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90 INTRODUCTION

The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is one of the oldest, most integrated and also one of the most
controversia policiesof the European Union (EU). More than fifty per cent of al the EU regulationsdeal
with the CAP. Similarly, CAP absorbs about haf of the total EU’s budget expenditure. This despite the fact
that agricultureaccounted for only 1.6 per cent of the EU-15 GDP and employed only 3.8 per cent of tota
working population of EU-15 in 2004. Current paraphernalia of the CAP is justified on the basis of food
safety, animal welfare standards, income stability of farmersas well as protecting the natural environment,
fanning practicesand rural communities. In thisunit we will study about various aspectsof CAP.

91 OBJECTIVES

After studyingthis unit on CAP, you would bein aposition to:

e understand the background and evolution of the CAP;

e  describeits guiding principles, key actorsand main components,
e explain major benefits and huge costs of the CAP;

a  appreciatereform measures, particularly since 1992; and

a  understand contemporary debatesin the context of EU enlargement and the World Trade Organization
(WTO).
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9.2 BASCPRINCIPLESOF CAP

Therootsof CAPliein thecrippled European agriculturein the 1950s, where soci eties were damaged by the
Second World War and where food supplies could not be guaranteed. Therefore, the policy was formul ated
against the backdropof food shortages and rationsfollowingthe Second World War, Moreover, at thesigning
of CAP, about 25 per cent of thetotal labourforceof original Six member stateswasemployed in agriculture.
In addition, the people working in the agriculture sector were worse off compared to other sectors. As a
result, the earlier emphasis of CAP was on encouraging better food productivity to improve stable and
affordable food supply and a viable agriculture sector. To provideincentivesto farmers, the CAP offered
subsidiesand guaranteed prices. Financial assistancewasalso providedfor thetechnologica and operational
restructuring of agriculture. Overal, the major declared objectives of the CAP which wereset in the Article
39 of the Treaty of Rome were:

e toincrease agricultureproductivity;

e toensureafair standard of living;

e tostabilizeagricultural markets,

e toensuretheavailability of food supplies; and

e toensurethat suppliesreach consumersat reasonable prices.

Although most of the EU policies are based on somekind of free market principle, the CAPis based on the
notion that marketsin the agriculture sector need to be managed. The CAP has been designed to modify the
marketsin the agriculturesector through price supports, production quotas, production subsidiesand import
barriers. Even after the recent reformsin the CAP (discussed later), the basic character of the policy hasnot
changed much. Asdiscussed in the basic framework and amended later, the main guiding principles of the
policy areasfollows:

1) Market Unity: The policy assumes that there is free movement of agricultural products within the
European Union, meaning no cross-border barriers to agriculture trade.

2) Community Preferences: This means that the CAP must protect the Union's agricultural products
fromoutsideimports. It also means promotionof EU agricultural products. In other words, the principle
of freetradein agricultural goods, which applies withinthe EU, is not extendabl eto outsidethe Union.

3) JointFinancial Responsibility: Therunning of thispolicy istheresponsibility of thewhole Community.
It means that all member states must pay for the CAP. These costs will not be based on the "'just
return” criterion means financial benefits to a Member State may not be equal to its contributions.

9.21 TheKeyActors
The common Agricultural Policy (CAP) of the EU is managed and implemented by the following bodies:

1) TheAgricultureCouncil: The Agriculture Council is the main-decision making body within the EU
on agriculture. Agriculture Ministersof all Member Statesare membersof this Council. The meetings
of the Agriculture Council are prepared by the Special Committeeon Agriculture (SCA) and not by the
Committee of Permanent Representatives (COREPER). The European Parliament has very little role
inagricultureasmost CA Pissuesfall withinthe' consultationprocedure’ and most agri cultureexpenditures
are" compulsory expenditures'”.

2) The Commisson: Within the European Commission, the Director General of Agriculture and Rural
Development formulate major guidelines, draft proposals, executes policy decisions and observe the
implementation of the policy by the Member States.

3) National Administrations: Most practical aspects of policy like management of payments, purchases
of agriculture products, inspections, etc. are implemented by the national governments and in some
cases even by the regiona authorities.
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9.3 FUNDING AND SUPPORT MECHANISM SOF CAP

The CAP has been funded from the EU budget by the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund
(EAGGF). As the name suggests this fund is divided into two sections - the Guarantee Section and the
Guidance Section. The Guarantee Section mainly finances the expenditure on the agricultural market
organizations, the rural development measuresthat accompany market support and rural measuresin some
regions, certain veterinary expenditure and information measuresrdating to the CAP. The Guidance Section
has been concerned with asocio-structural and rural developmentpolicy. It mainly focusedon theimprovement
o farm and processing structures. This section has alwaysrepresented arelatively smal share of the budget
of the CAP. This Fund is administered by the Commission and the Member States. The Fund Committee
consists of representatives of the Member States and of the Commission. The Member States designatethe
authorities and bodies empowered to incur expenditure.

In 2005, the Agriculture Council agreed to bring different existing rulesunder a single Regulation. The new
regulation creates two funds that will gpply the same rules wherever possible: the European Agricultural
Guarantee Fund (EAGF) and the European Agricultural Fund for Rurd Development (EAFRD). It is hoped
that thissimplificationwill be useful for rura development asdl rural development programmeswill now be
brought under one singlefund (EAFRD), and governed by a singleregulation, under a single programming,
management and control system. The regulation will gpply from 1 January 2007.

Even before theformation of the European Community, many European countrieswere practicing a variety
of methods to support their farmers. These included supplements to market-determined prices, levies on
imports, quantitati verestrictions,direct incomepayments, export subsidiesand input subsidies, etc. Under the
CAP, price levels have been set for arange of agricultural commodities. A leve of price, which should be
atained under norma market conditionsfor a particular commodity, is referred as thetargetprice. If prices
of acommodity fall below acertain vaue, intervention agencies buy thefarm products at theintervention
prices. Magjor commodities covered by these prices are dairy products, cereals, rice, sugar, beef, ved, pork,
sheep mesat, some fishery products, vegetables and fruits. The mechanism is used in a variety of ways. The
target pricefor beef, ved, wine, fish etcis caled theguideprice. The basisfor calculating the pricefor pork,
fruits and vegetable etc is called the basic price. At a price where certain commodities like fish, fruits and
vegetables are withdrawn from the market are caled withdrawal prices. Certain threshold prices are a'so
st for imports of agricultural commodities. Below this price, these imports cannot enter the EU market.

Apart from these price supports, direct subsidies are given in the case of oilseeds, olive oil, tobacco and
some other products. Further, import ba  ers prevent agriculture prices in the EU from falling to world
levels. Apart from tariffs, alarge number of non-tariff measures have also been used to protect EU farmers.
Someagricultura productsfrom devel oping countriesdo enter the EU market on preferential terms, but most
of thesetropical products do not threaten European farmers. To bridge the gap between the EL prices and
world prices, many export subsidies are also provided to EU farmers.

9.4 BENEFITSAND COSTS

Some scholars believethat CAPis one of the most successful policiesof the EU. Tt has fulfilled most of its
initial objectives. The Unionissalf-sufficientin foodgrains. It isal sothe second largest exporter of agricultural
products. Productivity in agriculture has increased tremendoudy and the sector has experienced greater
modernization. It has prevented pricefluctuationsin agricultural productsand protected rurd lifestyle.Despite
al thesearguments, the CAPis also severdly criticized on thefollowing grounds:

1) "FortressEurope’: Thefirstmgor criticismof theCAPcomesbothfromthesupportersof globalization
and from the anti-globalizationactivists. It is argued that the protected and subsidized agriculture in
Europe has made the European continent a "' Fortress Europe””. Subsidized agriculturein Europe aong
with other Western countries and the United States creates unfair competitionfor the farmersin poor
devel oping countries. On theone hand, Western countries protect their agricultural marketsfromimports
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from devel oping countries, ontheother hand, they damage marketsin thedevel oping world whiletrying
to sdll the oversupply of their agricultural products to these markets. In this way, they create unfair
competitionandincrease poverty in thedevel opingworld. Accordingto theUnited NationsDevel opment
Programme Human Development Report 2003, EU subsidized exports have contributed to the decline
of dairy industriesin Brazil and Jamaicaand the sugar industry in South Africa(p. 155). Itiscaculated
in the same report that in the year 2000, an annua subsidy per cow in the EU was US$913. This
compared to US$ 490per capita income averageincome in sub-Saharan Africaand US$ 8 per person
aid to sub Saharan Africafrom the European Union ( p. 155).

2) High Food Prices: Another mgjor criticism is that price intervention throgh CAP causes high food
prices throughout the EU. The high prices in Europe has encouraged farmersto produce much more
than the demand. This has resulted in the EU’s infamous winelakes and butter and beef mountains. In
these circumstances, the EU had to spend large amountsaf money to buy this surplusoutput. Thiswas
either disposed off or was dumped into the world market through export subsidies. Even after many
reforms the EU is still paying its sugar producers three times the world prices. Beef and poultary
farmers get double the world market price. Similarly farmersin the EU get 30 per cent more pricefor
pig meat and milk. The Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OCED) estimates
that extracost to food in 2003 was Euros 55 hillion. These artificialy high prices arein fact hidden tax
on thefood, which according to the OECD, costs an average European family an estimated 500 Euros
a yed.

3) Codly CAPleadsto Misallocation of Resources: Thecost of CAPimplementationis very high. In
2005, the EU spent about Euros 49 billion on the CAP. This was roughly 46 per cent of thetotal EU
budget. In the contemporary world, the conditions, which led to the creation of, CAP no longer exit. It
aso leads to gross misalocation of EU resources, which otherwise could have been spent on some
important sectors.

4) CausesConflict amongst Member States: Since the agricultural sector is bigger in some countries
like France and Spain, they receive more money under the CAP. Other countries have greater net
contributions, such as Germany and the Netherlands. France is by far the biggest recipient of CAP
funds. In 2004, it received 22 per cent of thetotal. Spain, Germany and Italy each received between 12
per cent and 15 per cent. UK, Greece and Ireland received 9 per cent, 6 per cent and 4 per cent
respectively. Other 18 members got only about 18 per cent of the total CAP spending. As the policy
benefits more to some countries, it has created many tensions within the EU.

5) InequitableSystem: Itisnot only that the CAP favours some of the richest countrieswithin the EU,
it also disproportionately benefits large and rich farmers. According to some estimates, about 80 per
cent of CAP payments go to the largest 20 per cent of farms. In France, the largest one per cent of
farms receive more subsidies than the smallest 40 per cent of farms combined.

6) ObsacletoGlobal Trade Deals Since working of the European agricultural policy is seen by most
countriesas a protectionist measure, the CAP price fixing is holding up global trade dedls. In recent
years, one o the mgjor issue affecting global trade negotiationsis the agriculturesubsidy prevaent in
the EU.

95 REFORMINGTHECAP

Sincethe 1960’s, it has been proved again and again that it isvery difficultto reformthe CAP. Asaresult, the
basicinstrumentsof the CAP remained largely untouched during the first three decades of itsexistence. The
Mansholt Plan in the late 1960s was an idea to remove small farmers from the land and to consolidate
fanninginto alarger, moreefficient industry. These reform proposalswere blocked by powerful lobbies. In
the 1970sand early 1980s, no meaningful reform wasintroduced. Althoughaquotaon dairy productionwas
introducedin 1984 and a ceiling on EU expenditureto farmerswas applied in 1988, the basicsof the CAP
remained in place. In was only in 1992 that some seriouseffort was made to refom the policy.
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The MacSharry Reforms

The first mgjor reform to the policy occurred as a result of the MacSharry relorms proposed in 1992 and
implemented in 1994. Under this plan, policy makers were sucessful in reducing the level of support prices
for anumber of major commodities. Under the plan, thefarmers were compensated for their lossin incomes
by increasing direct payments. The central theme of the reform was a 30 per cent reduction in the cereal
intervention price, phased in over three years (1993-95), together with smaller cutsin theinstitutional prices
for beef and butter. These cuts in support prices were compensated by a per hectare payment in the case of
cereals. Increased compensations were also providedfor beef, cows and cattle. Thesereformsalsointroduced
aset-aside schemein thearable sector. This set asideland could be used for other purposes like afforestation
and tourism. Some other proposals included an early retirement scheme for farmers over 55, subsidies for
agriculture in less favoured regions and mountain areas and measures to combat frauds.

Agenda 2000: The Agenda 2000 was a response to the need to prepare the CAPfor the future enlargement
of the EU. Despite huge challenges, narrow national interests dominated the agenda. Although it basically
promoted 1992 reforms, it provided some new objectivesto the CAP. It gave moreemphasi s toenvironmental
policy objectives and the multifunctional role of the European model of farming. At the practical level, it
further reduced support prices for cereals and beef. In another major development, it introduced the idea of
anintegrated rural development policy asasecond pillar of the CAP. Thisbrought together the accompanying
measures of the MacSharry reform plus compensatory allowances under the lessfavoured areas measure, as
well asrural development measures into a single Rural Development Regulation. In addition, the Agenda
2000 established tight budgetary limits on EU agricultural spending.

2003 Reforms. Another major set of reforms in the CAP were resulted in 2003 during the midterm review
of Agenda 2000. On 26 June 2003, EU Agriculture Ministers adopted afundamental reform of the CAP. It
was agreed that in future, the vast majority of subsidies will be paid independently from the volume of
production. A limited link between subsidy and production under well defined conditions and within clear
limits was allowed mainly to avoid abondonment of production.. These new Single Far m Payments were to
be linked to the respect of environmental, food safety and animal welfare standards. It was thought that
severing the link between subsidies and production would make EU farmers more competitive and market-
orientated, while providing the necessary income stability. It was also agreed that more money will be
available to farmers for environmental, quality or animal welfare programmes by reducing direct payments
for bigger farms. In order torespect thetight budgetary ceiling for the EU-25 until 2013, Agriculture Ministers
of member states also agreed to introduce a financial discipline mechanism. The different elements of the
reform entered intoforcein 2004 and 2005. It was agreed that the Single Farm Payments will enter intoforce
in 2005. If a Member State needed atransitional period due to its specific agricultural conditions, it could
apply the Single Farm Payment from 2007 at the latest. These decoupled Single Farm Payments are based
on the 2000-02historical paymentsreceived by farmers. They replaced the compensation paymentsintroduced
by 1992 reforms.

951 TheR&ormed CAP

According to the Directorate of Agriculture and Rural Development of the European Commission, the
key elements of the Reformed CAP are:

e Asinglefarm payment for EU farmers, independent from production; limited coupled elements may be
maintained to avoid abandonment of production. Thispaymentislinked totherespect of environmental,
food safety, animal and plant health and animal welfare standards, as well as the requirement to keep all
farmland in good agricultural and environmental condition. These conditions are referred to as” cross-
compliance" .

e A strengthened rural development policy with more EU money, new measures to promote the
environment, quality and animal welfare and to help farmers to meet EU production standards starting
in 2005.

e A reduction in direct payments ("'modulation” Yor bigger farms to finance the new rural development
policy.
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e A mechanismfor financial discipline to ensure that the farm budget fixed until 2013 is not overshot.

e Revisonsto the market policy of the CAP: Theintervention pricefor butter will be reduced by 25 per
cent over four years, which is an additional price cut of 10 per cent compared to Agenda 2000. For
skimmed milk powder, a15 per cent reduction over threeyears, as agreed in Agenda 2000, is retained.
Themonthly incrementsin the cereal ssector are reduced by haf, and the current intervention price will
be maintained. Reforms are introduced in the rice, durum wheat, nuts, starch potatoes and dried fodder
sectors.

Concerningtheimplementationof thereform, theCommiss onhaschosentodo thisby way of threeCommission
Regulations. Regulation 1 covers the provisions concerning cross-compliance, controls and modulation.
Regulation 2 covers the key elements of singlefarm payment. Regulation 3 coversthose areas of support,
whichin thefuture are still product specific.

In June 2005, the Agriculture Council agreed on aregul ation on rural development support through European
Agriculture Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) for the next programming period ( 2007-2013). The
programme has four major objectives:

e improving competitivenessof farming and forestry;

e improvingenvironmentand countryside;

e improvingquality of lifeand diversiticationof therural economy;and

e implementation of bottom-updevelopment strategiesof local action groups.

Sugar Reforms: Sugar, which is produced from suger beet in the EU is heavily subsidised by the CAP. The
EU is by far the largest sugar beet producer, with annual production of between 16 - 18million tons. Sugar
was not included in the MacSharry reforms, or in the Agenda 2000 reforms. On 20 February 2006, the
Agriculture Ministers of the EU member states formally adopted a radical reform of the EU sugar sector.
The sugar reform system will comeinto forceon 1 July 2006. This will bring the sugar systeminto line with
therest of thereformed CAP. Thekey to thereformisacut in the guaranteed minimumsugar price, generous
compensation for farmers and a restructuring fund . Under the agreement, the guaranteed price for white
sugar will be cut by 36 per cent over four years. The farmerswill be compensated for, on average, 64.2 per
cent of the pricecut through a decoupled payment - which will be linked to the respect of environmental and
land management standardsand added to the Single Farm Payment. Countrieswhich give up morethan half
of their production quotawill be entitled to pay an additional coupled payment of 30 per cent of theincome
loss for a temporary period of five years. A voluntary restructuring scheme will be established to provide
incentivesfor less competitive producers to leave the sector. The intervention buying of surplus production
will be phased out after four years.

9.6 ENLARGEMENT AND CAP

On 1 May 2004, the EU admitted ten new members, viz. the Czech Republic, Cyprus, Estonia, Hungary,
Latvia, Lithuania,Malta, Poland, theSlovak Republic, and Slovenia

The admission of these countriesin the EU was bound to have an impact on the working of CAP becausein
most of them the contribution of agriculture to the GDP and the percentage of total employment in the
agricultural sector were greater than the EU-15 average. With enlargement, a further 4 millionfarmers were
added to the EU’s existing 7 million farmers. The New Member Stateshave added about 38 million hectares
of utilized agricultural area to the existing 130 million hectares. Although the areaincreased by 30 per cent,
while production in the EU expanded by about 10-20 per cent for most products, the gross value added of
agricultureincreased only by 6 per cent. These figures show that the new Member States still have a large
agricultural productionpotential.

Most provisions regarding CAP were aready negotiated with the New Member States. It was agreed that
farmers from these countrieswill have immediate access to CAP market measures, such as export refunds,
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and intervention mechanisms. Production quotas, reference yields and base areas were set for new Member
States based on recent historical reference periods. Direct ad is phased in over ten years. New Member
States will first receive 25 per cent of the full EU payment rate from the EU budget, rising gradually to 100
per cent by 2013. During the phase-in period, the ten new Member States may complement EU funds for
direct paymentshy nationa contributions up to 55 per cent in 2004, 60 per cent in 2005 and 65 per centin
2006 of thefull EU-15 payment rate, and, from 2007, up to 30 per cent above the applicablephasing-inlevel
for direct paymentsfor the relevant year. The New Members have accessto a rural development fund (for
early retirement, environmental i ssues, poorest areas, and technical assistance) with a Euros5 billion budget.

9.7 WTOAND CAP

Even though the recent reformsin CAP do not directly addresstrade in agricultural products, it isargued by
many scholars that World Trade Organization (WTO) concerns played a significant role in the design of
thesereforms. It is becoming clear that the international environment and the WTO negotiationshave been
amajor driving forcefor CAPreforms since the Uruguay Round. The WTO is becoming an engine of CAP
reform because of its constant pressure to reduce tariff protection, eliminate export subsidies and provide
domestic support in aminimaly trade distorting way. It is aso becoming an effectivetool for overcoming
resistanceto reform by countriesand lobbies within the EU. Moreimportantly, it has provided a platformfor
developing countries to fight against perceived commercial domination by developed countries. In global
trade negotiations, even the United Statesis trying to be one step ahead because of its flexible decison
making structures. Through CAP reforms, the EU is trying to improve its position at trade negotiations.
Although the European Union is trying to protect its agriculture through newly created argumentslike the
rural development, environment, food safety and animal welfare, etc., it is becoming difficult to defend the
policy in aradicaly different globa environment. The dispute settlement procedure under the WTO isaso
adding some extra pressure to CAP reform. For example in the case of sugar, the EU lost a WTO panel
requested by Austraia, Brazil and Thailandin 2005.

9.8 FUTURETRENDS

In the contemporary environment, both external constraints and domestic opposition are preparing grounds
for further reform of the Common Agricultural Policy. Mg or argument in favour of the policy isthat thisis
theonly policy that is genuinely common at the Europeanlevel. The CAP budget, which consumesroughly
half of the EU budget, constitutesonly about 0.5 per cent of theEU GDP. Therefore, for acommon European
policy, this may not be particularly "excessive™. Still there is a growing feeling within the EU that the
amount of money spent on agriculture would be better spent in other sectors, such as a common policy for
researchand innovation. Similarly criticismsarea so becomingloud becauseit principally benefits the biggest
farmsin the richest EU countries. More importantly, the policy is loosing its purpose as Jack Thurston, a
former adviser to the British AgricultureMinister, wrote recently: " Today's CAPis theoutcomeof historical
compromises, not economiclogic. Every timethe EU has partialy reformed the CAP, it has come up with a
new reasonfor continuing thepolicy. Initially,the CAPwas aimed at endingfood shortages; then at supporting
farmers; and more recently at protecting the environment.” In spite of "al the reformsimplemented since
the 1990’s” he adds, 'the CAP remains largely what it was when it was first created: an EU-administered
policy to reward largescal eand resource-intensiveagriculture production.” Sincethisis now outdated, all the
threecomponentsof CAP policy, namely price supports, direct paymentsto farmersand therura development
and conservation policy, is under scrutiny. In fact, the battleof CAPis turning into a proxy for a deeper
debate on the future of Europe. The scheduled review of the CAP for 2008 may witness some serious
confrontationsin an increasingly diverse Europe.

99 SUMMARY

The Common Agricultural Policy was set up againgt a backdrop of food shortagesfollowingthe war with the
objectivesaof increased productivity, support for farmersand stable markets. It was based on the principlesof
a single market, community preferences and shared costs. It is operated through the Agriculture Council,
Commission and local administrators. Farmers are subsidized through price supports, direct subsidies and
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withdrawal prices. Althoughit hasfulfilled itsinitial objectives,itis severely criticizedfor protectionism,high
costs, high food prices, inefficiency and inequality. It benefitsthe biggest farmsin the richest EU countries.
To reformthe policy various reforms measureslike 1992 MacSharry reforms, Agenda 2000, 2003 reforms
and sugar reforms are introduced. Integrated rural development policy isintroduced as a second pillar of the
CAP. The 2003 reformsintroduced a new system of singlefarm payments(incomesupport) and cuts thelink
between support and production (decoupling). Farmerswill receivedirect paymentsonly if that they maintain
their land in good agricultural condition and comply with the standards on public health, anima and plant
hedlth, the environment and anima welfare (cross-compliance). To finance the policy, a new ingtitutional
mechanism through European Agriculture Guarantee Fund and European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development will be implemented soon. Many of these reforms are introduced because of WTO pressures
as wdl asinterna criticism and enlargement.

9.10 EXERCISES

e Discussthe background and basic objectivesaf the CAP.

e Despitea huge success why the CAP is criticized?

e How farmers are supported through CAP?

e Write an essay on CAP reformssince 1992.

e [ISWTO-led global trade environment responsiblefor CAP reforms?
e What are the prospectsof further reforms in the CAP?

911 REFERENCESAND READINGS

Bureau. Jean-Christopheand Alan Matthews, EU Agricultural Policy: What Developing Countries Need
to Know ( IIIS Discussion Paper No. 91,Dublin:Trinity College, 2005) [Onlineweb] URL http://Aww.tcd.ief
ilis/documents/discussion/pdfs/iiisdp91.pdf

El-Agraa, Ali M, The European Union : Economicsand Poalicies, 7 edition (Harlow (UK) etc. :Financial
Times /Prentice Hall, 2004, ISBN: 0273679996)

Femandez Garcia, Jorge Jaun et a. The Student's Guide to European Integration, (Cambridge: Polity
Press,2004, ISBN: 0745629806)

Jones, Robert A, The Politics and the Economics of the European Union: An Introductory Text
(Cheltenham, Northamptson: Edwar Elgar, Second Edition, 2001, ISBN 180640820)

Thurston, Jack, Why Europe Deserves a Better Farm Policy, Policy Brief ( London: Centre for European
Reform, 2005). ) [Online web]

URL httpzffwww.cer.org.uk/pdiipolicybrief_cap_thurston_nov(l5.pdf
Agricultureand FisheriesCouncil, the Council of the European Union

URL httpe/fwww.consilivm.curopa.ew/cms3_fo'showPage aspTad=414& lang=en
Directorate General for Agricultureand Rural Development, European Commission

URL http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/index_en.htm

A4





