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Introduction 
The Commission’s reform proposal presented on October 12th is a disappointment. Instead of taking a once-in-

a-decade chance to turn CAP from being a part of the problem to being a part of the solution, it has proposed 

a number of minor changes, some of which go in the right direction but are a totally inadequate response to 

the challenges that the Commission itself has identified – food security, climate change and environment, and 

territorial imbalance.

In this commentary APRODEV argues that the EU needs to rethink its current export orientation and abandon 

the rhetoric that the EU’s productive capacity is needed to feed the world’s hungry. Rather, the EU needs to 

support and allow space for food insecure countries to feed themselves. The EU must assume its international 

responsibility, as stipulated in the Lisbon treaty, and use the CAP to drive a transition to sustainable and climate-

smart agriculture in Europe - and to contribute to this transition worldwide. 

More with less?  Why “Business-As-Usual” is not an option 

In the CAP debate, it is often stated that the need to respond to climate change and increase the environmental 

sustainability of European agriculture makes it necessary that Europe produces “more with less”. APRODEV agrees 

that the resource efficiency of production must increase. However, the argument that Europe needs to produce 

more has to be challenged. 

A growing world population will lead to an increase in global demand. However, it is not in Europe where 

production needs to increase. Moreover, the amount of losses and waste in the food chain means that there is 

a huge potential to increase the available amount of food by reducing waste. Currently, we are producing 4600 

kcal per person per day, but what is available for human consumption is around 2000 kcal per person per day2). 

30 - 40 per cent or more of post harvesting is wasted in developing countries and more than 30 - 40 per cent of 

food is wasted mostly after sale in the OECD countries. In addition, we have a health crisis with 1 billion people 

suffering from obesity and 300 million from diabetes3). 

Conclusion
The present food insecurity in many parts of the world and the challenge of the future global food supply do not 

justify production increases in Europe as a political objective. While the EU is close to reaching the peak of yield 

potentials, many other countries are far below a sustainable increase of yields and could easily increase their 

production with less inputs, less environmental stress, and less investment than are needed in EU agriculture.  

In the EU, the focus should be on reducing waste, rather than on increasing production.
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1) http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-post-2013/legal-proposals/index_en.htm
2) UNEP (2011) Towards a Green Economy - Pathways to sustainable development and poverty eradication, Page 36.
3) Cribb, J (2011) The Coming Famine: The global food crisis and what we can do to avoid, Page 70 and FAO (2011) Global Food Waste and Losses.
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Rethink the export orientation  
of European agriculture 
There is a fundamental contradiction in the CAP: the EU is providing heavy support and import protection for 

its own farmers, while at the same time pursuing an offensive export orientation. There is, however, a conflict 

between the two objectives, a conflict that is getting more and more obvious. Fairness in trade relations means 

that if the EU wants to protect and save the multifunctional structure of European family farming, then the EU must 

refrain from an aggressive export orientation. 

The EU has evolved as one of the world’s biggest agricultural exporters under the CAP and GATT/WTO rules. In 

the beginning the focus was entirely on protecting the domestic market, however from the 1960s a legal space 

was created in GATT for subsidization of exports as long as it did not result in “more than an equitable share of 

world export trade in that product”4). In 2010, the EU imported agricultural goods worth 84.5 billion Euro and 

exported agriculture goods accounting for 90.7, resulting in a surplus of 6.2 billion Euro5). The empirical facts 

on this matter illustrate the trade offensive character of the CAP which is likely to push small scale farmers 

in developing countries out of their own markets. The recent case of meat (poultry and pork) exports to West 

Africa demonstrates some the destructive effects of those EU exports6). Estimates of the potential displacement 

of domestic jobs are estimated at present as 5 jobs for each tone of poultry imports – besides counteracting any 

incentive that may have been in place to support smallholders’ local production7).

The exporting priority of the CAP is the CAP´s “secret objective”. It is hidden under the general goal of improving 

the agricultural competitiveness and other objectives, which are more acceptable to the public, like maintaining 

the “European Model” of agriculture (income support to smallholders, high environmental, quality and animal 

welfare standards, multi-functionality of agriculture). 

In the CAP Reform Proposals, the EC is careful not to introduce any element that might be a threat to the 

international competitiveness of large agricultural producers. However, it should be recalled that from the 

beginning of this discussion in the 90ies, EU stakeholders8) questioned whether the export orientation presents a 

sustainable strategy for the future of small scale farming in Europe. The argument was that the export orientation 

would mostly benefit larger farmers and the food industry; that the political price would be too high in terms of 

competing exporters’ demands to lower EU import tariffs; and that EU import competition would harm farmers in 

developing countries. 

3) [Box]: Quoted in EPC Policy Briefing from 10/11/ 2011 on The future of agriculture S84/11

4)  APRODEV (2011) CAP Policy Brief: Historical background: How the EU became export oriented and how GATT rules made it possible,  
see http://aprodev.eu/files/Trade/aprodev%20cap%20policy%20brief%20-%20history%20of%20trade.pdf 

5) Source is Eurostat/Comext. Figures provided by European Commission, DG Agriculture, Unit G.5 Agricultural Trade Policy Analysis on 
30/11/2011. See also http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/analysis/tradepol/trade/main-exports-by-player-2008-2010_en.pdf

6) In 2010, EU chicken exports to third countries totalled 1.3 mio tonnes, of which 23 per cent were exported to Africa amounting to 
291,000 tonnes. From 1999 to 2010, EU chicken exports to Africa increased from 163,296 tonnes to 291,000 tonnes, an increase of 56 
per cent. See Eurostat www.epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu and AGRA-EUROPA 9/11, according to figures compiled by EED March 2011. See 
also: www.eed.de/fix/files/doc/110323_Grafiken_EU%2BD_Fleischexporte_2010.pdf

7) Association Citoyenne de Défense des Intérêts Collectifs (ACDIC). 2007. No More Chicken, Please. Yaoundé: ACDIC & Johnson, C. Martha 
(2011) Lobbying for trade barriers. A comparison of poultry producer success’ in Cameroon, Senegal and Ghana. Cambridge University 
Press.

8) Stakeholders were, for example, CPE -Coordination Paysannes Européen and other national agricultural platforms. See Buntzel, R. 
(1993) Eiertanz auf dem Vulkan - Zu den Agrarverhandlungen bei GATT, in: Agrarbündnis (Hrsg), Landwirtschaft 1993 - der kritische 
Agrarbericht, Rheda-Wiedenbrück 1993.
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At a recent meeting, the head of Commissioner Cioloş Cabinet, M. Häusler, 
said: “The CAP is not a social policy”... “If it were, we’d do it completely dif-
ferently by looking at the situations of individual farmers – not supporting 
landowners but giving money to the smallest micro-farmers,” …“But we 
don’t do that: we want the micro-farmers out of the system – they’re not 
the aim of the CAP.”… “We’ll pay small farmers to get out of the system 
and sell their land to larger farms, especially in the new member states.  
It’s about giving out the message that farming is an economic activity.” 3)



  9) http://eu r-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2010:0672:FIN:en:PDF 

10) In the report on EU policy framework to assist developing countries in addressing food security challenges (2010/2011 INI) the 
Parliament has demanded that EU phase out export subsidies and remove all other incentives in the CAP which result in trade-distorting 
measures.  
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P7-TA-2011-0410+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN&language=EN

11) Under axis 1 of the 2nd pillar, governments can grant support to farmers to build new confinements for raising poultry, pigs or dairy cows.  
See APRODEV CAP lobby Brief number 3, footnote 11.

12) http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-post-2013/legal-proposals/com627/627_en.pdf
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Conclusion
The EU needs to reconsider whether the current export orientation is the best strategy to respond to the challenges 

facing European agriculture, as articulated by the Commission: Food security, environment and climate change, 

and territorial balance9). Emphasis should be shifted to supporting EU family farms to supply the EU market and to 

ensuring commitment to refrain from commodity exports which benefit from support and protection measures. 

At present, one per cent of the CAP budget is allocated to export refunds, which represents about 430 million 

Euro. Although a small share, it is still a considerable amount and is equal to about 30 per cent of what the 

EU has invested in food security and rural development under its development policies in 2010. The legislative 

reform proposal makes no reference to the fact that the EU has made a commitment to phasing out all export 

refunds by 201310).

 

Recommendations

•	 Any	product	 that	 receives	product	 specific	 support should not be exported to 

developing countries. If exported, the value of its specific subsidy should be added to 

its export value.

•	 The	EU	must	honour	its	commitment	to	phase	out	all	export	subsidies made at 

the WTO Ministerial in Hong Kong 2005.

•	 If	the	commitment	to	phase	out	export	subsidies	 is	not	honoured, provision 

must be made to exclude the possibility that export refunds are supporting exports 

to sensitive countries. The proposed list of aspects to be taken into account when 

export refunds are decided upon refers only to the situation within the EU (Art.134, 

CMO proposal). To limit damage, aspects relating to the situation in the respective 

importing countries must be included on this list. To limit damage if export refunds are 

not abolished, exports must be excluded to any countries where the production of the 

specific product is important for food security and livelihood.

•	 Investment	support	is	an	example	of	the	export-orientation	of	the	CAP. Meat 

production has in the past and still is benefitting from investment support 11). It is 

worrying that the new proposal for rural development in pillar II puts more emphasis on 

measures to promote competitiveness and innovation than before, which risks being at 

the expense of environmental measures. Investment support (Art 18, RD proposal) 12) 

should only be given if the investments are beneficial from an environmental or 

animal welfare perspective, which could be proved through Environmental Impact 

Assessments, checklists or identified environmental improvements. 

•	 Insurance	against	disasters (Art 19, RD proposal) and risk	management	measures 
(Art 37-41, RD proposal) are proposed new measures that do not contribute to the 

overall objectives of the CAP reform, but serve to increase the competitiveness of EU 

farmers’ at the expense of third country producers. Insurance issues should be dealt 

with by the market and should not be paid by European tax payers.

3



Feeding the poor? 
How not to take on the EU’s international responsibility 
“The Commission wants European agriculture to become more competitive globally. Nobody would contest this 

principle that we must contribute our share to feeding the world”13). In this quote from a spokesperson from the 

Commission, as well as in the EC Communication from 2010 and the Assessment report accompanying the legal 

proposals14), it is evident that the Commission interprets the EU’s global responsibility as a duty or opportunity to be 

a major supplier of food to the world market, thereby contributing to global food security. As a consequence, the 

offensive export orientation is not seen as a threat to food security. This argument is, however, fundamentally flawed. 

First, food security is not caused by a lack of food, but by lack of income and fragile livelihoods of the world’s 

poor, most of whom are involved in agricultural production15). Lately, increasing price volatility is adding to food 

insecurity. It is through the development of the agricultural sector and social protection schemes in food insecure 

countries that food security may be achieved. As the UN Special Rapporteur on the right to food, 

Olivier de Schutter, argues in his CAP report, “the strategic objective today should be to support developing 

countries to ‘feed themselves’; not be to ‘feed the world”. Concretely, de Schutter suggests that the EU should 

align its export strategies with national strategies for the realization of the right to food of net-food-importing 

developing countries16). APRODEV has argued that protection of domestic producers may be necessary if food 

insecure countries are to develop agricultural production, and that the available policy space of many countries 

is inadequate. Therefore, the EU should explicitly recognise the need for, and respect of, trade defence tools for 

food insecure countries17). 

The European Parliament has recognized that food security is contingent on agricultural development in food 

insecure countries. In its report on the CAP reform it “urges the EU to be attentive to the situation in developing 

countries and not jeopardize food production capacity and long term food security in these countries and the ability 

of those populations to feed themselves, while respecting the principle of Policy Coherence for Development (…); 

considers therefore, that EU trade agreements on agriculture should not hamper markets in the least developed 

countries”18). More specifically, in the report on the EU policy framework to assist developing countries in addressing 

food security challenges the Parliament recognises and defends the necessity for developing countries to achieve 

food security and their right to be as self-sufficient as possible. In addition, it advocates for effective safeguard 

clauses in multilateral and bilateral trade deals to achieve endogenous sustainable development in developing 

countries19). 

Second, if increasing global food supply is the objective, then it is many times more effective to support food 

production in the South. While the agricultural systems of the North suffer under fast diminishing marginal returns 

on all kind of external inputs, many systems of the South react to every further step of intensification by high 

increments. If the same amount of public money invested in other farming systems can achieve a so much greater 

production increase, then the EU can no longer claim that the heavy support to increase production in Europe is a 

useful contribution to global food security.
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13) M. Häusler, at EPC event, see footnote Box [3] 

14) http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/analysis/perspec/cap-2020/impact-assessment/full-text_en.pdf, Page 32.

15) Approximately 2.6 billion people depend on agriculture for livelihood, most of them living in rural areas and on small farms on less than 
1 US Dollar per day. An increase from today’s 2800 Kcal availability per person per day to around 3200 Kcal by 2050 is possible with the 
use of green agricultural practices and technologies. UNEP (2011) Towards a Green Economy, Page 36-37.

16) http://www.srfood.org/images/stories/pdf/otherdocuments/20110617_cap-reform-comment.pdf 

17) APRODEV CAP Lobby Brief No 2 on Trade Defence Measures (Feb 2011).  
http://aprodev.eu/files/Trade/aprodev%20cap%20lobby%20brief%202_trade%20defence%20measures_final.pdf 

18) EP Resolution of 23 June 2011 on the CAP towards 2020: meeting the food, natural resources and territorial challenges of the future ( 
2011/2051 (INI),  
see: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+REPORT+A7-2011-0202+0+DOC+PDF+V0//
EN&language=EN

19) EP Resolution of 27/09/2011 on an EU policy framework to assist developing countries in addressing food security challenges 
(2010/2011 INI) ,  
see http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P7-TA-2011-0410+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN&language=EN
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20) UNEP (2011) Towards a Green Economy: Pathways to sustainable development and poverty eradicati on, Page 36. 

21) See CONCORD (2011) Spotlight on EU Policy Coherence for Development http://coherence.concordeurope.org/

22) APRODEV CAP Lobby Briefs (Feb 2011) http://www.aprodev.eu/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=65&Itemid=35&lang=
en 

23) EC (2011) Communication on External Dimension of Common Fishery Policies, 13.7.2011, COM (2011) 424 final; see also  
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2011:0424:FIN:EN:PDF  
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2011:0425:FIN:EN:PDF

24) EP Resolution of 27/09/2011 on an EU policy framework to assist developing countries in addressing food security challenges 
(2010/2011 INI)  
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P7-TA-2011-0410+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN&language=EN
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Conclusion
The EU must abandon its current rhetoric that the EU’s productive capacity is needed to feed the world’s hungry, 

as this is a flawed argument that in practice mainly serves to justify the present export orientation of the 

CAP. Instead, efforts to promote global food security should focus on supporting agricultural production in food 

insecure countries, and allowing policy space for policies to support and protect domestic producers.

Do No Harm - How to take on the EU’s international responsibility in earnest

Pretending that the CAP only refers to internal matters meant that the EC has for a long time successfully excluded 

the external dimension of the CAP from the CAP reform debate. The external compatibility-check of CAP has been 

limited to a check with WTO-rules. However, APRODEV has argued that the international responsibility of the EU as 

laid down in the article on Policy Coherence for Development (PCD) in the Lisbon Treaty need to be institutionalised 

in the CAP. The concrete proposals include an explicit reference to the international responsibility in the CAP 

objectives, mechanisms to monitor negative impact on developing countries, an Ombudsman function, and a 

simple complaint mechanism for unfair trade practices. These requests are also supported by CONCORD21). The 

latter should be open to developing countries and their civil society organisations, such as producer associations22). 

The best would be a special chapter on international responsibility. The EC Communication on the external 

dimension and the proposal on the new Common Fisheries Policy sets an interesting example in this regard23). 

As has already been mentioned, in the Resolution on the CAP the European Parliament calls on the EU to respect 

the principle of PCD. In addition, the EP Resolution on EU policy framework to assist developing countries in 

addressing food security challenges “urges the adoption of a more global perspective in the design of CAP post-

2013”. More specifically it says the EU should a) assess the development impact of the CAP reform proposals 

on international food markets and food security in developing countries, b) improve coherence between CAP and 

EU development policy objectives, and c) adhere to the principle of “do no harm” to food markets in developing 

countries24).

5

The total agricultural budget in the EU is expected to amount to 435.6 billion Euro for the period of 2014 to 

2020, whereas the EU’s funding to support food security in developing countries is between 800 million Euro and 

approximately 1.2 billion Euros a year. The number of food insecure and hungry people is about 1 billion. Comparing 

these radically disproportionate figures dismantles any justification that CAP payments can be defended as its 

contribution to food security at global level. In contrast, sector-specific strategies of rural economic development 

are promising. Each 10 percent increase in small-scale agricultural productivity in developing countries would 

move about 7 million people above the dollar-a-day poverty line20). 



The UN Special Rapporteur on the right to food, Olivier de Schutter, has recommended that the EU should closely 

monitor the impacts of the CAP on EU agricultural exports to developing countries, and that farmers’ organizations 

in developing countries that are EU trading partners should have access to grievance mechanisms25). 

The European Centre for Development Policy Management (ECDPM) has called for a systematic external impact 

assessment, CAP-specific PCD indicators, and the establishment of an EU rapporteur on development effectiveness. 

The rapporteur should examine cases in which EU policy (for instance the CAP) is seen to harm developing 

countries, based on complaints from governments, civil society and individuals. In addition, it is suggested that 

there should be country-level focal points or liaison officers, linked to the EU delegations in developing countries26). 

The Commission proposal for a new regulation of the Common Fishery Policy 27) includes a specific chapter 

(Part VII) on external policy, which proposes two titles on sustainable fisheries agreement and international 

fisheries organisations. This could set an interesting though far from perfect precedent and a basis on which 

further necessary steps towards international responsibility in agriculture and PCD can be discussed. The regulation 

was preceded by an EC Communication on the External Dimension of the Common Fisheries Policy28), which lists 

issues relevant to the external dimension, like contributing to long term sustainability worldwide, upholding 

and strengthening the global architecture for fisheries governance, better promotion of long-term resource 

conservation and sustainability, more effective support for sustainable fisheries in partner countries and coherence 

with other EU policies. Sadly, most of the concrete measures in the Communication have not made it into the 

legislative proposal. It is hard to understand why the CAP falls way behind the principles set by these documents. 

In fact in the documents on the CAP, the international responsibility of the CAP and its impact on others and global 

sustainability is not mentioned at all. 

Conclusion
The Commission has in its legal proposals not picked up any of the suggestions that various stakeholders 

have made on how Policy Coherence for Development can be implemented in the CAP reform. 

Hence, there is still no proposed policy tool or mechanism that translates the commitment to PCD 

into practice. This may constitute a violation against the Lisbon treaty, which states that the EU “shall 

contribute to peace, security, the sustainable development of the Earth, solidarity and mutual respect 

among peoples, free and fair trade, eradication of poverty and the protection of human rights”,  

(Art 3.5) and that it ”shall ensure consistency between the different areas of its external action and its other 

policies” (Art. 21.3)29).
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25) De Schutter, Olivier (17 June 2011) The Common Agricultural Policy towards 2020: The role of the European Union in supporting the 
realization of the right to food. http://www.srfood.org/images/stories/pdf/otherdocuments/20110617_cap-reform-comment.pdf 

26) Klavert, H. Engel, P. with E. Koeb (2011) Still a thorn in the side? The reform of the Common Agricultural Policy from the perspective of 
Policy Coherence for Development (Discussion Paper 126). Maastricht: ECDPM. http://www.ecdpm.org/Web_ECDPM/Web/Content/
Download.nsf/0/44C94FAF16C37D0EC125791700473C02/$FILE/11-126_CAP%20DP%20final_22092011.pdf 

27) http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2011:0425:FIN:EN:PDF

28) http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2011:0424:FIN:EN:PDF

29) http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2008:115:0047:0199:EN:PDF
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Recommendations

•	 Introduce	an	international	chapter in the CAP, as in the proposed new Common 

Fisheries Policy, and in analogy with the sustainable development chapters that are 

today included in EU free trade agreements30). 

•	 Include	external	impact	in	the	regular	CAP	reporting	and	monitoring (Article 

110.2 in the legal proposal on financing, management and monitoring). A fourth 

indicator on the coherence between the CAP and its development and trade policy 

should be added, capturing the impact on the long term food security in developing 

countries and the ability of those populations to feed themselves. This could take the 

form of CAP-specific PCD indicators.

•	 Put	in	place	a	grievance	mechanism, that is an EU internal complaint and mediation 

mechanism open to civil society actors and small scale farmers in the South in case 

there is undue prejudice of the interests of farmers in importing developing countries31). 

Establish an EU rapporteur on development effectiveness or an Ombudsman function 

in the developing country with a mandate to receive complaints and mediate on 

conflicts of policy incoherence.

Active support measures that can contribute to global food security
Apart from measures that aim at realizing the principle of “do no harm”, the CAP should include measures that 

actively support agricultural development in developing countries. This is not to say that the CAP should replace the 

EU’s development cooperation and rural development policy, which is funding food security in all 125 developing 

countries the EU supports, with about 1.2 to 1.3 billion Euro in 201032). Rather, synergies should be identified 

between support under the EU framework on food security, and relevant competencies of DG Agriculture resources 

which can be employed to support global food security.

The setting of food and agricultural standards is part of the CAP and DG Agriculture’s responsibility. Standards 

have a profound impact on trade and the possibilities of small scale farmers to access national, regional and 

international markets. At present, powerful actors like the EU are ‘standard setters’ while most developing 

countries are ‘standard takers’. The EU must avoid turning European standards into technical trade barriers so 

that smallholders are excluded from participating in their own markets, and that overly support for compliance 

costs to European producers creates unfair competition. It must also ensure that private business standards and 

certification programmes are free of any discriminative practices33). 

Some of the rural development measures under pillar II may be beneficial to developing countries, such as 

measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Developing countries need to apply green technologies and 

technologies that allow for adapting to climate change, and links between such Pillar II measures and capacity 

building programmes could open up the ‘green’ Research & Development currently taking place in Europe to 

developing countries.

30) See for example, the sustainability chapter in the EU-South Korea FTA and in the EU-CARIFORUM EPA. See EC Communication on external 
dimension of the Common Fisheries Policy, see http://ec.europa.eu/fisheries/reform.

31) See www.aprodev.eu for joint submission of APRODEV & MEP Franziska Keller to European Ombudsman http://aprodev.eu/files/Trade/
ombudsmann%20complaint%20chicken%20final%20290711.pdf 
http://aprodev.eu/files/Trade/ombudsman1600-2011-eis-s2011-141184.pdf (Dossier # 7716) 

32) Figures provided in meeting with journalists on 18/10/2011 at the IPC by EuropeAid: from 2006-2007 the average annual funding for food 
security ranged from 760 to 800 million Euro. In 2008, the EU has established the 1 billion EU Food Facility Fund, which meant increase in 
funding ranging from 1.8 billion Euro in 2009 to about 1.2 to 1.3 billion Euro in 2010. This figure includes smallholder support, research, 
extension services, input and safety nets. 

33) APRODEV CAP Lobby Brief No 5 on Standard Setting (Feb 2011)  
http://www.aprodev.eu/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=65&Itemid=35&lang=en



Recommendations

•	 Include	 international	 capacity	 building	 programmes	 in	 the	 CAP	 budget, in 

response to global regulative agreements in the area of food and agriculture to which 

the EU is a signatory.

•	 Make	EU	positioning	in	all	international	negotiations	fora,	including	standard	

setting	fora,	transparent and supportive of a pro-poor and sustainable agricultural 

development perspective. 

•	 Explore	 ways	 to	 form	 a	 link	 between	 Pillar	 II	 programmes	 and	 their	

accompanying	measures	with	capacity	development	in	developing	countries. 

Incentive structures would be needed in order to limit the co-financing burden of 

member states under Pillar II. This could include partnerships of agricultural research 

institutes in the EU and in developing countries that promote location-specific and 

participatory research agendas.
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Payments to Farmers: Illegitimate and legitimate justifications

“It’s a significant amount of money and we need to find a long-term justification for it. There is no historical 

reason why the farming industry should still be subsidised by taxpayers today”34). 

Direct payments to farmers were introduced two decades ago as compensation payments for price increases 

implemented at that time. The Commission suggests a number of rationales that may motivate support to 

farmers today, several of which APRODEV questions. As has been stated in this paper, global food security 

cannot justify the large subsidies to European farmers. In APRODEV’s view, the other justifications put 

forward by the Commission are also not convincing. 

The need to support farm incomes does not justify direct payments because these fail to respond to 

identified needs and set targets. Setting a flat rate per hectare across the EU is meaningless in determining 

the needs of income support for farmers. It is a flawed process and highly wasteful in terms of targeting 

needs. Also, it lacks logic in times of high agricultural market prices.

It is often claimed that EU farmers need support because they have higher costs to meet higher standards. 

However, this argument lacks demonstrated evidence35). The details and size of any cost factor have never 

been determined or calculated in a scientific way and payments have never been aligned in accordance 

with the real costs of compliance. Also, high environmental and food standards are a response to the 

densely populated territories in the EU and additional costs from meeting standards should be considered 

as location-specific disadvantages. The EU also has location-specific advantages, such as excellent access 

to Research & Development, transport and other market infrastructure. Standards are self determined, that 

is made in the EU.

34) M. Häusler, at European Policy Centre (2011) The future of European Agriculture - More of the same or radical change? Policy Briefing, 
10/11/2011.

35) Jongeneel, R., F.M. Brouwer, M. Farmer, R. Müssner, de K. Roest, X. Poux, G. Fox, A. Meister, Z. Karaczun, J. Winsten, and C. Ortega 
(2007) Compliance with mandatory standards in agriculture: A comparative approach of the EU vis-à-vis the United States, Canada and 
New Zealand. Jongeneel, R.A., I. Bezlepkina, F.M. Brouwer, L.H. Aramyan, K. Dillen.



Recommendations

•	 The	 earlier	 process	 of	modulation	 should	 continue, which meant moving 

subsidies from pillar 1 area payments to pillar 2 rural development.

•	 Cross	compliance	should	apply	to	all	basic	payments (formerly called area 

payments), and not only to 30 per cent as proposed by the Commission. 

•	 Measures	to	mitigate	GHG	emissions (e.g. increasing soil carbon levels and 

closing nutrient cycle) need to be included in the cross compliance criteria. Keeping 

incentives for such measures in the second pillar means they will continue to be 

optional at the national level, although mitigating GHG emissions is clearly not 

only a Union-wide interest, but also a global.

•	 APRODEV	supports	the	ambition	to	cap	subsidies	to	large	farmers, but with 

no detailed comments to the definitions and criteria proposed.
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Conclusion

The only legitimate way to justify payments to farmers is that these are given as payments for the 

provision of ecosystem services and other public goods that are not priced in the market. It is widely 

acknowledged that targeting Pillar I more carefully should reduce the CAP’s trade-distorting impact36) and 

hence be a way to take up the EU’s international responsibility.

Use the CAP to stimulate the transition 
towards sustainable and climate-smart agriculture

Currently, there are many indications clearly showing that the agricultural system in Europe is not sustainable. 

For example, the IAASTD (2008) Regional Report for North America and Europe (NAE) and the UNEP (2011) 

Towards a Green Economy Report provide the following evidence. 

The agricultural system that the CAP has supported has contributed to environmental degradation, GHG 

emissions, loss of biodiversity, freshwater contamination and over-exploitation of fisheries. The full 

environmental costs associated with substantial gains in human well-being and economic development is 

only now becoming apparent. As agriculture intensified, it became increasingly reliant on fossil fuels for 

the production of fertilizers, the transport of materials, and the processing and transport of final products.

36) See ECDPM study footnote 26.
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Nutrient loss and waste production 

The EU’s large scale import of protein feed from Latin America is a clear example of the unsustainable 

nature of the European agricultural system. A fundamental aspect of sustainable agricultural systems is that 

nutrients are circulated – manure from livestock is used to fertilize the fields where feed is grown. In the 

EU, however, animal production and cultivation of feed and grains are separated, and very large amounts 

of protein feed (soy beans) are imported from Latin America. Hence, nutrients cannot circulate and there 

are waste problems in the EU, while soils are depleted in feed exporting regions in Latin America. This 

problem could be redressed and thousands of tones of nitrogen fertilizer could be saved if the CAP reform 

would provide for increased growth of leguminous plants, contributing to improving soil structure and 

climate mitigation. The current feed import is reinforcing the process in feed producing countries, where soy 

production in large monocultures is expanding fast, creating a number of ecological and social problems. In 

addition, the protein feed import is a prerequisite and root cause behind the development of the EU as a 

large scale exporter of meat and dairy products, which has been discussed earlier38).

Loss of biodiversity

In the EU, as in other parts of the world, increased scale and productivity of agriculture has become 

associated with low levels of agricultural biodiversity: 80 percent of calories consumed worldwide come 

from just four crops, wheat, rice, soybeans and maize. The loss of non-cropped biodiversity and landscape 

quality is important in Europe and few unmodified habitats remain. Farmland birds have declined from the 

1970s across Europe, although losses of birds of prey due to bioaccumulative pesticides have now been 

reversed. Around 60 percent of forests are degraded in terms of biodiversity39). 

The European Environmental Bureau estimates that under a business-as usual scenario 11 percent of the 

natural areas that remained in 2000 will be lost by 2050 and 40 percent of current agricultural land will be 

under intensified production. Between 1990 and 2000 the equivalent of 200 football fields of green land 

per day were covered for houses, roads or other works in the EU. The EU spends only 0.1percent of its yearly 

budget on biodiversity protection40).

37) [Box]:For GHG, see Millennium Institute & Biovision. Presentation by Hans Herren in the EP on 4/10/2011.  
For global fresh water use, see Presentation by FAO representative Mr Murray in the EP on 4/10/2011.  
For both presentations, see http://www.europarl.europa.eu/activities/committees/eventsCom.do?language=EN&body=DEVE.  
For 1 kilogram of beef uses 15000 litre of water, see Presentation by FAO representative G. Müller in Berlin on 10/11/ 2011 at the conference 
‘Future of Food’ organised by VUW. See www.zukunftderernaehrung.org  
For energy input output balance, see Carlsson-Kanyama et al (2003) Food and life cycle energy inputs: consequences of diet and ways  
to increase efficiency. 

38)  APRODEV CAP Lobby Brief No 4 on EU imports of soy for animal feed (Feb 2011)  
http://www.aprodev.eu/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=65&Itemid=35&lang=en  
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P7-TA-2011-0410+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN&language=EN

39)  IAASTD (2008) Report for North America and Europe, Page 15,54.

40)  EEB (2010) Biodiversity Protection after 2010, Page 15,20.

The food system itself is at the heart of most environmental 
and climate change problems. The industrial food systems are 
responsible for 44% -57% of all global GHG with 11-14% out 
of it coming from agricultural production. Agriculture uses 70% 
of global fresh water resources. 1 kilogram of beef uses 15000 
liter of water. According to a Swedish study, a meal of beef, rice, 
tomatoes and wine requires inputs of 19.0 MJ compared with the 
dietary energy of a mere 2.5 MJ37).
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Climate Change

Climate change has been identified as one of the major challenges to which the CAP reform needs to 

respond. At present direct emissions from agriculture accounts for about 10 per cent of the EU’s GHG 

emissions. Agricultural emissions have decreased by 20 per cent from 1990 to 2008, due to reductions in 

livestock numbers, more efficient fertilizer application and improved manure management. These changes 

were partly driven by previous CAP reforms (the shift from production based support to area payments). 

Current expectations for future emission reductions from agriculture, however, are almost nil (about -1 

percent by 2020) and the lowest among all sectors. This means that agriculture is projected to be the single 

most emitting sector in 2050, accounting for about a third of total EU emissions41). 

Health

Disease associated with agriculture and the food chain continues to emerge, like food poisoning and high 

body burdens of pesticide in food and water nitrate pollution42). Extensive veterinary use of antibiotics is 

a major cause of the serious and increasing problem of antimicrobial resistance. Also, over the last few 

decades there has been a sharp increase in pest outbreaks in modern monocultures which focus on plants 

only; while at the same time scientists observe the effectiveness of the traditional farming system which 

takes account of the interactions of insects and plants43). 

Transition to sustainability: diversity, multifunctionality and complexity

Agriculture must not result in these severe environmental problems in order to be productive. Advances 

in the development of sustainable and agro-ecological approaches show that it is possible to reconcile 

environmental and production objectives44). If wisely used, tax payers money can, in a profoundly reformed 

CAP, be used to create incentives for, and foster, a transition to sustainable agriculture in the EU. 

In sustainable food and energy supply chains, specialization and centralisation are replaced by diverse 

localised food and energy production. Diverse food production systems, based on permaculture and agro-

ecological approaches, minimise pests, maximise economic benefits and minimise risks, as well as ensuring 

a diverse food supply throughout the year. This will require a shift away from monocultures in which large 

areas are devoted to the production of a small number of (or perhaps a single) crops or livestock. In the 

case of energy, diverse, local renewable supplies mean that households, farms and communities can 

avoid the costs and risks associated with the purchase of imported electricity and fossil fuel supplies45). A 

transition in the EU would also promote sustainability at global level. 

Globally, there are approximately 2.6 billion people who depend on agriculture for their livelihood; most of 

them are living on small farms in rural areas and live on less than 1 US Dollar per day. For every 10 percent 

increase in farm yields, there has been a 7 percent reduction in poverty in Africa, and more than 5 percent 

in Asia. Evidence suggests that sustainable farming practices have increased yields especially on small 

farms, between 54 and 179 percent46). 

41) Gattinger, A. et al. (2011) Mitigating Greenhouse Gases in Agriculture: A challenge and opportunity for agricultural policies. Report 
commissioned by Bread for the World, Bread for All, DanChurchAid and Church of Sweden.

42) IAASTD (2008) Report for North America and Europe, Page 6.

43) De Schutter, O. and Vanloqueren, G. (2011) The New Green Revolution: How twenty-first-century sciences can feed the world. Solutions, 
Volume 2, Issue 4, Page 36. See www.thesolutionsjournal.com

44) UNEP (2011) Towards a green economy - Pathways towards sustainable development and poverty eradication, See chapter on 
Agriculture, Page 36 ff. 

45) IIED (2011) Virtuous circles: values, systems and sustainability, Page 20.

46) Ibid: Page 36.
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Agricultural research 

The proposal by Commissioner Cioloş to double agronomic research to 5.1 billion for 2014 to 2020 under innovation 

partnerships under the Research Framework Programme 8 is welcome47). However, research funds should not be 

used to harness the production potential of EU farmers, but should prioritise sustainable and ecological engineering 

approaches that benefit smallholders. Studies show that the majority of public and private investment goes into 

genetic engineering which can be privatized and commercialized and protected by patents and IPR (seeds, plants, 

biotech products, etc). At the same time, investment in genetic industrial engineering not only absorbs most of 

the resources available but also further sidelines investment into other concepts and models like agro-ecology 

approaches in support of sustainable agriculture48). 

The widest study ever conducted on agro-ecological approaches was led by Jules Pretty of the University of Essex, 

and identified 286 recent interventions of resource conserving technologies in 57 developing countries covering 

a total area of 37 million hectares in 2006. The average crop yield increase was 79 percent, and a full quarter of 

projects reported relative yields greater than 100 percent increase49).

Recommendations

•	 Clear	and	ambitious	targets	for	sustainability	and	GHG	mitigation should be 

set in terms of increased soil carbon levels, closed nutrient cycles, increased cultivation 

of leguminous crops, increased crop rotation and decreased concentration of large 

animal units with insufficient linkage to the available agricultural land. CAP funds 

should be used to stimulate farmers to achieve these targets.

•	 The	proposed	rules	for	crop	rotation	are	far	too	weak allowing one crop to cover 

up to 70 percent. Effective crop rotation requires at least three crops with the dominant 

crop not covering more than 50 percent of the farm and the smallest not covering 

less than 10 percent. It is difficult to understand why the European Commission has 

missed the opportunity to include a minimum leguminous share into the crop rotation 

requirements. APRODEV supports the call to decrease the high dependency of the 

EU livestock sector on soy imports from Latin America as stated in the EP Resolution, 

Article 72: “The Commission should support protein crops in the EU so as to give the 

Union greater autonomy, thus contributing to the diversification of agriculture in the 

developing countries” 50). 

Conclusion
The EU should use the CAP to drive a transition to sustainable and climate-smart agriculture in Europe. The EU 

should also contribute to this transition worldwide, to the degree that the CAP influences agricultural practices 

and agricultural research and land use changes in other countries.

47) Speech by Commissioner Cioloş presenting the legislative proposal on the reform of the CAP to the EP, 12/10/2011, Speech 11/653.

48) Vanloqueren, G & Baret, P.V. (2009) How agricultural research systems shape a technological regime that develops genetic engineering 
but locks out agro-ecological innovations. Research Policy 38 (2009) 971-983. 

49) De Schutter. O and Vanloqueren, G. (2011) New Green Revolution; in there: Pretty, J. Agricultural sustainability: concepts, principles and 
evidence. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B 363, 447–465 (2008). 

50) EP Resolution of 27/9/2011 on an EU policy framework to assist developing countries in addressing food security challenges 
(2010/2100(INI)  
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&reference=P7-TA-2011-0410&language=EN&ring=A7-2011-0284


