agricultural 

policy has become more complex and seems to be moving towards a more differentiated 

policy regime tailored to the varying needs of each member state. In fact, specific patterns of 

implicit renationalisation in this policy sphere can be observed. The current policy debate 

among the member states on the CAP’s future indicates that the observed patterns will be 

maintained. Thus, will these processes lead to formal renationalisation of the CAP? How will 

the planned changes affect the future shape of the EU agricultural policy?  

                                                 
*
 This paper forms part of the research project “Decision-making in the Common Agricultural Policy” (POL-

POSTDOC II), financed from the funds for science and research in the years 2006-2009. 
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The present paper examines the developments in the CAP after the EU Eastern 

enlargement and the Fischler reforms and considers the link between growing differentiation 

within the CAP and possible renationalisation of this policy sphere. It also presents the 

current debate on the CAP under the health-check launched by the Commission in November 

2007. The first section considers the common character of the CAP and the role of national 

elements in agricultural policy making in the EU. The second section presents the new 

economic and political conditions for agricultural policy making in the enlarged EU and 

major CAP reforms since 2003. Particular attention will be paid to those elements and 

measures of the current CAP that contribute to a greater degree of differentiation within the 

EU agriculture policy. The last section sheds light on the debate on the future of the CAP and 

presents policy preferences of major players. In conclusion, possible developments in the EU 

agriculture policy in the next financial perspective will be discussed. 

2. How common is the CAP? 

With the Treaty of Rome, the founding member states decided to pool their sovereignty and 

delegate powers to legislate in the field of agriculture to Community institutions. The 

extensive transfer of decision-making competences from national to Community level has 

resulted in an essentially supranational construction of the CAP. The CAP emerged as the 

first genuine common policy and the most successful achievement of the EC. However, in the 

following decades the EC agricultural policy became essentially an instrument of sectoral 

protectionism. Because of vested interests and specific decision-making mechanisms the CAP 

proved an extremely difficult area to reform. In addition, attempts at reforming the CAP have 

been always combined with efforts to maintain the common character of the policy, so as not 

to undermine the European project.  

When considering the common character of the CAP, one has to look at the CAP 

objectives, principles and the distribution of competences between the Community and the 

member states. The essential objectives of the CAP have not been changed since the signature 

of the Treaty of Rome. Pursuant to article 33 (1) of the EC Treaty the CAP is expected to 

increase agricultural productivity, to ensure a fair standard of living for rural communities, to 

stabilize agricultural markets, to safeguard supplies, and to ensure that supplies reach the 

consumer at reasonable prices. Interestingly, the Lisbon Treaty of 2007 maintains for the CAP 
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the same structure of objectives as well as the wording used in the Treaty of Rome of 1957
1
. 

The three principles of the CAP, set at the Stresa conference in 1958, include the principle of 

a single market with the same institutional prices and competition rules, the Community 

preference, i.e. preference given to member states’ domestic production over imported goods, 

and financial solidarity, i.e. common financing of producer support schemes. Concerning the 

distribution of competences, the Community was granted exclusive competence with regard 

to the organization of the agricultural common market, the compulsory coordination of 

national market organisations, the establishment of a European market organisation, and the 

adoption of competition rules. In other areas falling under the CAP umbrella, namely in rural 

development, vocational training, research and dissemination of knowledge the Community 

holds a joint responsibility with the member states (Garzon, 2006: 15-16). The Agenda 2000 

reform has divided the CAP into two pillars. The first pillar includes the market and income 

policy. Generally, the maintanance of the first pillar, and its classic principles set in Stresa, 

have been commonly considered as the basic guarantees for the communautaire nature of the 

CAP. The second pillar deals with rural development. It has been based on different principles 

than the traditional CAP. The first, subsidiarity principle, legally established by the 

Maastricht Treaty to delineate the Community and member states responsibilities in areas of 

joint competence, allows for an appropriate level of decentralization indispensable in rural 

development programmes. The second principle, co-financing, means that Community 

financing covers only a part of expenses related to rural development measures, the rest is 

financed from national sources. Along with a general EU solidarity principle Community 

contribution rates differ depending on national income levels. The scope of the Community 

decision-making does not extend to other important areas affecting farmers, such as social 

security systems, direct taxation or agricultural land law. These measures remain in exclusive 

national competences of the member states. However, if the fundamental freedoms at the 

European level are infringed by national regulations, the European Court of Justice generally 

                                                 
1
 Though it should be noted that the so-called ‘Penelope Project’ prepared by a small group of the Commission’s 

experts in December 2002 for the European Convent as a draft proposal for the Constitution of the European 

Union envisaged substantial changes in the aims of the EU agriculture policy. More specifically, a new common 

agricultural and fisheries policy was “to ensure sustainable development and the competitiveness of production, 

to develop rural and coastal areas, to preserve natural resources, the countryside and species, to ensure a fair 

standard of living for the communities concerned, to supply consumers with healthy products of good quality at 

reasonable prices and to guarantee security of supplies” (Contribution to a preliminary draft Constitution of the 

European Union. Feasibility Study,  European Commission Working Document, 2002, p. 32). The reference to 

rural development was particularly relevant since it reflected actual changes within the EU agricultural policy. 

Essentially, the CAP was to become a structural policy for rural areas and the fisheries. However, it has been 

argued that such a change could weaken the common character of the CAP. Instead, the objectives laid down in 

1957 did not provoke such controversies.  
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rules in favour of the Community competence (Norer, 2005: 20). It is also worth to note that 

the Community law includes norms that aim to harmonise national regulations regarding 

agriculture and farm products. The whole corpus of norms in the field of food quality and 

food safety has been sometimes referred to as the third pillar of the CAP (Ibid.). 

As already noted, the importance of the CAP as a common EU policy has been 

repeatedly emphasised. Nonetheless, calls for renationalisation of this EU policy have been 

regularly made, particularly since the British accession in 1973. In the following decades 

arguments in favour of renationalisation have intensified. It has been argued that the CAP is 

no longer as central as it once was (Grant, 1995). However, the Commission, supported by 

most member states and farm lobbies, has always acted as a firm defender of the CAP. At 

recent ceremony of the 50th anniversary of the Treaty of Rome, the Agriculture 

Commissioner, Mariann Fischer Boel, pointed out that the CAP as a common policy is as 

relevant now as it was five decades ago, albeit for different reasons
 2

. Yet, it can be noted that 

the CAP has never been common in some crucial ways. Since the inception of the policy there 

has been a much greater flexibility and scope for differentiation than commonly considered 

(cf. Greer, 2005). More importantly, specific elements of renationalisation have de facto 

emerged in the 1990s, and have been further reinforced in the 2000s. One can identify three 

fundamental channels through which renationalisation patterns can become entrenched in the 

CAP. These include:  

1) changes in the rules of financing of agricultural policy, and proliferation of nationally-

funded or co-funded measures,  

2) siginificant differentiation in policy implementation, and  

3) changes in the CAP decision-making (cf. Kjedahl and Tracy, 1994; Niemi and Kola, 

2005). 

Generally, renationalisation implies a departure from the basic principles of the policy 

and transerring competences over agricultural policy back from the Community to national 

governments. Concerning financial aspects, by and large, the shift of the costs of farm support 

from the Community budget back to national exchequers, has been commonly seen as the 

major threat to the CAP and to European integration. However, the concept of financial 

renationalisation was intensely discussed in academic circles. Agricultural economists have 

                                                 
2
 The EU and the CAP - past, present and future. A perspective by Mariann Fischer Boel, Agra Europe, 23 

March 2007. 
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overtly criticized the principle of financial solidarity and growing budgetary outlays. 

Financial solidarity assuming fixed cost shares among the EU members has been seen as 

contributing to the emergence of the ‘restaurant bill’ problem. Massive expenditures and 

excessive intensification of agricultural production have been also identified as the principal 

cause of serious problems with the delivery of the CAP’s objectives. It is worth to remind 

here the Siena Memorandum, adopted in 1984 at the Certosa di Pontignano. The 

Memorandum advocated partial renationalisation of the CAP
3
. However, renationalistion, 

even partial, was then strongly rejected. It has been pointed out that financial renationalisation 

would create unequal competition conditions as farmers in the Community would receive 

differing amounts of support. Also, other projects like a bond scheme, did not find a political 

support
4
. All measures under the CAP, both the original system of price supports and direct 

payments introduced with the MacSharry reform in 1992, were to be financed from the 

common budget. However, since the introduction of direct income aids, the CAP’s national 

dimensions have, in fact, been growing (cf. Rieger, 2005). The role of nationally co-funded 

measures has obviously increased due to accompanying measures and the establishement of 

the second pillar. But more importantly, measures funded in whole or in part from national 

budgets have also emerged in direct payment schemes, i.e. in schemes that have been 

traditionally reserved for the CAP’s first pillar
5
. This has been particularly relevant for those 

member states where the Community support to agricultural producers remains below 

domestically acceptable levels.  

The second important channel through which the CAP becomes less common relates to 

growing differentiation and flexibility in policy implementation phase. Generally, 

differentiation and flexibility are normal components of agriculural policy making in the EU. 

Article 33 (2) of the EC Treaty stresses the necessity of taking account of the particular 

character of agricultural activities in individual member states, that arise from the social 

structure and structural and natural disparities between the various agricultural regions. The 

                                                 
3
 The Siena Memorandum, signed i.a. by Secondo Tarditi and Stefan Tangermann, called for a more market 

oriented price policy and suggested that future income compensation schemes, to be introduced after price cuts, 

should be in part nationally financed. The new schemes were to be subject to Community approval and co-

financing, however with differentiated rates of Community contribution, depending on per capita incomes in 

individual Member States. The Siena Memorandum on the Reform of the Common Agricultural Policy (1984), 

http://www.unisi.it/cpc/    
4
 The bond scheme proposal, worked out by a group of leading agricultural economists, was put forward in 

November 1990 to the European Parliament’s Intergroup on Land Use and Farm Policy. Bonds were to be totally 

decoupled from production, could be sold on capital market and were to disappear after a fixed period of time. 

See more in : Swinbank and Tranter, 2004 and Daugbjerg, 2004. 
5
 E.g. Finland has been given a number of options to provide her farmers with extra direct payments wholly 

financed from national budget. It has been estimated that the share of national funds in total farm support in 

Finland amounts to 56 percent. (Niemi and Kola, 2005) 

http://www.unisi.it/cpc/
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case-law of the European Court of Justice indicates that reasoned differentiation in the CAP’s 

measures amongst the member states does not infringe the single market and the principle of 

equal treatment (Wouters, 2001: 337) Fundamentally, it has been often argued that the same 

policy may not be equally appropriate across the Community. Therefore, derogations at 

primary law level and special measures in favour of particular regions or member states have 

been quite recurrent within the CAP. Although permitted under transitional arrangements, 

they tended to be prolonged. In some cases special arrangements have gradually been 

established as quasi permanent or permanent measures (cf.Hanf, 2001). However, if 

differentiation results in enduring asymmetries in the level of support to producers, not 

justified by economic and social conditions, the common character of the CAP seems 

questionable. Indeed, various implementation options, especially differing systems for direct 

aids, contribute currently to unprecedented inequalities in the distribution of CAP support, 

both among farmers and between the member states. This raises serious concerns over the 

transparency of the CAP and the uniformity and equality of competition conditions in the 

European single market. 

Also, changes in the CAP decision-making mechanisms seem to undermine the 

communautaire nature of the policy. More specifically, an increased use of subsidiarity 

principle, has encroached on the CAP’s traditional image as a Brussels-based policy. 

Generally, it can be noted that principles specific to decision-making in rural development 

policy gain ground in the classic areas of the EC agricultural policy making. Decentralisation 

in the CAP governance system and subsidiarity-based approaches have been recognised 

particularly suitable for a changing policy organism composed of 27 or more member states 

(cf. Rabinowicz/Thomson/Nalin, 2001). Decentralisation seems crucial to successful policy 

enforcement. However, at the same time, it increases the risk of decommunitarisation of the 

CAP. It has been pointed out that there is rather a fine line between subsidiarity and 

renationalisation in the case of the CAP (cf. Wilkinson, 1994; Harvey, 1997). Therefore, 

subsidiarity-based approaches as well as the scope of desirable differentiation remain a quite 

problematic part of agricultural policy-making in the EU. In the following, the major 

developments after the EU Eastern enlargement and the Fischler reforms, and in particular 

increasing differentiation in the CAP, will be addressed.  
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3. Eastern enlargement, Fischler reforms and beyond 

Undoubtedly, EU enlargement to include the post-communist countries of Central and Eastern 

Europe with large agricultural sectors has been one of the most challenging tasks the EU has 

ever faced. It was often argued that the CAP would not survive the Eastern enlargement 

unless it was profoundly reformed. Even more demanding reforms were needed in the 

candidate countries. The CEECs’ agricultural sectors have been characterised by structural 

deficiencies left as a legacy of the communist period. Moreover, owing to different patterns of 

agricultural development under communism, the agricultural sectors of the individual CEECs 

were marked by enormous diversity. Also due to varying economic performance during the 

transition years, the CEECs have diverged as regards the progress in agricultural reforms. 

After more than ten years since the start of the transformation process, agriculture sectors of 

the prospect EU members were still characterised by a relatively large share of very small, 

subsistence or semi-subsistence farms. Consequently, as a result of the last enlargements in 

2004 and 2007, the number of persons employed in the sector in the EU increased from about 

6 million to almost 13 million, i.e. by more than half. Likewise, the overall number of 

agricultural holdings increased from about 5,5 million to 14,5 million (European Commission, 

2007a).  

The negotiations with the first group of the candidate countries, i.e. with eight CEECs, 

and with Cyprus and Malta, were finally concluded by the end of 2002. Negotiations with 

Bulgaria and Romania were continued until 2005. Yet, the terms of their integration to the 

CAP have been largely same as for the 2004 entrants. The major problems during the EU-

CEECs agricultural negotiations concerned the issue of direct payments, production quotas, 

and transitional periods for food processing establishments. By and large, direct payments 

proved to be the most contentious issue. As compensating EU-15 farmers for reductions in 

relatively high support prices, they were considered inappropriate instruments for transition 

economies. In addition, the full application of direct payments in the new member states as 

from the day of their accession was seen as inevitably leading to serious budgetary strains. 

Therefore, the EU negotiators argued initially that the CEECs should not be included into the 

Community direct support scheme. The Berlin Agreement of March 1999 did not foresee any 

direct aids for the prospect members in the 2000-2006 financial perspective. However, the 

candidate countries found allies in the traditional defenders of the CAP, particularly in 

France, that were afraid that the exclusion of new members from the system of direct 

payments would set a precedent and would lead to scrapping all direct aids in the future. The 
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new members have been eventually included in the system, although it has been decided that 

payments would start at 25 percent and would reach 100 percent of the level of payments 

applicable in the EU-15 after ten years (phasing-in). Additionally, the new member states 

have been given an option to pay out their farmers complementary national direct payments 

during the transitional period
6
.  

The preparations for the Eastern enlargement ran parallel with internal EU negotiations 

on indispensable reforms of the CAP. However, not only the enlargement to the east, but also 

the new Lisbon targets and the requirements imposed by the WTO, concerning inter alia the 

rules for direct support in the sector and agricultural market access, did force the EU decision-

makers to reform the CAP. Eventually, political decisions on reform package proposed by 

Franz Fischler, the then Agriculture Commissioner, were taken in June 2003. In September 

2003 a central legislative act for the reformed CAP, i.e. Council Regulation 1782/2003, was 

adopted. The new CAP has been based on a Single Payment Scheme, decoupling, cross-

compliance, modulation and the strengthened second pillar. As for the first elements of the 

reform, direct payments under different market organisations have been replaced by a single 

payment scheme, although different implementing options have been provided as well. In 

addition, the link between payments and prodution has been formally cut (decoupling), 

though with the exception of payments in the most sensitive sectors
7
. Direct aids have been 

also made conditional on compliance with environmental requirements, maintaning the land 

in good agricultural and environmental conditions, food safety and  animal welfare rules 

(cross-compliance). If farmers do not comply with the cross-compliance rules, they can lose 

some of their single payment entitlements. In addition, independently of cross-compliance 

regulations, farmers in the EU-15, receiving more than 5 thousand euro per year, have seen 

their payments progressively reduced by 3 percent in 2005, 4 percent in 2006 and 5 percent 

from 2007 (modulation)
8
. It has been decided that modulation will be in force until 2012. 

However no capping (an upper limit of payments per farm) has been accepted. It has been 

decided that the amounts of money saved under modulation would be transferred to the 

second pillar and that the bulk of resources (80 percent) would go back to a country where 

                                                 
6
 The so-called ‘top-ups’ with 30 percentage points above the applicable phasing-in level, provided that the EU-

15 direct payment level is not exceeded. Thus total payments in 2004, 2005, 2006 could reach 55, 60 and 65 

percent of payments applicable in the EU-15. 
7
 Eg. in beef and veal sector member states may retain up to 100% of the suckler cow premium. Other options 

include partial coupling (e.g. up to 40% of the slaughter premium, and 25% of the payment component in the 

cereals/arable crops sector) (European Commission, 2006).  
8
 With the exception of farmers in the new member states. During the phasing-in period they are not affected by 

the modulation instrument. 
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such savings are generated. With an aim of strengthening the second pillar new rural 

development measures have been also proposed. 

Overall, the Fischler reform can be seen as one of the most fundamental reforms of the 

CAP. Yet, further reforms, particularly on individual agricultural markets, were badly needed. 

Under the leadership of Mariann Fischer Boel, the current Commissioner for Agriculture, 

reforms in some key sectors, i.a. sugar, bananas and wine, have been eventually adopted. 

Hence, it can be seen that the last several years have been very fruitful for the CAP in terms 

of the number of reform decisions and other modifications. Generally, fears that the EU after 

expanding to 25 or more Member States would be unable to reach decisions on a number of 

issues, and especially on the CAP, proved unjustified. The CAP seems now to provide a better 

policy framework for a more market-oriented farming and for a sustainable rural 

development. However, as noted earlier, recent reforms as well as the last accessions have 

tremendously increased the level of complexity and differentiation within the CAP.  

Financial aspects and the distribution of the CAP funds 

Under the current financial perspective 2007-2013, CAP spending absorbs around 43 percent 

of the EU budget. France remains the major beneficiary of CAP spending
9
. Following a 

Franco-German agreement, the European Council decided in 2002 that first-pillar spending 

under the new financial framework 2007-2013 will be maintained in real terms at the level of 

expenditures for 2006
10

. Therefore, annual market related expenditures and direct payments 

during the 2007-2013 period account on average for one third of the budgetary outlays and 

rural development for more than 9 percent
11

. Since there are significant differences between 

agricultural sectors of the EU member states, the amounts of direct aids granted to farmers as 

well as the distribution of first and second-pillar support vary considerably among the 

member states. As far as income support for producers is concerned, these differences are not 

only due to the phasing-in of direct aids in the new member states, but also due to specific 

EU-wide criteria applied in calculating farm support. Concerning the second pillar, more than 

40 percent of rural development funds have been allocated to the newcomers. In most new 

member states these funds are as high as direct aid allocations, also because of the phasing-in 

                                                 
9
 France alone gets around 17 percent of the CAP budget. 

10
 In case first-pillar expenditures exceed the fixed level, the mechanism of financial discipline is to activate cuts 

in direct payments. 
11

 Commitment appropriations for the first pillar under the 2007-2013 financial framework amount to 293,1 

billion euro (out of total 864,3 in total EU budget). Rural development funding is worth 88,29 bn euro in the 

2007-2013 period. See: Commission Decision 2006/636/CE. 
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for the latter. Instead, with few exceptions, direct aids play a far more important role in the 

older member states (Table 1).  

Table 1. Allocation of direct aids and rural development funding in the EU-27 in the period 

2007-2013 (billon euro) 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65

Malta

Luxembourg

Cyprus

Estonia

Slovenia

Latvia

Lithuania

Slovak Rep

Belgium

Bulgaria

Finland

Netherlands

Sweden

Czech Rep

Denmark

Portugal

Austria

Hungary

Ireland

Romania

Greece

Poland

UK

Italy

Spain

Germany

France

Direct aids Rural development

  
Source: Council for the Rural Area, 2007; European Commission, 2007b.  

 

Since direct payments dominate the CAP budget, it is expedient to take a closer look at 

their distribution among farmers as well as between the EU member states. The share of direct 

income aids in total CAP spending has been gradually increasing since 1992 and now it 

accounts for about 70 percent. Not surprisingly, the CAP has been often described as an 

essentially distributive policy for a paricular group of citizens (Sapir et al., 2003; Cipriani, 
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2007). In fact, the CAP benefits most a small group of farmers. The bulk of direct aid support 

is channeled to the largest and wealthiest producers. It has been estimated that between 1996 

and 2000 20 percent of recipients received 84 percent of all EU direct aids (Swinbank, 2004: 

20). Recent reforms of the CAP, with modest switch in spending from Pillar 1 to Pillar, have 

not changed these proportions, i.a. because of the failure of the capping proposal. Overall, the 

regressivity and misdistribution of funds at farm level, notably significant discrepancies 

between the level of subsidies and the real needs, particularly in poorer rural regions, 

contribute to the regressivity of the policy (Núñez Ferrer, 2007). 

Regressive aid distribution is also evident at the member states level. The distribution of 

direct payments obviuosly reflects the relatvie size of the agricultural sectors, but also the 

importance of traditionally supported products such as cereals and other arable crops and 

historical production figures (Swinbank, 2004: 19). Despite the introduction of decoupling, 

the pattern of expenditures still, in larger part, mirrors the historical yields per hectare and the 

original market intervention system. In France, United Kingdom, Denmark, Netherlands and 

Belgium the amounts spent on the SPS absorb more than 90 percent of all EU receipts under 

the CAP (Council for the Rural Area, 2007). Thus, the CAP continues to benefit the most 

developed agricultural sectors and the most prosperous regions with the highest yields (Núñez 

Ferrer, 2007). Indeed, there are significant differences between the member states in terms of 

direct aids per farm, per farm worker or per hectare of farmland
12

. E.g. the Netherlands clearly 

emerges as the EU country with the largest yields and thus the highest payments per hectare. 

The average direct aid per hectare in the Netherlands in 2006 amounted to 1,299 euro. In 

other older member states with relatively high yields the average direct aid amounts were 

lower (e.g. in Germany 553 euro, in Denmark 535 euro, and in France 388 euro), but still they 

exceeded by more than half the amounts in EU countries with lower historical yields and with 

somewhat different production patterns (192 euro in Greece, 172 euro in Spain, and only 88 

euro in Portugal). This imbalance becomes even more apparent when one takes into account 

direct aids levels in the new member states. As already noted, these differences result from 

the fact that the newcomers receive only part of the EU-15 level of payments until 2013 (until 

2016 in case of Bulgaria and Romania). E.g. in Poland average direct aid per hectare 

amounted to 55 euro in 2006, while in Latvia it was 26 euro. Only few new entrants, like 

Slovenia and the Czech Republic, have recorded relatively higher direct aids per hectare. 

However, even with full direct payments, the new member states will continue to receive far 

                                                 
12

 All data presented below are based on calculations of Farmsubsidy.org, http://farmsubsidy.org  (date of visit to 

the site, 20 April 2007). 

http://farmsubsidy.org/
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lower supports than most of the older member states because of very low production yields 

prior to accession. To fully understand the operation of direct aids and hence the increasing 

differentiation under the current CAP, details on national implementation systems are 

described in the next section. 

The variety of national implementation systems 

The member states have been provided with several options for the implementation of the 

Single Payment Scheme (SPS). There are three basic models for the SPS – historic, flat-rate 

(regional) and hybrid (mixed) system with different variants (Table 2). The historic system 

(also called Single Farm Payment) applies the 2000-2002 reference period, i.e. the aid for 

individual farmers is based on their previous direct aids entitlements. In flat-rate variant 

(regional) payments are paid out on a regionalised basis, with all farmers receiving the same 

rate of aid per hectare over a region or state. In the hybrid system historic and flat-rate 

elements are combined. Support for some sectors can be paid out on the basis of historic 

entitlements, for other sectors regional amounts are calculated. In addition, in this system 

either static or dynamic approach can be applied. In a static variant payments remain the same 

over time; in a dynamic variant they can be altered, usually in favour of flat-rate payments 

(European Commission, 2006).  

Table 2. Implementation of direct payments in EU member states (basic models)  
 

Model 

 

Member State 

 

SPS: historical 

 

Belgium, Ireland, Greece, Spain, France, Italy, Netherlands, Austria, 

Portugal, United Kingdom (Scotland, Wales) 
 

SPS: static hybrid 
 

Luxembourg, Sweden, United Kingdom (Northern Ireland) 
 

SPS: dynamic hybrid 

moving to flatter rates 

 

Denmark 

 

SPS: dynamic hybrid 

moving to a flat rate 

model 

 

Germany, Finland, United Kingdom
*
 

  

 

SPS: regional model 
 

Malta, Slovenia 
 

SAPS 
 

Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, 

Poland, Romania, Slovakia 
Source: European Commission, 2008. 

* In most regions of the UK. 

 

Generally, as the historic system reproduces patterns of expenditures from the previous 

years, it contributes most to the bias in the distribution of farm support in favour of the most 
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prosperous. The regional option with flat-rate payments reduces somewhat differences at farm 

level, however, the allocation of direct aids to each country still is largely based on historical 

parameters (Núñez Ferrer, 2007: 21). With options for partially decoupled payments national 

systems for direct aid distribution become even more complex and differentiated as there are 

no two countries with the same set of payment choices. Only the United Kingdom, 

Luxembourg, Ireland and Malta apply full decoupling. In other member states there are still 

sectors remaining coupled as well as other transitional coupled payments. By far, coupled 

payment options have been exploited to the greatest extent possible in France and Spain (i.e. 

both for arable crops, animal premiums and other sectors).  

The new member states, with the exception of Malta and Slovenia, apply a different and 

simplified system for the distribution of direct aids, i.e.the Single Area Payment Scheme 

(SAPS). The SAPS was designed for a five year transitional period and in the case of the 2004 

entrants it was due to end in 2009. However, given the request by most of the new member 

states, the system was prolonged until 2010. As from 2011 the new member states are legally 

required to move to a regional model of the SPS (Bulgaria and Romania as from 2012), yet 

most of the newcomers opt for further prolongation of the SAPS. The SAPS provides for the 

same payment rate per hectare. Basic direct payments under this system are totally decoupled 

from production. Additionally, given a considerable administrative burdens related to 

controlling the cross-compliance requirements, the simplified environmental rules are applied 

in the case of the SAPS. Yet, the system of direct aid distribution in the new member states 

still is very complex. First, as explained in previous section, the newcomers make use of 

complementary national direct payments (CNDP or “top-ups”) to reduce the gap between the 

rate of payments in the EU-15 and the payments under the phasing-in mechanism. CNDP are 

financed from national budgets. Yet, in the first three years after accession, i.e. until 2007, 

they could also be financed from the re-allocated rural development funds (in Bulgaria and 

Romania until 2009). In addition, until 2007 “top-ups” could be 100 percent coupled with 

production, i.e. granted as commodity-specific area or as headage payments. But as from 

2007 top-up payments in all new member states are subject to the same options for partially 

decoupled payments as applied in the EU-15.  

Devolution in the CAP governance system 

The overview of the array of implementation options for the direct aids indicates that there is 

indeed a large space for national manoeuvre within the CAP (Rieger, 2005: 174-175) . 
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Generally, we can observe that the Commission tends to rely stronger on national 

administrations in the CAP management. The last years have seen many different 

arrangements that seem to contribute to the devolution in the CAP governance system. 

Particularly, national envelopes introduced already with the Agenda 2000 reform or a number 

of modalities in the distribution of direct aids increase the competences of national 

agricultural administrations. Devolution in the CAP governance system is also linked to other 

CAP elements, and in particular to growing importance of rural development policy.  

Clearly, the larger the number of member states, the greater the tendency toward 

decentralization within the CAP. As we have seen, the new member states have been granted 

a number of transitional periods and specific solutions to accommodate their agricultural 

sectors to the CAP. As far as the EU-15 is concerned, not only different models for the SPS 

implementation were provided, but also a quite flexible approach to reform timetable was 

adopted. Member states could decide by themselves to introduce the key element of the 

Fischler reform, ie. the SPS and decoupling, either in 2005 or 2006 or even in 2007. This is 

quite meaningful, since such flexibility can not be found in the previous reform rounds (cf. 

Halmai and Elekes, 2005). Also, the provisions in Article 42 (5) of the 1782/2003 Regulation 

allow the member states to allocate certain amounts from national reserves to farmers in areas 

subject to restructuring or development programs so as to avoid the abandonment of land or to 

compensate specific disadvantage for farmers in those areas. Options included in Article 69 of 

the same regulation provide for an additional opportunity for the member states to adjust the 

CAP to their needs
13

.  

There are also other elements that increase the leeway of national governments in the 

CAP. Recent examples include the Council Regulation 378/2007 which opens up the 

possibility for a voluntary modulation up to a ceiling of 20 percent of single farm payment in 

Portugal and the United Kingdom or the decision to raise the threshold for de minimis state 

aid to farmers
14

. In addition, recent reforms of fruit and vegetable sector and the EU wine 

regime provide the member states with a menu of options for supporting their farmers. These 

                                                 
13

 Specifically, it provides the member states that apply the SPS with the option of retaining up to 10 percent of 

the component of national ceilings for payments in each sector to finance specific types of farming and quality 

production. Member states may decide by their own to make this specific and additional payment (financed from 

the retained amounts) to farmers provided that this support can be considered important for the protection or 

enhancement of the environment or for the improving the quality and marketing of agricultural products. These 

national reallocations have been allowed within the sectors from which such funds were deducted. Currently, 

Greece, Italy, Portugal, Spain, Slovenia, Finland, Sweden, and the United Kingdom (Scotland) take advantage of 

these additional options (European Commission, 2008). 
14

 De minimis aid was raised from 3 000 to 7 500 euro. The ceiling of the overall value of this type of aid in each 

country has been also raised (from 0.3% to 0.75% of the value of production) 
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include i.a. crisis and risk management measures, national aid schemes, investment and 

restructuring programmes, or the integration into the single payment scheme (in case of wine 

growers left at member states’ discretion). 

4. The health-check debate and the future of the CAP  

The growing complexity of the CAP has led the Commission to embark on a programme of 

the CAP simplification (European Commission, 2005)
15

. Further modifications have been 

foreseen under the so-called health-check of the CAP. The health-check has been planned as a 

review of the implementation of the Fichler reforms. In addition, because of the 2002 political 

agreement between France and Germany not to change the CAP in any substantial way until 

the end of the current financial perspective, it has been basically limited to laying down 

guidelines for improvements in the 2009-2013 period. However, initially seen as a technical 

review, the health-check process as well as the budget debate scheduled for 2008 and 2009, 

seem to provide a ground for a more wide-ranging re-evaluation of the CAP
16

. The current 

debate has already touched upon a number of fundamental issues such as the future relations 

between Pillar 1 and  Pillar 2, the overall purpose and construction of the policy and the 

financing of the CAP after 2013.  

The Commission’s proposals 

The Commission published the Communication on the health-check of the CAP reform in 

November 2007 (European Commission, 2007c). The document has been then subject to a 

six-month consultiation. The legislative proposals for the health-check were tabled by the 

Commission in May 2008 and a final deal is expected to be hammered out under the French 

Presidency by December 2008. The debate has been hitherto focused on three main themes: 

 simplifying the Single Payment Scheme,  

 reforming market intervention instruments,  

 preparing for new challenges and further stengthening of the Pillar 2. 
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 The Commission proposed to divide the process of simplifying the CAP into political simplification (as e.g. 

the health-check) and technical simplification. Under technical simplification, a number of outdated regulations 

have been already removed. In addition, in 2008 a single common market organization integrating the exisiting 

21 common market organizations was establised.  
16

 The Commission published its communication on reforming the budget already in September 2007.  
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As far as direct payments are concerned, the health-check aims to simplify and to 

rationalize the Single Payment Scheme. The Commission has stressed that the system based 

on historical payment receipts becomes less and less justified as time goes by. Therefore, all 

member states with historic SPS should move towards a ‘flatter rate’ model in the period up 

to 2013. At the same time, the Commission has suggested the extension of the application of 

the simpler SAPS in the new member states until 2013. Other important proposals in the area 

of direct aids concern cross-compliance rules, the decoupling principle, the extension of the 

scope of Article 69 and the issue of upper and lower limits in support levels. Concerning 

cross-compliance, the Commission has proposed to simplify and to amend the provisions on 

statutory management requirements and good agricultural and environmental conditions. In 

addition, yet before the publication of the ‘health check’ communication, the Commission 

proposed to adopt new legislative solutions which would allow for ignoring some minor cases 

of non-compliance in order to reduce administrative burdens at member states’ level. The 

Commission has also supported the introduction of a fully decoupled SPS. Full decoupling 

has been recognised particularly relevant for the arable crop sector. At the same time, an 

interim period during which coupled payments would be progressively phased out has been 

proposed. Yet, the Commission has confirmed the importance of partially coupled payments 

in case of “certain regions where the level of production is small overall, but important 

economically or environmentally” (European Commission, 2007c: 5). Furthermore, the 

proposed revision of Article 69 envisages more flexible rules for channeling some part of 

national ceilings (up to 10 percent) towards specific production types, both in member states 

that apply the SPS and the SAPS. The top-sliced amounts would not have to stay within the 

same sector from which they were deducted, but could be diverted to other sectors and 

measures such as e.g. crop insurance schemes. The Commission’s concepts of limits on farm 

support have evolved throughout the discussions over the health-check. Eventually, the 

Commission has called for excluding recipients with an annual entitlement of less than 250 

euro or with less than 1 hectare of land from eligibility for single payments given a high cost 

of administering such payments. As for the largest farms, the Commission, in its November 

communication,  proposed to reduce direct aids by 45 percent for farms receiving annualy 

more than 300 000 euro. However, given strong opposition from some member states the 

Commission decided to modify its proposals and to merge the concept of aid capping with the 

modulation concept. Eventually, the draft legislative text includes the proposal of 

“progressive modulation”, which means that reduction rates for direct aids are differentiated 

according to size category of farms (Table 3).  
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   Table 3. Proposed modulation increases (in %), by size category (EUR) 

Thresholds 2009 2010 2011 2012 

< 5 000 0 0 0 0 

5 001 - 99 999 2 4 6 8 

100 000 - 199 999 5 7 9 11 

200 000 - 299 999 8 10 12 14 

> 300 000 11 13 15 17 

    Source: Commission plans key CAP changes in ‘Health Check’, in: Rural Europe, 9 April 2008. 

 

With this solution the largest farms would be less affected than under the original aid 

capping idea. The Commission’s proposal envisages that the overall rates of obligatory 

modulation would be increased, with progressively higher rates for farms receiving more than 

100 000, 200 000 and 300 000 euro per year. This solution would imply larger transfers from 

Pillar 1 to Pillar 2 of the CAP, therefore rural development funding could be somewhat 

expanded yet in the current financial framework. In addition, all extra modulation money 

could be spent in a country where the money was generated. Farms with less than 5 000 as 

well as all farms in the new member states would still be exempt from modulation 

requirement.  

Concerning other elements of the health-check debate, the Commission has 

recommended a thorough review of market support mechanisms to check whether the existing 

measures are still appropriate in the enlarged EU and do not hinder the competitiveness of 

European agriculture. The review has been also undertaken with the view of preparing the EU 

for the new market conditions after the conclusion of the WTO negotiations in the Doha 

Round. Generally, the Commission has stressed that intervention mechanisms should function 

as a ‘safety net’ only and, where possible, they should be phased out and replaced by 

decoupled payments. As for arable sector, the abolition of cereal intervention for all grains 

other than bread wheat, and permanent scrapping of set-aside requirements have been 

suggested. In case of the dairy sector, the Commission has advocated for gradual quota 

increases to secure a ‘soft-landing’ for producers in 2015 when milk quotas will be finally 

phased out.  

Moreover, the Commission has drawn the member states attention to new challenges for 

the CAP, namely climate change, bio-energy, water management and bio-diversity. It has 

been proposed to further strengthen the second pillar and to deal with these crucial challenges 

with the help of expanded rural development funding and risk management measures 

complying with the WTO “green box” criteria. Rural development programmes and risk 

management measures financed via modulated funds, have been also indicated as appropriate 
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instruments for dealing with potential market disruptions, as long as intervention as a safety 

net continues (European Commission, 2007c: 9). Following an example of recent reforms for 

fruit and vegetables and for wine, the Commission has suggested that decisions on specific 

risk management measures could be taken by national governments, regional authorities, or 

local producer groupings since market and weather risks differ substantially between the 

member states and the EU regions. Overall, the Commission’s proposals confirm that the 

original policy paradigm supporting centralized market intervention and regulation proves 

inefficient in delivering the CAP’s objectives and it is also inapproprite for dealing with the 

new challenges that lie ahead. This clear shift towards the second pillar does not mean that the 

Commission proposes to abandon the policy of supporting farmers in the EU. In fact, 

measures to improve competitiveness of agricultural sectors and the standing of farms and 

farming activities dominate in all three axes of the EU rural development policy
17

. In addition, 

the first pillar with more efficient, equitable and Community financed system of decoupled 

direct aids is still considered an integral part of the CAP. 

National preferences over the CAP’s future 

The first discussions over the health-check and the Commission’s draft legislative proposals 

show that the EU member states hold quite contrasting visions of the future for the CAP. 

National preferences of the member states over the CAP are essentially driven by the structure 

of domestic political economy, i.e. inter alia by the economic size of agricultural sector, farm 

competitiveness, economic and social conditions in rural areas, the role of farmers and farm 

lobbies in domestic politics. Also, the budgetary positions and the distribution of financial 

costs and benefits resulting from the common financing of the CAP shape substantive 

preferences of the member states. Generally, net contributors to the Community budget opt 

for siginificant reductions in agricultural expenditures. Beneficiaries of the CAP tend to 

oppose radical reforms and cuts in farm spending. However, preferences for reforms or for the 

status quo do not simply correspond with possible support for renationalisation of the CAP. 

Clearly, poorer countries come out against financial renationalisation, but some of them opt 

for liberal CAP reforms. Richer countries with liberal political economies are more prone to 

support CAP renationalisation. Yet, there are better off countries, including those with liberal 

                                                 
17

 Rural development policy during the 2007-2013 period focuses on improving the competitiveness of the 

agricultural and forestry sector (Axis 1); improving the environment and the countryside (Axis 2); improving the 

quality of life in rural areas and encouraging diversification of the rural economy (Axis 3). Some researchers 

point out that the Pillar 2 is, in fact, a disguised form of support for farmers in the EU (cf. Núñez Ferrer, 2007) 
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traditions, that stand up for the common financing principle. Similarly, some member states 

with more protectionist policies would support partial renationalisation of the CAP.  

The group advocating for fundamental changes in the CAP and for substantial decrease 

in the CAP budget after 2013 includes the United Kingdom, Sweden, Denmark, the 

Netherlands and Germany
18

. Also, Italy, Finland, and some new member states like Latvia 

and Estonia have recently supported more far-reaching reforms of the CAP. The United 

Kingdom and Sweden present the most radical positions. Specifically, the UK and Sweden 

support the phasing out of all Pillar 1 measures, i.e. price supports, export refunds, production 

contraints and in the longer run all other subsidies in the sector. This would, in fact, lead to 

the total demise of the CAP. In their view, agriculture policy should be guided by market 

orientiation, consumer demand and deregulation
19

. In the medium term perspective, the 

British and Swedish governments back up the simplification of the SPS, full decoupling 

principle and increased modulation rates to allocate extra money to Pillar 2, although with 

revised criteria for the distribution of rural support among the member states. Yet, the 

proposal to establish an upper limit for direct aids (capping) was rejected as leading to 

artificial splitting up of large holdings and hence to structural problems in the sector
20

. 

Greater market orientiation, simplification, full decoupling, and the continuation of the 

transfer of CAP funding from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2 have been also strongly supported by 

Denmark. The Danish government has also expressed its support for reasonable proposal on 

capping of direct aids. The Netherlands, Germany and Finland, in contrast to the UK or 

Sweden, do not opt for total removal of direct aids. The Dutch government proposes to 

convert direct payments to primary agricultural producers into targeted payments for the 

delivery of public goods such as landscape conservation, environmental protection, food 

safety, or animal welfare. It also argues that rural development ought to be rather dealt with at 

national not EU level (Council for the Rural Area, 2007). The German and Finnish 

governments opt for flatter rates for direct aids throughout the Union and for further 

expansion of Pillar 2 to compensate for decreasing Pillar 1 support. Reductions of the Pillar 1 

budget and the expansion of rural development funding have been also supported by Italy. 
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 Germany, the UK, the Netherlands, and Sweden are major net contributors to the EU budget with significant 

CAP budgetary losses. Denmark is currently a net beneficiary of the CAP spending. However, as a country with 

a highly competitive agricultural sector it supports substantial reductions in EU farm expenditures.  
19

 A Vision for the Common Agricultural Policy, Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs and HM 

Treasury of the United Kingdom, December 2005; Swedish views on the Common Agricultural Policy and the 

health check review. Non-paper May 2007, Jo2007/1816, Government Officies of Sweden. 
20

 The proposal for capping  of direct aids has been also rejected by Germany, the Netherlands, and a number of 

new member states with large undertakings and cooperatives (the Czech Republic, Hungary, Latvia, Romania 

and Slovakia). 
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Instead, Latvia has argued that the CAP pillars should be merged with an aim of establishing 

a new rural and environmental policy for Europe (Ibid.). 

Other EU member states, notably France, Greece, Spain, Ireland, Austria and most of 

the new member states, take a more conservative stance. Yet, they generally agree that the 

CAP and its pillars should be remodelled to be better prepared for the new challenges as well 

as for the outcomes of the Doha Round under the WTO. Defenders of the CAP also confirm 

the importance of rural development policy, but, at the same time, they strongly back up 

maintaining the complementarity of both pillars
21

. In their view, inherent market weaknesses 

of agricultural sectors justify the preservation of the Pillar 1 and the coordinated intervention 

mechanisms at the Community level. The French government points out that the special 

nature of agricultural sector, recognised at the time of the introduction of the CAP, is still 

relevant
22

. According to Paris, ensuring food security, securing Europe’s contribution to the 

global food balance, and the maintenance of the adequate level of Community preference 

should remain the major guiding principles for the future CAP
23

. The Greek government has 

openely called for avoiding reforms that would limit financial support hitherto granted to 

production sectors and regions
24

. However, the new member states have had somewhat 

different priorities as far as the level of financial support is concerned. Specifically, countries 

applying the SAPS have proposed to review the criteria for the distribution of direct payments 

with the aim of closing the gap between direct support levels among the member states
25

. As 

for market support measures, both the older members of the conservative group and the new 

member states, with notable exceptions of Latvia and Estonia, hold that intervention on 

agricultural markets should be maintained. The proposed risk management measures as well 

as new rural development instruments to compensate farmers for decreased support have been 

considered insufficient. In addition, it has been argued that risk management measures, as 

based on co-financing, would further increase the role of national financing within the CAP
26

.  
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 Cf. Vers une nouvelle politique agricole commune: ouvrons le débat, Ministere de l’Agriculture et de la Pêche, 

Paris, 30.01.2008.  
22

 Memorandum to encourage a responsible organisation of agri-food sectors in the interests of farmers and 

consumers, presented by the French Delegation. Agriculture and Fisheries Council meeting held in Brussels, on 

18 and 19 February 2008, Council of the European Union, Document no 5745/08.  
23

 Franco-British ‘entente’ does not extend to CAP strategy, Agra Europe, 4 April 2008. 
24

 Statement by Greece. Addendum to Council Conclusions on the health check of the CAP reform, 17 March 

2008, Council of th European Union, Document no 7150/08.  
25

 The new member states countries welcomed the Commission’s proposal to extend the scheme until 2013 and 

to phase out the historical model for paying the single farm payments in the older member states. Yet, they 

continue to call for establishig a single and more equitable system for direct aids. E.g. Poland strongly lobbies 

for the extension of the SAPS to all member states. 
26

 Polska wizja Wspólnej Polityki Rolnej wobec wyzwań wobec wyzwań oceny funkcjonowania WPR, 

Ministerstwo Rolnictwa i Rozwoju Obszarów Wiejskich Warszawa, 2007. 
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The issue of possible renationalisation of the CAP has not been formally subject of 

discussions under the current health-check review. However, this issue has been in fact very 

much present and will feature even more prominently in the future EU talks. Up to now, the 

debate has shown that there is large room for further differentiation within the EU agriculture 

policy. All member states support the decentralisation in the CAP governance and greater 

flexibility in policy implementation phase. Therefore, partial and specific renationalisation at 

the level of CAP management and policy implementation is generally accepted by all the 

stakeholders. In contrast, renationalisation of CAP financing still remains a highly contentious 

issue among EU member governments. However, the CAP as a common EU policy, still 

remains a priority for the majority of them. In a memorandum adopted in 2006, a group of 

countries led by France stressed that the CAP should continue to be placed at the heart of the 

EU political project and any attempts at renationalisation of the policy should be firmly 

rejected
27

. Also, the Danish government which supports radical changes in the EU agricultural 

policy officially stresses that renationalisation should be avoided. Yet, the health-check 

debate has shown that even countries traditionally defending the CAP, like France, start to 

consider whether the policy should, in the longer term, be financed at EU or national level 

(Council for the Rural Area, 2007). Some member states, i.a. the Netherlands, Germany and 

Finland, opt for co-financing for the direct aid schemes under the Pillar 1. The introduction of 

co-financing for all CAP spending after 2013 has been vehemently rejected by the European 

Commission as leading to renationalisation of the policy. However, member states and other 

EU actors are increasingly supportive to the idea
28

. Certainly, the issue of CAP financing will 

be thoroughly discussed during the 2008/2009 budget review. However, it can already be said 

that nationally funded and co-funded measures will become quite important elements in the 

future CAP, not only because of a general shift towards rural development policy, but also 

because of the changing approach to traditional support measures within the first pillar of the 

CAP.  
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 Memorandum on the implementation and the future of the reformed CAP, presented by the French, Greek, 

Spanish, Irish, Italian, Cypriot, Lithuanian, Luxembourg, Hungarian, Polish, Portuguese and Slovenian 

delegations, and endorsed by Romania and Bulgaria, presented at the Agriculture and Fisheries Council meeting 

held in Brussels, on 17 March 2006, Council of the European Union, Document no 7265/1/06.  
28

 Co-financing has been generally backed up by Italy and Portugal. Also, the Czech Republic seems supportive 

to co-financing in the first pillar. It has suggested recently that national ‘top-ups’ to direct aids could be applied 

in all member states also after 2013 to avoid production decline in some senstitive sectors. See: Non paper by 

Czech delegation - Health check, Council of the European Union, Brussels 18 February 2008, DS 216/08. As for 

other EU actors, the European Parliament’s Budget Committee has, on several occassions, pointed out that direct 

aids could be co-funded, in the first step in the EU-15 only. 
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Concluding remarks 

The Fischler reforms and eastern enlargement mark a decisive point in the history of the CAP. 

As we have seen, the EU agricultural policy has become an extremely complex policy regime 

with highly differentiated systems for direct aid distribution which result in varying levels of 

agricultural support in the member states. Consequently, the problems with credibility, 

integrity and efficiency of the policy have become more acute than ever. The current system 

of direct payments, particularly subsidies based on historical receipts, petrify the differences 

between farm sectors of the member states and exacerbate regional inequalities in the EU. 

They also strengthen trends towards creating nationally-flavoured funding schemes within the 

first pillar. Complementary national direct payments in the new member states or other 

national measures obviously weaken the communautaire nature of the CAP. Similarly, the 

growing competences of national agricultural administrations change the traditional patterns 

of agricultural policy-making in the EU. As a result, we can speak of some patterns of partial 

and informal or implicit renationalisation within the CAP.  

The European Commission continues to defend the community character of the CAP. At 

the same time, it stresses that some differentiation within the CAP is indispensable. EU-wide 

solutions based on a “one-size-fits-all” approach are not appropriate or feasible in the 

enlarged Union, particularly when certain implementing decisions and rules, risk management 

measures or the new challenges for the CAP are taken into account. The Commission aims, 

however, to provide a more consolidated and simplified system for direct aids throughout the 

Union. Therefore, it has proposed to reform the Single Payment Scheme and to move to 

flatter direct aid rates during the 2009-2013 period. Mariann Fischer Boel also wants to 

change the image of the CAP as a policy characterised by an emphasis on direct aids and 

market intervention instruments. This is to be achieved mainly by progressive modulation 

which merges the original modulaton idea with the concept of upper limits on direct aids for 

the largest farms. Equally important is the proposal to phase out market support instruments. 

Instead, the Commission has endorsed specific functional integration between both pillars of 

the CAP.  

A brief overview of the current debate on the health check shows that the EU member 

states have different priorities and aims in the area of agricultural policy. Beneficiaries of the 

policy want to preserve the CAP, and particularly its Pillar 1 as it contains measures financed 

wholly, in principle, from the EU budget. These countries stress that food security concerns 

still should play an important role in the EU agricultural policy making. Pillar 1 focused on 
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market intervention and producer support is considered as important as Pillar 2. Instead, net 

contributors to the EU budget and countries with more liberal policy preferences opt for a 

rapid expansion of the Pillar 2. In certain instances a total demise of the Pillar 1 is advocated. 

It has been also argued that the CAP should be scrapped and replaced by a new rural and 

environmental policy for Europe. Yet, because of political reasons and strong opposition from 

some member states total scrapping and hence formal and full renationalisation of the CAP in 

the next financial perspective seems unlikely.  

However, the post-2013 CAP will undoubtedly be even less common. Traditional 

market intervention mechanisms are gradually phased-out and the remaining instruments, 

such as direct aids, rural development or risk management measures, are more susceptible to 

national influences. Co-financing and subsidiarity, principles characteristic for the second 

pillar, become increasingly important in market and income support policies. Overall, 

growing differentiation and specific fusion between Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 will further enhance 

the observed trends towards partial and informal renationalisation within the CAP. Such 

evolution is hardly surprising in an expanding international organization seeking to 

accommodate divergent agricultural sectors in one policy organism, and to achieve a balance 

between competing national interests on the one hand and increasing pressures for further 

CAP reforms on the other.  
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