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Editorial 

Martin Banse 
Johann Heinrich von Thünen-Institut (vTI), Braunschweig 

Harald Grethe 
Universität Hohenheim 

 

Im Dezember 2008 erfolgte die Pensionierung von 
Professor Stefan Tangermann, aus deren Anlass die 
Fakultät für Agrarwissenschaften der Georg-August-
Universität Göttingen am 20. Februar 2009 eine aka-
demische Festveranstaltung ausrichtete. Die Vorträge, 
die anlässlich dieser Veranstaltung gehalten wurden, 
würdigen sowohl das wissenschaftliche Werk wie 
auch die Person Stefan Tangermann. Sie werden in 
dem vorliegenden Sonderheft des GJAE teilweise als 
schriftliche Abfassungen der mündlichen Vorträge 
und teilweise als den Vorträgen zugrundeliegende 
wissenschaftliche Fachbeiträge veröffentlicht. 

Die vorliegende Ausgabe enthält die Laudatio  
eines seiner ehemaligen Doktoranden sowie Fachbei-
träge von Kolleginnen und Kollegen, mit denen Stefan 
Tangermann über viele Jahre seiner wissenschaft-
lichen Tätigkeit eng zusammengearbeitet hat. Diese 
Beiträge reflektieren die Breite seiner wissenschaft-
lichen Ausrichtung sowie den großen Wirkungs-
bereich Stefan Tangermanns in der europäischen und 
internationalen Agrarökonomie und Agrarpolitik. 

In seiner Laudatio unterstreicht Harald Grethe, 
wie sehr Stefan Tangermann durch sein Erkenntnis-
streben, seine Geradlinigkeit und seine analytische 
Schärfe in Lehre und Forschung Vorbild für viele 
junge Wissenschaftlerinnen und Wissenschaftler ge-
worden ist. Hervorgehoben werden die Beiträge und 
die Bedeutung Stefan Tangermanns im Bereich der 
wissenschaftlich basierten Politikberatung, sowohl als 
Hochschullehrer in diversen nationalen und internatio-
nalen Gremien als auch als Direktor des OECD-
Direktorats für Handel und Landwirtschaft. 

Der Beitrag von Tim Josling über „Die Sonder-
stellung des Agrarsektors in der WTO“ widmet sich 
einem Forschungsfeld, auf dem Stefan Tangermann 
international große Anerkennung erworben und durch 
zahlreiche, maßgebliche Veröffentlichungen und Be-
ratungstätigkeiten, u.a. gemeinsam mit dem Autor, 
Einfluss auf den Verlauf der GATT- und WTO-Ver-
handlungen genommen hat. Tim Josling stellt die 
Sonderstellung des Agrarsektors im GATT vor Ab-
schluss der Uruguay-Runde der Situation nach deren 
Abschluss gegenüber. Darüber hinaus widmet er sich 

der Frage, wie die Übergangsregeln des Vertragswer-
kes der Uruguay-Runde abgelöst werden sollen und 
welches Regelwerk an dessen Stelle treten wird. 

Jo Swinnen setzt sich unter der Überschrift „Die 
politische Ökonomie der bisher umfassendsten Re-
form der Gemeinsamen Agrarpolitik der EU“ mit der 
Frage nach den für eine grundlegende Politikreform 
erforderlichen Bedingungen auseinander. Dabei wer-
den die Faktoren einer näheren Analyse unterzogen, 
die die 2003-Reform der Gemeinsamen Agrarpolitik 
unter Kommissar Fischler ermöglicht, aber in ihrer 
Ausgestaltung auch eingeschränkt haben. Durch den 
Verfasser wird der Nachweis erbracht, dass eine un-
gewöhnliche Kombination von „pro-Reform-Faktoren“ 
gegeben war. 

Dirk Ahner widmet sich in seinem Beitrag „Die 
Gemeinsame Agrarpolitik – von der Vergangenheit in 
die Zukunft“ der historischen Entwicklung und den 
zukünftigen Herausforderungen der Gemeinsamen 
Agrarpolitik und unterstreicht dabei den Beitrag  
Stefan Tangermanns und anderer Göttinger Kollegen 
als kritische Begleiter verschiedener Reformschritte 
der europäischen Agrarpolitik und Ideengeber für ihre 
Weiterentwicklung. 

Carmel Cahill beleuchtet die Rolle und die  
Arbeitsweise der OECD im Bereich der Analyse von 
Agrarpolitiken. Ihr Beitrag „Die Arbeit der OECD zur 
Agrarpolitik: Eine Brücke zwischen Forschung und 
staatlicher Politikgestaltung“ unterstreicht das Selbst-
verständnis der OECD als Vermittlerin zwischen  
wissenschaftlicher und praktischer Agrarpolitik. Es 
werden am Beispiel der Entkopplung der agrarpoli-
tischen Stützung die analytischen Ansätze sowie die 
Abstimmungsprozesse zwischen den Mitgliedstaaten 
in der OECD beschrieben, die Defizite der analy-
tischen Ansätze und der verfügbaren Datenbanken 
aufgezeigt und Prioritäten für die zukünftige Schwer-
punktsetzung der Arbeit in der OECD diskutiert.  

Ohne die Unterstützung zahlreicher Personen hät-
ten die akademische Festveranstaltung sowie dieses 
Sonderheft des GJAE nicht realisiert werden können. 
Für dieses Engagement möchten die Herausgeber sich 
herzlich bedanken. Besonderer Dank gilt den Rednern 
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der Festveranstaltung und Autoren der Fachbeiträge, 
dem Team des Departments für Agrarökonomie und 
Rurale Entwicklung der Universität Göttingen sowie 
den Herausgebern des GJAE. 

Die Autoren und Herausgeber dieses Sonder-
heftes des GJAE wünschen Stefan Tangermann, der 
sicher auch künftig europäische und internationale 
Agrarökonomie und Agrarpolitik kritisch begleiten 
wird, in jeder Hinsicht alles Gute, bestmögliche Ge-
sundheit und noch viele erfüllte Jahre im Kreise seiner 
Familie und Freunde. 

DR. MARTIN BANSE 
Johann Heinrich von Thünen-Institut (vTI)  
Institut für Marktanalyse und Agrarhandelspolitik 
Bundesallee 50, 38116 Braunschweig 
E-Mail: martin.banse@vti.bund.de 

PROF. DR. HARALD GRETHE 
Fachgebiet Agrar- und Ernährungspolitik 
Fakultät Agrarwissenschaften 
Universität Hohenheim 
70593 Stuttgart 
E-Mail: grethe@uni-hohenheim.de 
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Laudatio auf Prof. Dr. Stefan Tangermann  
aus Anlass seiner Verabschiedung in den Ruhestand 

Harald Grethe 
Universität Hohenheim 

 

Lieber Herr Tangermann, liebe Frau 
Tangermann, sehr geehrte Frau Unger, 
liebe Ulla Tangermann, lieber Ole Tangermann, 
sehr geehrte Damen und Herren,  
liebe Kolleginnen und Kollegen. 

Ich freue mich, hier heute stehen zu dürfen, um das 
Lebenswerk von Stefan Tangermann anlässlich seiner 
Verabschiedung in den Ruhestand zu würdigen.  

Allerdings ist so eine Würdigung keine „Einzeltat“, 
sie kann das auch gar nicht sein, sondern das Ergebnis 
von vielen Gesprächen mit Weggefährten und Schü-
lern von Stefan Tangermann, denen ich für ihre Be-
reitschaft danke, meine sozusagen durch diesen An-
lass „legitimierte Neugierde“ der letzten Wochen zu 
stillen.  

Lassen Sie mich im Weiteren in chronologischer 
Reihenfolge auf die Stationen des Lebens von Stefan 
Tangermann eingehen. 

Stefan Tangermann wurde am 24.12.1943, also 
mitten im Krieg, in Eberswalde, in der Mark Bran-
denburg, geboren. Dorthin war seine Mutter, obwohl 
die Eltern in Hamburg wohnten, zur Geburt gekom-
men, weil eine Geburt in der Provinz „sicherer“ schien. 
Wirklich sicher war es dort aber auch nicht, denn kurz 
vor der Geburt stürzte der Flügel eines abgeschosse-
nen Kampfflugzeugs zum Glück nicht auf, aber vor 
dem Krankenhaus nieder. 

Stefan Tangermann teilt mit vielen „Kriegskin-
dern“ ein gemeinsames Schicksal: Sein Vater wurde 
als Militärarzt im Krieg vermisst und hat seinen Sohn 
nur einmal auf einem kurzen Heimatbesuch gesehen. 

Stefan Tangermanns Mutter, Frau Unger, die 
heute auch anwesend ist, war somit am Ende des 
Krieges allein erziehend und wurde mit einem Kinder-
modengeschäft in Hamburg-Harburg eine erfolgreiche 
Unternehmerin, die ihrem Sohn in einer schwierigen 
Zeit die Konzentration auf seine Schulausbildung und 
sein anschließendes Studium ermöglichte. 

Nach dem Abitur 1963 in Hamburg studierte  
Stefan Tangermann zuerst Medizin, wie sein Vater,  
in Freiburg, wie sein Vater. Herr Tangermann, Sie 
nannten das einmal die Erledigung von „unfinished 
business“, indem Sie einen Beruf anstrebten, den Ihr 
Vater nur so kurz hat ausüben dürfen.  

Nach einem Praktikum im Krankenhaus hat  
Stefan Tangermann dann gemerkt, dass Arzt für ihn 
doch nicht der richtige Beruf war. Er entschied sich 
für das Studium der Agrarwissenschaften, vor allem 
wegen der Vielfalt der Studieninhalte, die seinen Inte-
ressen entsprach. Allerdings gab es auch einen familiä-
ren Hintergrund: Der Großvater war Forstwirt und Sie 
haben mir gesagt, Herr Tangermann, dass Sie bei  
einem Onkel schon als Jugendlicher das „Lanz-Bulldog-
Fahren“ gelernt hatten. 

Allerdings konnten Sie eine landwirtschaftliche 
Vorbildung nur bedingt nachweisen, als Sie zum WS 
1963/64 das Agrarstudium in Kiel aufnahmen. Ich 
zitiere einen frühen und natürlich anonymen Wegbe-
gleiter: „Er hatte von Landwirtschaft keine Ahnung, 
wir haben ihn deshalb gehänselt.“ So wurden Sie z.B. 
gefragt, ob man Hafer im Oktober aussäen kann. Die 
typische Ökonomenantwort „das kommt drauf an…“ 
hat Sie damals in berufspraktischer Hinsicht nicht als 
besonders qualifiziert ausgewiesen. 

Dieses Manko hat Stefan Tangermann dann in 
einem landwirtschaftlichen Praktikum ausgebügelt 
und anschließend Agrarwissenschaften in Wien und 
Göttingen und Volkswirtschaftslehre in Göttingen 
studiert.  

1968 war Stefan Tangermann Diplom-Agraringe-
nieur und 1970, mit 26 Jahren, Diplomvolkswirt. Zwi-
schendurch, im Jahr 1969, heirateten Stefan und Gabriele 
Tangermann, die sich 1966 in Hamburg kennen ge-
lernt hatten. Vorab lag eine Zeit, in der der VW Käfer 
von Stefan Tangermann auf der A7 zwischen Göttin-
gen und Hamburg sehr regelmäßig unterwegs war. 

Die Hochzeitsreise begann schließlich damit, 
dass beim Schließen der Tür eben dieses Käfers der 
Scheinwerfer heraus fiel und Herr Tangermann den 
Käfer, damals schon entscheidungsfreudig, beim 
BMW-Händler gegen einen gebrauchten BMW ein-
tauschte. Hier begann neben seiner Ehe eine weitere 
Beziehung, die auch für seine Schüler von Bedeutung 
werden sollte; ich komme noch darauf zurück. 

Ab Ende seines Studiums 1970 arbeitete Stefan 
Tangermann dann an seiner Promotion unter der Be-
treuung von Professor Theodor Heidhues, der selbst 
gerade im Alter von 35 Jahren auf den Lehrstuhl für 
landwirtschaftliche Marktlehre berufen worden war.  
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Ich glaube, man übertreibt nicht, wenn man 
Theodor Heidhues als die akademisch wichtigste und 
prägende Bezugsperson für Stefan Tangermann be-
zeichnet. Wegbegleiter beschreiben den Findungspro-
zess als geradezu natürlich; Heidhues war „der Intel-
lektuelle“, „der Anwender moderner Methoden“, „der 
Internationale“, „der Begründer der internationalen 
Agrarmarktlehre“; viele dieser Eigenschaften werden 
später auch Stefan Tangermann zugeschrieben.  

In seiner Diplomarbeit, auch schon bei Theodor 
Heidhues, beschäftigte Stefan Tangermann sich mit 
Wachstumsmodellen. Seine Promotion schloss er  
im April 1974 an der wirtschaftswissenschaftlichen  
Fakultät mit einer Arbeit zum Thema „Gemeinsame 
Agrarpolitik und nationale Wirtschaftspolitik in der 
EWG, Theoretische Analyse der Funktionsbedingun-
gen gemeinsamer Marktordnungen bei Wechselkurs-
änderungen und empirische Untersuchung der Ent-
wicklung in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland und 
Frankreich“ (TANGERMANN, 1974; ich habe gezählt: 
27 Wörter!, die Arbeit war aber nicht nur in der Länge 
des Titels hervorragend: Sie wurde mit „summa cum 
laude“ bewertet) ab. Und sie war politisch hoch rele-
vant: Gezeigt wurde unter anderem, dass das Prinzip, 
über die Mitgliedstaaten hinweg die Agrarpreise in 
internationalen Währungseinheiten konstant zu halten, 
in zunehmendem Maße zu intersektoralen Verzerrun-
gen führt. 

Anschließend an seine Promotion ging Stefan 
Tangermann 1975 für ein halbes Jahr an die University 
of Reading zu Prof. Tim Josling, woraus sich eine bis 
heute andauernde Freundschaft wie auch intensive 
Zusammenarbeit in zahlreichen Projekten ergab. Ihre 
Krönung fand diese Zusammenarbeit in dem Stan-
dardwerk „Agriculture in the GATT“, welches 1996 
in gemeinsamer Autorenschaft mit S. Warley erschien 
(JOSLING et al., 1996). 

Nach seiner Promotion blieb Stefan Tangermann 
zunächst als wissenschaftlicher Assistent und an-
schließend als Akademischer Rat noch bis 1977 am 
Lehrstuhl Heidhues. Wie schon in seiner Diplom- und 
in seiner Doktorarbeit betrachtete er den Agrarsektor 
weiterhin aus volkswirtschaftlicher Perspektive. Auch 
das 1976 gemeinsam von Ulrich Koester und Stefan 
Tangermann vorgelegte Gutachten „Alternativen der 
Agrarpolitik, Eine Kosten-Nutzen-Analyse“ (KOESTER 
und TANGERMANN, 1976) ist letztendlich dieser 
volkswirtschaftlichen Perspektive geschuldet: Beide 
hatten sich über einen Artikel in der Wirtschaftswoche 
geärgert, in dem der fälschliche Eindruck erweckt 
wurde, die Kosten der Agrarpolitik bestünden nur in 
der Belastung des Staatshaushaltes. Nach der Ver-

öffentlichung eines engagierten Kommentars wurden 
sie dann vom Landwirtschaftsministerium gebeten, 
ein entsprechendes Gutachten vorzulegen. 

Im angesprochenen Gutachten werden als Aus-
gleich für den Abbau der Preispolitik zeitlich befristete, 
sozial legitimierte Direktzahlungen vorgeschlagen. Es 
liest sich in weiten Teilen heute noch visionär, ich 
zitiere: „Personengebundene, direkte Einkommens-
übertragungen sollten nur an die gegenwärtigen Be-
triebsinhaber gezahlt werden und sich maximal auf 
die gesamte Erwerbstätigkeit – möglichst aber auf 
nicht mehr als 20 Jahre erstrecken. … Betriebsinhaber 
sollten die Möglichkeit zur bedingten Kapitalisierung 
der personengebundenen, direkten Einkommensüber-
tragungen erhalten“ (KOESTER und TANGERMANN, 
1976: 258).  

Das Gutachten fand weit und andauernd Beach-
tung, allerdings erfolgte ein Einstieg in teilentkoppel- 
te Direktzahlungen erst 16 Jahre später mit der 
MacSharry-Reform 1992; die Personen- statt der  
Flächenbindung ist bis heute nicht umgesetzt. 

Drei Jahre nach seiner Promotion hat Stefan 
Tangermann sich dann zum ersten Mal auf eine  
Professur, die Professur für Agrarpolitik und Ent-
wicklungsökonomie am Fachbereich Wirtschaftswis-
senschaften der Universität Frankfurt (Nachfolge 
Priebe) beworben. Obwohl diese Bewerbung vor  
allem als „Versuchsballon“ gedacht war, erhielt Stefan 
Tangermann den Ruf, nahm ihn an und blieb von 
1977 bis 1980 in Frankfurt. 

1980 erhielt Stefan Tangermann schließlich zwei 
weitere Rufe, einen an die auch schon damals als  
Wissenschaftsparadies bekannte ETH in Zürich und 
einen an die Georg-August-Universität nach Göttin-
gen auf den Lehrstuhl für landwirtschaftliche Markt-
lehre, den er schließlich, im Alter von 36 Jahren, an-
nahm. Er wurde damit Nachfolger seines Lehrers 
Theodor Heidhues. 

Hochschullehrer in Göttingen war Stefan 
Tangermann dann aktiv von 1980-2002 und schließ-
lich beurlaubt bis Dezember 2008. Lassen Sie mich 
deshalb etwas ausführlicher ausholen und nacheinan-
der auf seine wissenschaftliche Tätigkeit, sein Leben 
außerhalb der wissenschaftlichen Agrarökonomie und 
auf seine Tätigkeit als Doktorvater in diesem Zeit-
raum eingehen. 

Schaut man auf die von Stefan Tangermann wis-
senschaftlich bearbeiteten Themen, stellt man schnell 
fest, dass zwar häufig anspruchsvolle und innovative 
Methoden angewendet wurden, diese allerdings nie-
mals Selbstzweck, sondern Mittel zur Bearbeitung 
von wirtschafts- und gesellschaftspolitisch relevanten 
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Forschungsthemen waren. So hat er insbesondere zur 
Entwicklung der internationalen Agrarhandelspolitik 
gearbeitet und sich hier zu einem weltweit geschätzten 
Experten entwickelt. Aber auch die Entwicklung und 
Erklärung der EU-Agrarpolitik und der Europäischen 
Integration waren Forschungsschwerpunkte Stefan 
Tangermanns. Methodisch hat Stefan Tangermann 
sowohl ökonometrisch innovativ gearbeitet, als auch 
die Gleichgewichtsmodellierung als Basis der Markt- 
und Politikanalyse vorangetrieben. Hervorzuheben 
sind die Entwicklung und der Einsatz des European 
Simulation Model (ESIM) gemeinsam mit Tim 
Josling in zahlreichen Projekten. Dass die Arbeit an 
ESIM in Kooperation mit und im Auftrag von Insti-
tutionen der angewandten Politikanalyse und Politik-
formulierung erfolgte, ist kein Zufall, denn hier liegt 
bis heute das besondere Interesse von Stefan 
Tangermann: Mit wissenschaftlichen Methoden zum 
politischen Diskussionsprozess beizutragen und mehr 
Vernunft in die Politikgestaltung einfließen zu lassen. 

Vieles mehr könnte zu Stefan Tangermanns  
wissenschaftlicher Arbeit in Göttingen gesagt werden 
– ich muss aus Zeitgründen darauf verzichten, möchte 
aber noch erwähnen, dass es durchaus Alternativen  
zu Göttingen gab: Rufe an die University of British  
Columbia (1983) und die University of Guelph (1990) 
lehnte er ab. 

Bevor ich nun chronologisch fortfahre, lassen  
Sie mich einige kurze Sätze zu den besonderen Fähig-
keiten und Qualitäten von Stefan Tangermann sagen, 
da man vieles nur vor diesem Hintergrund verstehen 
kann. Ich möchte hier als erstes die enorme Effizienz 
in der Gestaltung seiner Arbeit hervorheben. Herr 
Tangermann, ich habe nie wirklich begriffen, wie  
Sie es bei allen Aufgaben und Funktionen, die Sie 
erfüllten, geschafft haben, so absolut verlässlich viele 
Projekte nebeneinander zu verfolgen, E-Mails grund-
sätzlich zügig zu beantworten, bei wirklichem Bedarf 
immer Zeit für ein Betreuungsgespräch zu finden und 
alle einmal angenommenen Aufgaben ernsthaft wahr-
zunehmen. Sie waren auch dafür bekannt, während 
langweiliger Vorträge sogar effizient „kurzschlafen“ 
zu können (das können viele von uns, aber Sie konnten 
das auch, ohne dass man das von hinten sah, also  
ohne das obligatorische Abkippen des Kopfes).  
Außerdem wurden Sie grundsätzlich zum richtigen 
Zeitpunkt wieder wach und stellten dann genau die 
richtige Frage – keiner hat je verstanden, wie Sie das 
gemacht haben. 

Das leitet zu einer zweiten Eigenschaft über, einer 
besonderen Intelligenz und Fähigkeit, komplexe Sach-
verhalte sehr schnell verstehen zu können. Ein Bei-

spiel hierfür: Die meisten Ihrer Schüler haben im Rah-
men ihrer Promotion eher angewandte Arbeiten an- 
gefertigt. Eine der Ausnahmen ist Fritz Feger, dessen 
Arbeit zum Großteil daraus besteht, zu begründen, 
warum er das, was er eigentlich tun wollte, nämlich 
ein Nachfragesystem schätzen, nicht tun konnte. Eine 
theoretisch-methodische Arbeit, die in Zusammenar-
beit mit einem Mathematiker entstanden ist. Ich erin-
nere mich an eine Begegnung mit Fritz Feger, in der 
er mir staunend erzählte, dass Stefan Tangermann im 
Anhang seiner Arbeit die 2. Ableitungen komplexer 
Funktionen im Einzelnen nachvollzogen hat („der hat 
das alles gelesen, und dann sogar Fehler gefunden“). 

Das leitet wiederum über zu einer weiteren Ihrer 
besonderen Eigenschaften, und das ist Ihr besonders 
hohes Interesse an der Agrarökonomie, an den Men-
schen, mit denen Sie zusammenarbeiten und an der 
Welt im Allgemeinen. Vielleicht ist es dieses Interesse 
an der Welt, welches dazu geführt hat, dass Sie sich 
mit so vielen Dingen in Ihrem Leben so fundamental 
auseinandergesetzt haben und Ihre Umgebung so ernst 
nehmen. Heute wird viel vom „lebenslangen Lernen“ 
gesprochen. Sie, Herr Tangermann, sind ein Vorbild 
in der Umsetzung dieses Prinzips. 

Schließlich lässt sich hervorheben, wie strate-
gisch geschickt und zielstrebig Sie agieren konnten, 
was vielleicht insbesondere im Hinblick auf Ihre spä-
tere Tätigkeit in der OECD wichtig wurde. Lassen Sie 
mich ein Beispiel erzählen: Als frisch diplomierter 
Agraringenieur war ich mit Ihnen auf einem FAO-
Workshop für die Planung eines Beratungsprojekts. 
Es wurde dort viel Unvernünftiges geredet, und ich 
hoffte, dass mein Lehrer gleich aufstehen und klar-
stellen würde, was das für ein Unsinn sei. Stefan 
Tangermann stand dann auch auf, und mir rutschte 
das Herz in die Hose, als er sagte, dass die Ideen der 
Kollegen ja ganz hervorragend seien. Dann legte er 
ihnen seine eigenen, wie ich fand, sehr vernünftigen 
Ideen in den Mund, diese fühlten sich geehrt und 
merkten das vielleicht nicht einmal, und der Verlauf 
des Projekts war entsprechend der Ideen von Stefan 
Tangermann. Ich habe gestaunt. 

Was hier zum Ausdruck kam, ist, so meine ich, 
auch das weitgehende Fehlen von akademischer Eifer-
sucht; solange es der Sache diente, waren Sie bereit, 
den Erfolg auch anderen auf die Fahnen zu schreiben. 
Wahrscheinlich hat dieses Fehlen akademischer Eifer-
sucht mit dazu beigetragen, dass Sie mit vielen ande-
ren Wissenschaftlern so erfolgreich zusammen gear-
beitet und veröffentlicht haben: Unter Ihren 370 Ver-
öffentlichungen sind 120 Veröffentlichungen mit ge-
teilter Autorenschaft. 
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Lieber Herr Tangermann, ich kann sagen, dass 
Sie für mich, und ich weiß das auch von vielen Ihrer 
Schüler, mit all diesen Eigenschaften in vielerlei Hin-
sicht ein persönliches Vorbild waren und sind; in Be-
zug auf den Arbeitsstil (Verlässlichkeit, Effizienz, Prä-
zision) wie auch in Bezug auf die Arbeitsmotivation 
(Freude an der Arbeit, Freude am Erkenntnisgewinn, 
intellektuelle Neugierde, Freude am Leben). Mir per-
sönlich haben Sie so auch den Eindruck vermittelt, dass 
„Hochschullehrer“ der schönste Beruf der Welt ist. 

Lassen Sie mich jetzt sozusagen auf das Doppel-
leben von Stefan Tangermann eingehen, das Leben 
jenseits der wissenschaftlichen Agrarökonomie, und 
dabei zuerst auf einige private Aspekte. 

Herr Tangermann hat einen sehr großen Teil sei-
ner Lebenszeit der Agrarökonomie gewidmet – seine 
Frau wird das bestätigen – denn sie hat dies in diesem 
Umfang ermöglicht, und insbesondere hat sie ermög-
licht, neben dieser Arbeitsbelastung auch noch ein 
Familienleben mit vier Kindern, Haus und Garten 
sowie Ferienhaus und zahlreichen Freizeitaktivitäten 
zu gestalten. Die vier Kinder wurden 1973 (Imke, noch 
vor der Promotion), 1975 (Jan, während der Assisten-
tentätigkeit), 1977 (Ole, zu Beginn der Frankfurter 
Zeit) und dann Ulla 1985 geboren. Frau Tangermann 
hat sich im Schwerpunkt um Haus und Kinder ge-
kümmert, und dies war insbesondere nach der plötzli-
chen Ertaubung von Imke im Alter von drei Jahren, 
eine Vollzeitaufgabe. Trotz Taubheit hat Imke die 
Regelschule besucht und ein Jura-Studium erfolgreich 
abgeschlossen, und der Begriff „Behinderung“ er-
scheint einem, wenn man Imke Tangermann erlebt 
hat, geradezu unsinnig. Den Einsatz, den Gabriele 
Tangermann in diesem Zusammenhang geleistet hat, 
beschreiben Wegbegleiter als, ich zitiere, „schier un-
glaublich“.  

Für uns Schüler war Gabriele Tangermann häufig 
präsent durch die regelmäßigen Einladungen nach 
Gertenbach, oder etwa durch die hoch kompetente und 
engagierte ganztägige Stadtführung durch Paris für 
etwa 20 Schüler mit Partnern, die sie vor einigen Mo-
naten souverän bestritt. 

Aber auch Sie, Herr Tangermann, haben uns 
Schüler immer damit beeindruckt, dass es für Sie  
offensichtlich, neben all der Arbeit, ein Leben außer-
halb der Agrarökonomie gab. Sie haben schon 1975 
als Akademischer Rat ein Haus in Gertenbach ge-
kauft, und man konnte Sie regelmäßig mit Schubkarre 
und Handschuhen im Garten antreffen.  

Außerdem kamen Sie nach Ostern grundsätzlich 
tief braungebrannt von Mallorca an das Institut zu-
rück. Und Sie machten nebenher noch andere span-

nende Sachen: 2000 überquerten Sie mit Ihren ältesten 
drei Kindern per Fahrrad die Alpen, und Sie begleite-
ten Ihre Tochter Imke, sozusagen als „Sicherheits-
netz“ für eventuelle Übersetzungen, in ihre mündliche 
Prüfung zum juristischen Staatsexamen. Kurzum, es 
war immer deutlich, dass es für Sie andere Dinge gibt 
als die Agrarökonomie und dass Kinder eine besonde-
re Rolle spielten.  

Wir hatten zeitweise das Gefühl, dass das Vor-
handensein von Kindern nahezu eine Voraussetzung 
für die Annahme als Doktorand/Doktorandin bei Ste-
fan Tangermann war. Eine statistische Analyse ergab, 
dass er das doch nicht so streng gehandhabt hat. Aber 
immerhin: 33 % seiner Schüler und Schülerinnen  
waren bei der Annahme zur Promotion schon Eltern, 
50 % waren es dann beim Abschluss der Promotion.  

Neben der Wissenschaft spielen auch die Politik-
beratung und das gesellschaftspolitische Engagement 
eine wichtige Rolle im Arbeitsleben von Stefan 
Tangermann. Er ist geprägt durch Hochschullehrer, 
die zu den agrar- und wirtschaftspolitischen Fragen 
ihrer Zeit engagiert Stellung bezogen. Als Beispiel 
hierfür mag das so genannte „Professorengutachten“ 
für die EWG zur Absenkung der Getreidepreise  
dienen (WISSENSCHAFTLICHER BEIRAT BEIM BML, 
1962), welches mitverfasst wurde durch die Professo-
ren Arthur Hanau und Emil Woermann. Am 17. Ok-
tober 1962 gab es aus Anlass der Veröffentlichung 
dieses Gutachtens eine berufsständische Demonstra-
tion vor dem Göttinger Institut, bei dem die Professo-
ren als „Totengräber des Bauerntums“ beschimpft 
wurden und Fensterscheiben zu Bruch gingen. Auch 
Theodor Heidhues hat regelmäßig zu aktuellen wirt-
schaftspolitischen Fragen Stellung bezogen, z.B. zum 
Unsinn der grünen Wechselkurse. Von diesem Um-
feld war Stefan Tangermann geprägt, und es entsprach 
sicher auch seinen eigenen Interessen und Fähigkei-
ten, in diese „Fußstapfen“ zu treten und sie auszufül-
len.  

Von 1976 bis 2001 war Stefan Tangermann  
Mitglied des wissenschaftlichen Beirats beim Bun-
deslandwirtschaftsministerium. Ebenfalls hat Herr 
Tangermann zahlreiche andere Ministerien und natio-
nale wie auch internationale Institutionen beraten, so 
z.B. die OECD, die Weltbank, die FAO, die Europäi-
sche Kommission und das USDA. Neben dieser Bera-
tungstätigkeit hat Stefan Tangermann regelmäßig 
auch in der allgemeinen Tagespresse publiziert, um 
zur Transparenz des Unsinns in der Agrarpolitik und 
zu einer rationaleren Ausrichtung beizutragen. 

Im Jahr 2003, im Rahmen der BSE-Krise, wurde 
Stefan Tangermann Vorsitzender der Arbeitsgruppe 
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Agrarpolitik in der Niedersächsischen Kommission 
„Zukunft der Landwirtschaft“, die ein Konzept für 
eine Neuausrichtung der EU-Agrarpolitik erarbeitete. 
Dort trafen Sie, Herr Tangermann, in vielen Kreisen 
als „Neoliberaler“ schlechthin gefürchtet, zusammen 
mit, ich sage das hier etwas salopp, den „Ökos“. Es 
hat sich hieraus nach dem ersten vorsichtigen Ab-
tasten eine fruchtbare Zusammenarbeit entwickelt, 
und es hat auch mir damals enormen Spaß gemacht, 
mit Ihnen im Rahmen dieser Kommission die Agrar-
politik so ganz grundsätzlich zu durchdenken. 

Stefan Tangermann hat sich in der Analyse der 
Agrarpolitik und in der Benennung der besten aller 
möglichen Welten selten zurückgehalten. Allerdings 
hat er sich auch nicht lange damit aufgehalten, dieser 
besten aller möglichen Welten nachzutrauern, sondern 
Strategien entwickelt, wie man von acht- oder neunt-
besten Welten vielleicht zu zweit- oder drittbesten 
kommt. Als Beispiel für seinen pragmatischen Ansatz 
kann ein Zitat aus seiner Dissertation dienen: „Am 
grünen Tisch entworfene Vorschläge zur Lösung poli-
tischer Probleme mit der ihnen eigenen Tendenz zur 
eleganten Simplifikation haben ohnehin kaum Reali-
sierungschancen. … Dennoch sollen abschließend 
zwei denkbare Wege zur Abwandlung der EWG-
Agrarpolitik wenigstens kurz angesprochen werden.“ 
(TANGERMANN, 1974: 219) (und diese Wege umfass-
ten dann durchaus substanzielle Reformen). 

Als Hochschullehrer sitzt man schnell in vielen 
Gremien und Kommissionen, und das war auch  
im Falle Stefan Tangermanns so. Ich kann hier  
gar nicht alle aufzählen. Stefan Tangermann war 
mehrmals Geschäftsführender Direktor des Instituts 
und mehrmals Dekan. Er war Mitglied des Senats  
und Vizepräsident der Universität. Mein Eindruck 
war, dass er solche Ämter nicht angestrebt, sondern  
zu einem guten Teil aus „Pflichtgefühl“, dann aber 
auch mit Engagement ausgeübt hat. Ich erinnere mich 
an ein Gespräch mit einer Dekanatsmitarbeiterin, die 
mir begeistert schilderte, wie toll es sei, mit Herrn 
Tangermann als Dekan zu arbeiten, weil er so ent-
scheidungsfreudig sei und deshalb in seiner Amtszeit 
so viel voranginge. 

Es gab natürlich auch Funktionen und Mitglied-
schaften, die Stefan Tangermann besonders gerne 
ausgeübt hat. So ist er seit 1994 Mitglied der Akade-
mie der Wissenschaften der Universität Göttingen und 
seit 1984 Mitglied im International Agricultural Trade 
Research Consortium, welches seine wissenschaftli-
che „Peer Group“ im engeren Sinne ist, und war dort 
von 1993 bis 2001 Mitglied des Executive 
Committees. Zwei ebenfalls ehemalige Mitglieder des 

Executive Committees sind heute hier anwesend: Lars 
Brink aus Kanada und Tim Josling aus den USA. 

Ebenfalls besonders gerne und mit besonders viel 
Engagement hat Stefan Tangermann seine Mitglied-
schaft im Wissenschaftsrat von 1994 bis 2000 wahr-
genommen und war dort ab 1999 Vorsitzender der 
wissenschaftlichen Kommission. Wegbegleiter aus 
dieser Zeit schildern seinen besonderen Einsatz für 
Sachlichkeit und eine wissenschaftliche Grundorien-
tierung in den dort stattfindenden Entscheidungs-
prozessen. 

Ich komme jetzt zu einem Bereich des Berufs-
lebens von Stefan Tangermann, den ich sicher am  
unmittelbarsten erfahren habe, seiner Tätigkeit als  
Doktorvater. Stefan Tangermann hat in seiner Lauf-
bahn 25 Mitarbeiterinnen und Mitarbeiter promoviert.  

Damit war sein Lehrstuhl kein von der Anzahl 
der Mitarbeiter her betrachtet besonders großer – und 
das entsprach auch unserem Lebensgefühl: Wir fühl-
ten uns eher als Mitglieder einer übersichtlichen For-
schergruppe, und der Kontakt untereinander sowie der 
Kontakt zum Chef waren in vielen Fällen besonders 
intensiv. 

Für uns als Promovierende war natürlich von  
Bedeutung, dass Stefan Tangermann ein besonders 
guter Ökonom ist. Die jeweiligen Betreuungsgesprä-
che waren üblicherweise sehr ertragreich. Ebenfalls 
von besonderer Bedeutung für uns war Herrn 
Tangermanns fachliches und persönliches Interesse an 
seinen Mitarbeiterinnen und Mitarbeitern. Wir fühlten 
uns bei ihm in jeder Hinsicht ernstgenommen. Wir 
waren natürlich auch stolz auf unseren Chef, ich erin-
nere mich an einen Moment, wo jemand die folgende 
Textstelle in der AgraEurope Weekly entdeckte und 
damit durch die Zimmer zog. Ich glaube, einige von 
uns wurden stellvertretend rot: “In an open letter, 
some 42 economists, led by leading global authority 
Stefan Tangermann of the University of Göttingen, 
claimed that the wholesale shift of emphasis towards 
organic farming signalled by Künast would not neces-
sarily make any significant contribution towards con-
sumer safety” (AGRA INFORMA, 2001). 

Was konnte schöner sein, als bei einer leading 
global authority zu promovieren? Es gab aller- 
dings kaum noch Steigerungsmöglichkeiten, Herr 
Tangermann, Sie können nach der globalen nur noch 
zur kosmischen Autorität werden. Und so beobachte-
ten wir im Rahmen der BSE-Krise das Kommen und 
Gehen von Agrarpolitikern und Fernsehteams im 
Blauen Turm. Ebenfalls mit Stolz erfüllte uns natür-
lich, dass Stefan Tangermann häufig kein Blatt vor 
den Mund nahm, ich zitiere eine Überschrift aus der 
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SZ vom 30. November 2000: „Der oberste Lobbyist 
sitzt am Kabinettstisch“ wird Stefan Tangermann dort 
zitiert. An dem Tag, als das erschien, saß ich bei 
Herrn Tangermann zu einer Besprechung im Büro, 
das Telefon klingelte, am Apparat war Staatssekretär 
Wille. Man kann nur vermuten, welches Anliegen er 
hatte. Martin Wille ist heute Abend hier, vielleicht 
nutzen Sie den Empfang, um die Geschichte auch aus 
seiner Perspektive zu hören. 

Besonders interessant war für uns Schüler natür-
lich auch, durch die Nähe zu Herrn Tangermann so 
nah am politischen Diskussionsprozess zu sein und 
mit ihm die aktuellen politischen Entwicklungen zu 
diskutieren. Hervorzuheben ist seine enorme Groß-
zügigkeit: Er bekam viel mehr Anfragen für Vorträge 
oder Diskussionsveranstaltungen, als er wahrnehmen 
konnte, und häufig zogen wir Mitarbeiterinnen und 
Mitarbeiter mit seinen Folien, die wir dann weitge-
hend unverändert, weil gut, in eigenem Namen vor-
trugen, los. Aus Sicht seiner Mitarbeiterinnen und 
Mitarbeiter war auch von Bedeutung, dass Herr 
Tangermann viel beschäftigt, und somit häufig auch 
„zeitknapp“ war. So haben wir ihm zum Anlass seines 
Vorsitzes der wissenschaftlichen Kommission des 
Wissenschaftsrates „handelbare Gesprächslizenzen“ 
geschenkt, die er dann an uns hätte ausgeben können. 
Dazu ist es allerdings nie gekommen. Der Normalfall 
war, dass Herr Tangermann sich bei Gesprächsbedarf 
sehr schnell Zeit für uns nahm. 

Schließlich muss ich noch einmal auf besagte 
BMWs zurückkommen: Stefan Tangermanns Zwölf-
zylinder war Thema unter seinen Mitarbeiterinnen und 
Mitarbeitern und rief so ziemlich alle denkbaren 
menschlichen Emotionen auf den Plan, von Irritation 
(„Der Klimaeffekt…“) über Scham („so was fährt 
man doch nicht….“) bis hin zu offener Begeisterung 
(„scharfe Karre…“). Irgendwann hatten wir Sie so-
weit, Herr Tangermann, dass wir alle um Ihr Auto 
standen und ein Glas Sekt auf den Ventildeckel stell-
ten, um zu schauen, ob ein Zwölfzylinder wirklich so 
laufruhig ist…. er war es!! 

Herr Tangermann, Sie haben Ihre Schülerinnen 
und Schüler geprägt, und das nicht nur beruflich. 
Auch in der Kfz-Wahl gibt es anscheinend so etwas 
wie frühkindliche Prägung: 28 % Ihrer Schüler sind 
BMW-Fahrer, das liegt weit über dem Bundesdurch-
schnitt von 9 %; und 33 % Ihrer männlichen Schüler 
tragen gelegentlich eine Fliege, das liegt sogar um ein 
Vielfaches über dem gefühlten Bundesdurchschnitt. 
Wir arbeiten zurzeit noch an einer Faktoranalyse, um 
die weiteren Prägungen wie Bartträger, Pfeifenrau-
cher, Weinkenner, Mallorca-Urlauber usw. zusammen-

zufassen, um dann schließlich im Rahmen eines multi-
variaten Modells kausale Beziehungen herzustellen. 

Von Februar 2002 bis Dezember 2008 war Stefan 
Tangermann von der Universität Göttingen beurlaubt 
und erst Direktor des OECD-Direktorats Nahrungs-
mittel, Landwirtschaft und Fischerei, ab 2006 dann 
Direktor des neu gebildeten Direktorats Handel und 
Landwirtschaft. Im Grunde hat er damit konsequent 
an der Schnittstelle „wissenschaftlich fundierte Politik-
analyse“ weitergearbeitet, allerdings die Seite der 
Schnittstelle gewechselt, denn die OECD ist, auch 
wenn sie stärker analytisch ausgerichtet ist als viele 
andere internationale Organisationen, eben doch eine 
politische Institution.  

Damit waren neue Herausforderungen verbun-
den, die man vielleicht mit den Schlagwörtern „Mana-
gement“, „politisches Fingerspitzengefühl“, „Kompro-
missbereitschaft“ oder „Konsensorganisation“ be-
schreiben könnte.  

Die Messlatte dafür hing hoch, da Stefan 
Tangermann die Nachfolge von Gerard Viatte antrat, 
der sich einen Namen als Stratege erworben hatte und 
in der OECD auch bewundernd „der Fuchs“ oder 
„Steuermann“ genannt wurde. Ein Wegbegleiter, der 
damals schon längere Erfahrungen in politischen Insti-
tutionen hatte, sagte mir, er hätte gedacht, „Mann, wie 
will der das schaffen?“ Und in der Tat, auch Sie selbst 
hatten durchaus Zweifel und hatten sich einen Ein-
Jahreszeitraum gesetzt, um zu schauen, ob Sie eventu-
ell lieber zügig an die Universität zurückkehren wür-
den, da Sie sich im politischen Geschäft zu sehr ver-
biegen müssten. Ihre Zweifel waren im Laufe des 
ersten Jahres zerstreut, und Sie haben Ihren Lehrstuhl 
sehr schnell für eine Neuberufung geräumt, da Sie 
merkten, dass die Politiknähe Ihnen sehr lag und ge-
nug Raum für offene Worte und klare Analysen blieb. 
Auch Ihre Umgebung bewertet Ihre Zeit in der OECD 
als fruchtbar und erfolgreich, und wenn man mit deut-
schen OECD-Mitarbeitern spricht, erzählen die, wie 
sehr das Image der Deutschen in der OECD durch die 
Tätigkeit Stefan Tangermanns gestärkt wurde. 

Lassen Sie mich, recht willkürlich ausgewählt, 
einige Highlights der Tätigkeit von Stefan 
Tangermann in der OECD aufgreifen. Von Kollegen 
in der OECD wird Stefan Tangermanns Weitsicht bei 
der Einbeziehung der großen Schwellenländer in den 
Diskussionsprozess mit den OECD-Ländern hervorge-
hoben. Spätestens seit dem Scheitern von Cancún war 
klar, dass die internationale Agrarhandelswelt keine 
bilaterale EU-USA-Welt mehr war, wie in den Jahr-
zehnten zuvor, sondern andere Schwergewichte dazu 
gekommen waren. Stefan Tangermann hat mit seiner 
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frühen Reaktion auf die neuen Rahmenbedingungen 
dazu beigetragen, dass schließlich die OECD zur 
Plattform des so genannten Heiligendamm-Prozesses 
wurde, in dem der Austausch zwischen den G8-Staaten 
und den wichtigsten Schwellenländern intensiviert 
wird.  

Dass man in der OECD nicht unbedingt aufgrund 
von politischen Befindlichkeiten den Mund halten 
muss, hat Stefan Tangermann mit der sehr frühen und 
eindeutigen Positionierung der OECD in Bezug auf 
den Unsinn der politischen Förderung der Biokraft-
stoffproduktion in der EU und den USA gezeigt. Seine 
öffentlichen Äußerungen waren in diesem Bereich den 
entsprechenden Publikationen um Monate und teil-
weise auch Jahre voraus, wurden aber dann durch 
solide Analysen unterfüttert, hier hat die OECD eine 
Reihe von wegweisenden Papieren veröffentlicht. Dass 
die OECD sich an dieser Stelle so eindeutig positionie-
ren konnte, und zwar entgegen den Interessen von 
großen Mitgliedstaaten, hat sicher auch mit dem 
Rückhalt und Respekt zu tun, den Stefan Tangermann 
innerhalb des OECD-Sekretariats erworben hatte. 

Dieser Respekt für die Fähigkeiten und den Ein-
satz von Stefan Tangermann fand dann schließlich 
auch darin seinen Ausdruck, dass die beiden Direkto-
rate „Nahrungsmittel, Landwirtschaft und Fischerei“ 
sowie „Handel“ ab 2006 unter seiner Leitung zum Di-
rektorat „Handel und Landwirtschaft“ zusammenge-
fügt wurden. Dass diese Zusammenführung unter  
einem Direktor der Landwirtschaft erfolgte, war sicher 
ungewöhnlich und nur vor dem Hintergrund der spezi-
ellen Qualifikation von Stefan Tangermann zu erklä-
ren. Ich möchte die Würdigung der OECD-Periode 
von Stefan Tangermann mit dem Zitat eines OECD-
Mitarbeiters beenden: „So ein Quatsch, dass so jemand 
mit 65 gehen muss“. 

Lassen Sie mich abschließend feststellen, dass 
Stefan Tangermann in seinem bisherigen Berufsleben 
weit über die Grenzen der wissenschaftlichen Agrar-
ökonomie hinaus gewirkt hat und das auch heute noch 
tut. Er ist hierfür vielfach ausgezeichnet worden, so 
z.B. 2008 als EAAE Fellow sowie im Dezember 2007 
mit dem Bundesverdienstkreuz erster Klasse. 

Lieber Herr Tangermann, nun sind wir natürlich 
gespannt, wie es weitergeht. Sie haben immer gesagt, 
dass Sie im Ruhestand vor allem das tun wollen, was 
Sie in den Jahren vorher aufgrund der Arbeitsbelastung 
nicht geschafft haben: Mehr Zeit mit Ihrer Frau ver-
bringen, Reisen, und zwar nicht in agrarökonomischer 

Sache, Klavierspielen, Rennrad fahren und Ihren Gar-
ten in Gertenbach pflegen. Ihre Schülerinnen und 
Schüler wünschen Ihnen und Ihrer Frau, dass Sie diese 
Pläne umsetzen. Andererseits freut sich „die agraröko-
nomische Welt“, inklusive Ihrer Schüler, natürlich, 
wenn Sie Ihr Wissen und Ihre Fähigkeiten weiterhin 
in die wissenschaftliche und politische Diskussion ein-
bringen. Das tun Sie ja auch schon. Als es mir vor 
einigen Tagen gelungen ist, Sie für eine Veranstaltung 
in Hohenheim zu gewinnen, worüber ich mich sehr 
freue, fiel mir auf, dass Ihr vorsommerlicher Termin-
kalender für einen Ruheständler sehr voll ist. Sie wer-
den von vielen Institutionen eingeladen und sind ein 
gefragter Gesprächspartner. Ihre Schülerinnen und 
Schüler hoffen, dass Sie auch mal „Nein“ sagen; selbst, 
wenn der Terminkalender noch einen Termin herge-
ben würde, und wünschen Ihnen, Ihrer Frau und Ihrer 
Familie für diese Balance in den kommenden Jahren 
von Herzen alles Gute. 
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OECD’s work on agricultural policy:  
A bridge between research and government* 

Die Arbeit der OECD zur Agrarpolitik:  
Eine Brücke zwischen Forschung und staatlicher Politikgestaltung 

Carmel Cahill 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, Paris, France 

 

Abstract* 

The role of the OECD in linking the research and 
policy communities is described as well as the pro-
cesses whereby OECD member countries scrutinize 
the work undertaken. A major project on decoupling 
of agricultural policy measures is used to illustrate 
the approaches and processes used. Attention is 
drawn to gaps in data or analysis, from the point of 
view of the needs of policy-makers. Areas of priority 
interest for policy research in the future are explored. 

Key words 

agricultural support; OECD; decoupling; agricultural 
policy; risk 

Zusammenfassung 

Dieser Artikel analysiert die Rolle der OECD in der 
Vermittlung zwischen Forschung und praktischer 
Agrarpolitik. Am Beispiel der Entkopplung der agrar-
politischen Stützung werden die analytischen Ansätze 
sowie Abstimmungsprozesse zwischen den Mitglied-
staaten in der OECD beschrieben. Aus der Sicht der 
praktischen Politikgestaltung werden Defizite der 
analytischen Ansätze sowie der verfügbaren Daten-
banken aufgezeigt und Prioritäten für die zukünftige 
Schwerpunktsetzung der Arbeit in der OECD disku-
tiert. 

Schlüsselwörter 

Agrarprotektion; Agrarstützung; OECD; Entkopplung; 
Agrarpolitik; Risiko 

                                                            
*  The views expressed here are those of the author and not those 

of the OECD or of its member governments. 

1  Introduction 

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD) is an institution that during its 
almost 50-year existence has metamorphosed from  
its first role in the implementation of the post-war  
Marshall Plan, to the cold war voice of capitalism and 
the market economy, to its role today as an inter-
governmental think tank whose mission is to foster 
growth and prosperity by advising governments on 
economic policy across a vast range of spheres from 
macroeconomic, to fiscal affairs, education, labor, 
trade, agriculture and many others. A key tool is ben-
chmarking – improving policy performance through 
comparison with other countries or other sectors. The 
OECD is uniquely positioned to do this through its 
networks of government officials that meet regularly 
at the OECD’s headquarters in Paris. 

2  The OECD – History and Role 

Throughout most of its history, the OECD has sought 
to assist governments in developing efficient and cost-
effective agricultural policies, and it continues to do 
so. That was not surprising in a world where the agri-
cultural sector accounted for a major share of GDP 
and employment. In today’s world though, the share 
of the agricultural sector in GDP and employment in 
the richest countries is very small. The continued em-
phasis on agriculture and agricultural policy is ex-
plained by several factors. The first is the per-
vasiveness of government intervention (OECD, 
2010a). The second relates to the importance of agri-
culture in emerging economies – several emerging 
economies have a huge potential as agricultural pro-
ducers and exporters. The world economic order is 
changing with the emergence of countries such as 
Brazil, China, India and others and this is no less true 
with respect to food and agriculture. It is important 
that dialogues with these countries be informed by an 



Copyright: www.gjae-online.de

GJAE 59 (2010), Supplement 
Perspectives on International Agricultural Policy – In Honor of the Retirement of Professor Stefan Tangermann 

11 

understanding of their interests and policies (OECD, 
2009a). Thirdly, reflection about the importance of 
agriculture and agricultural policy in the development 
process in poorer countries is once again center stage. 
The current impasse in the Doha Development Agen-
da, in part due to difficulties over market opening in 
agriculture, sums it up nicely. Finally, there is a per-
sistent and pervasive view among people and govern-
ments that agriculture is different. Different because 
food is essential to life and therefore something to 
which governments need to pay attention. This is 
more geo-politics and sovereignty than simple eco-
nomics. The agricultural sector is unusual because a 
large number of “relatively” small producers supply 
increasingly concentrated processing and distribution 
sectors. Moreover, the agricultural sector is also dif-
ferent because agriculture is not just a producer of 
food, but also a provider of non-market goods such as 
landscape, environmental quality, biodiversity and 
recreation – it is in many ways responsible for the 
shape of the world we live in and how we think about 
ourselves.  

3  Agriculture Policy Analysis at 
the OECD 

The OECD’s working methods are unique. For agri-
culture, a group of about 30 professional economists, 
supported by statisticians and research assistants, ser-
vice a system of committees and working parties. The 
analysis on which policy conclusions and recommen-
dations are founded is done in-house for the most part. 
In-house economists also draw on an extensive net-
work of researchers in academia and government in-
stitutions dedicated to policy research. In this way, the 
OECD forms a bridge between the research communi-
ty and the policy community. Policy-relevant results 
are harvested from research undertaken elsewhere and 
communicated in ways that are understandable to less 
technical and less economically focused audiences. 
There are several ways in which “bridging” occurs, 
including recruiting from academia, consulting and 
holding expert meetings and workshops, all of which 
facilitate this precious interaction. The information-
flow on the bridge is two-way. Sometimes the OECD 
launches reflection on a policy issue that is anticipated 
or is emerging as important. As theoretical or empiri-
cal gaps are uncovered, interest is triggered in acade-
mia. In recent years, this has been the case for work 
on topics such as multifunctionality and decoupling 
(OECD, 2001a; OECD, 2003; OECD, 2005a, 2005b). 

Papers and publications from the OECD are not 
subject to peer review in the sense that articles for 
scientific journals are. They are, however, subject to a 
different type of peer review – that of the scrutiny of 
the 131 member countries1 of the OECD (OECD, 
2008c; OECD, 2010c). Virtually all papers that are 
made public have been vetted and agreed upon by 
OECD committees – a unique process which other 
institutions do not use. This is particularly true of the 
most policy-relevant papers which contain guidelines, 
best practice or other types of policy recommenda-
tions. Member countries are not constrained to abide 
by these recommendations as they do not have the 
status of legally binding instruments. Rather, follow-
ing examination by member countries, the conclusions 
and recommendations have been judged to be suffi-
ciently and firmly based on evidence and analysis that 
even countries with very different policy positions can 
agree to their dissemination. In many ways, this is a 
strength which allows the Secretariat and member 
countries to remain within the bounds of evidence-
based advocacy when communicating the results of 
the OECD’s work. But this is also where political 
economy sometimes clashes with theoretical or ana-
lytical approaches. Occasionally a piece of work will 
be delayed or blocked, ostensibly for technical rea-
sons, but, in reality, because a country or countries are 
uncomfortable with the policy implications of the 
results. To avoid such outcomes, it is necessary for the 
OECD to ensure the greatest possible degree of scien-
tific rigor and empirical accuracy in the work to which 
member countries are asked to subscribe. This is a 
standard to which the OECD aspires in all aspects of 
the work.  

4  The Agriculture Tool Kit 

The OECD’s agriculture team maintains a number of 
research tools that constitute the basic tool-kit. The 
indicators of support and protection, the PSE, are the 
oldest and perhaps best known. From its earliest roots 
in the work of CORDEN (CORDEN, 1971), its concep-
tual development and first application by Professor 
TIM JOSLING for the FAO (JOSLING, 1973, 1975), and 
through several mutations, including a name change 
(from Producer Subsidy Equivalent to Producer Sup-
port Estimate), the PSE remains a core benchmark 
against which countries can measure their policy effort 

                                                            
1  Chile, Israel and Slovenia became members of the 

OECD in 2010. 



Copyright: www.gjae-online.de

GJAE 59 (2010), Supplement 
Perspectives on International Agricultural Policy – In Honor of the Retirement of Professor Stefan Tangermann 

12 

in terms of the transfers to farming that result from 
their policies. These indicators were first developed 
systematically at the OECD in the run-up to the Uru-
guay Round negotiations and although they were not 
directly built into the disciplines on agriculture, their 
influence in defining and designing the disciplines on 
domestic support was huge. As policies have evolved, 
so has the measure. The main change is the new em-
phasis on the composition of support. In the 1980s, 
more than 90% of the PSE was generated by price 
support and border protection. That number is now 
about 60%. The classification of measures within the 
PSE by implementation criteria which relate to the 
first incidence of the measures – not to their objec-
tives or effects – has been the key to these changes. 
This information is critical to analysts and modelers 
for whom the PSE is an input – the first stage in a 
process of understanding and quantifying the effect of 
agricultural policies on production, consumption, 
trade, incomes and welfare. Today, the PSE is calcu-
lated (along with a whole suite of derived measures 
and indicators) for all countries of the OECD (with 
the EU treated as a single entity) and for key non-
member economies, including Russia, China and Bra-
zil. Full documentation is available for free on the 
internet as well as a recently produced manual (OECD 
2009b and www.oecd.oeg/agriculture/pse). A time 
series from 1986 to 2009 is available. The OECD’s 
particular way of working and interacting with its 
members brings critical scrutiny to the numbers which 
are published annually.  

To better understand the effects of the policy set 
covered by the PSE, the OECD developed the PEM 
(Policy Evaluation Model). This is a particularly good 
example of the way the OECD tries to bridge the gap 
between research and policy makers. The PEM was 
inspired by policy models developed first by FLOYD 
and later refined and extended by GARDNER (FLOYD, 
1965; GARDNER, 1987; OECD, 2001b) and its main 
specificity is its explicit coverage of factor markets, 
especially land. Input from academic experts was 
sought and continues to be sought in the process of 
model maintenance and development through infor-
mal expert meetings.  

A key difference between an institution such as 
the OECD and a university faculty relates to the ca-
pacity to build and maintain quite costly analytical 
tools and databases. Perhaps only the OECD could 
have harnessed the resources to actually generate the 
PSEs and build the PEM for a significant number of 
countries and commodities as well as maintain both 

activities over a relatively long period. In its early 
days, the PEM was used to carry out policy experi-
ments relating to impacts of different policy measures, 
specified at a very generic level, on key variables such 
as production, income and welfare. From these expe-
riments, indicators of transfer efficiency and decoupling 
were derived. Currently the PEM has been extended to 
a larger group of countries and commodities and policy 
specificity has been greatly improved. The most recent 
applications to evaluating the impact of actual or pro-
posed policy reforms have been for the EU, Mexico, 
Korea and Japan. These recent applications are much 
more specific both with respect to the calibration of 
the model and the specification of the policy instru-
ments. As a result, these applications have hugely 
gained in their ability to capture the attention of policy-
makers (OECD, 2009c; OECD, 2008a; OECD, 2006a; 
OECD, 2004). 

The OECD also maintains the Aglink model 
which is now combined with the FAO’s COSIMO 
model to generate annual medium-term projections of 
global agricultural production, consumption, trade and 
prices (OECD/FAO, 2010b). These baseline projections 
form the basis for scenario analyses that allow the 
impact of shocks, such as changes in policy or in the 
macroeconomic environment, to be quantified. This 
capacity proved invaluable in the recent past. With the 
assistance of Aglink/Cosimo, the OECD was able to 
analyze factors which led to price hikes in 2008, to 
predict a rapid return to a more normal situation and 
to caution against panicky policy responses that could 
aggravate the situation (OECD, 2008b). Another out-
put from this long-term investment was a thoughtful 
contribution to the debate on the role of increased de-
mand for crops for the production of biofuels (OECD, 
2007a). 

In general, OECD tools and databases are available 
publicly. The underlying philosophy is that OECD 
research is essentially a public good produced with 
public money. Most data are therefore publicly available 
and protocols exist for the sharing of models, their 
data and parameters. This information, notably PSEs, 
PEM and the Aglink/Cosimo model, are used by sev-
eral member governments and by many university-
based researchers. These are the core tools which the 
OECD develops and maintains in-house. Other me-
thods and tools are used when a problem requires it 
and when resources permit. There is considerable in-
house capacity to use the Global Trade Analysis 
Project (GTAP). A combined GTAP-PEM model has 
allowed us to combine GTAP’s general equilibrium 
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approach with a much greater sectoral specificity. 
External researchers are asked to explore issues re-
quiring survey data. Thus, the OECD can tap into a 
large body of research and expertise which it could 
never hope to develop itself. Nevertheless, this remains 
a significant challenge as the interest of individual 
studies using survey data depends on their being suffi-
ciently representative to allow for some degree of 
generalization. To overcome this difficulty, the OECD 
has recently begun to develop a network of researchers 
engaged in the analysis of farm-level data. Through 
this, the OECD hopes to overcome some of the diffi-
culties associated with micro-analysis. The Network, 
composed mainly of researchers in government 
funded institutes, is currently tasked to look into the 
distribution of farm support among farms of different 
types, sizes and regions. By adopting a common ap-
proach to answering the same question, it is hoped 
that the Network will help overcome the difficulties 
that an institution such as the OECD would otherwise 
have in exploiting the richness of micro-data.  

Finally, there is sometimes no other way to shed 
light on an issue than by resorting to case studies. This 
too is a difficult area for an institution such as the 
OECD. Case studies have to be sufficiently representa-
tive and therefore sufficiently numerous to illustrate 
different aspects of the particular policy issue in ques-
tion and to allow for some degree of generalization. 
Isolated case studies are too easily dismissed by offi-
cials and policymakers who are convinced that they 
are not relevant to their own country or sector.  

The OECD is a forum in which governments can 
compare experiences and benchmark policy perfor-
mance. At several steps away from parliament or in-
ternational negotiations, the OECD is well placed to 
examine difficult policy issues before they become the 
subject of negotiation. Issues that are already contro-
versial or already subject to negotiation can be ex-
amined through an economic rather than a legal or 
political lens. Thus, the OECD’s work has often 
served to clarify and inform policymakers. The PSEs 
themselves are probably the most obvious example of 
a tool developed by the OECD which offers an eco-
nomic viewpoint to policymakers. Additionally, dur-
ing the past decade there has been important clarifying 
work on multifunctionality, decoupling and agri-
environmental policy (OECD, 2009d; OECD, 2005a, 
2005b, 2005c; OECD, 2003; OECD, 2001a). In the 
trade domain, new understanding has been developed 
of export competition (export credits and state trad-
ing), preferences, regional trade agreements, non-tariff 

measures and other topics (OECD, 2010d; OECD, 
2007b; OECD, 2006b). There has been a constant 
flow of information between the OECD and policy-
makers in all these areas, as people, ideas and me-
thods have been exchanged. Sometimes the OECD’s 
work has identified gaps that have been vigorously 
taken-up and pursued in academia. In other cases, the 
OECD has taken its cue from academia and the 
OECD’s value-added was to make the original work 
more relevant for policy as well as more easily com-
municated. The OECD can continue to have an influ-
ence only if this continuous information exchange 
continues. 

5  Decoupling 

Now we will demonstrate the OECD’s role and ap-
proach to agricultural policy questions by reviewing a 
study carried out at the OECD over a number of years 
on decoupling. This will serve to illustrate what I 
perceive as gaps in the OECDs’ approaches, but also 
as an object lesson in how to communicate with offi-
cials, policymakers and stakeholders. 

Central to the work on decoupling was a series of 
experiments with the PEM which involved comparing 
the impact on production from a change in support 
arising from different policy instruments, specified in 
a rather stylized way. Impacts were expressed relative 
to a benchmark which was the production effect of a 
change in market price support. This exercise produced 
a measure of the degree of decoupling. A hierarchy 
was established with variable input subsidies and 
market price support at the top of the hierarchy, fol-
lowed by area payments and historical entitlements. 
Overall market price support was found to be five 
times more production distorting than area payments, 
which, in turn, were found to be slightly more produc-
tion distorting than historical entitlement payments. 
Extensive sensitivity testing of key parameters – elasti-
cities of substitution as well as land supply, confirmed 
the robustness of the hierarchy over a wide range of 
possible values of the parameters. Basically, this ap-
proach (the early work covered crops only) predicted 
strong extensification effects (as slightly more land 
comes into production and yields fall sharply) from a 
switch between market price support and area pay-
ments. A strong endorsement of area payments as a 
decoupled policy instrument with much smaller pro-
duction and trade effects relative to the price supports 
they were replacing emerged from this work. 
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In the real world, there has not been a dramatic or 
even a discernible decrease in yields or production 
although growth in yields has slowed and patterns of 
production have changed. At the time this work was 
undertaken (and still perhaps), it was too early to em-
bark on empirical verification of what the model pre-
dicted – and doing so is a complex and difficult task 
even with a sufficiently long time series. It was de-
cided to investigate other channels through which 
policy instruments – that seem to be highly decoupled 
at the margin – might generate significant production 
effects. One of these channels was risk. A risk version 
of the PEM was developed to test the extent to which 
different policy instruments through their effects on 
risk, and under the assumption that farmers are risk 
averse, might have production and trade effects great-
er than those indicated by the initial experiments. It 
transpired that risk could indeed be a major determi-
nant of estimated impacts (OECD; 2005b).  

The experiments carried out with PEM involved 
marginal shifts between policy instruments. In the real 
world, and particularly in the EU, the actual policy 
change involved a large shift from one type of support 
to another. It was decided to investigate two related 
questions – does the initial level of support matter and 
does program size matter when investigating the im-
pact of a structural shift in policy? Analysis using 
PEM answered yes to both of these questions. 

Conditions associated with area payments require 
that the land to which the payment accrues should 
remain in agriculture and be maintained in good agri-
cultural condition. Current single area payments have 
similar requirements although specific areas of land 
may be disassociated from the payment and there is 
no obligation to produce on the land. It was thought 
important to investigate whether such provisions could 
influence the decision to produce and what to produce. 
We were able to do this only with respect to one farm-
level, sample dataset. The exercise, though illustrative 
in nature, demonstrated clearly that these provisions 
influence the decision to produce and what to produce 
in particular market settings. We also found that far-
mers’ expectations about future policy changes can 
affect the degree of decoupling of otherwise seemingly 
highly decoupled policy measures. Finally, the effect 
of more decoupled measures on investment behavior 
was also investigated. For this analysis we got mixed 
results, suggesting that such impacts are small. 

None of the additional factors investigated were 
found to be sufficiently strong to change the ranking 
of the degree of decoupling found in the initial expe-

riments. This was reassuring. The results remained 
consistent with what theory would suggest a priori; 
area and historical entitlement payments are less dis-
torting alternatives to price support or input subsidies. 
Nevertheless, it was not possible to be quite so cate-
gorical about the relative levels of the decoupling 
indicator. There was sufficient systematic and anecdotal 
evidence suggesting that caution is needed. The policy 
recommendations which emerged from the above find-
ings also reflected such caution. 

OECD member countries have very different 
views about agricultural policy and the appropriate 
level and type of intervention. Agricultural policy 
discussions at the OECD influence negotiations of 
disciplines on those same policy instruments at the 
WTO. The way in which the above investigation of 
decoupling was carried out reflects this context. Simi-
larly, the decision to approach work on multifunctio-
nality through the joint production angle was explicitly 
in response to the policy debate between countries 
asserting that production-linked support and border 
protection were needed and countries favoring more 
decoupled and targeted approaches. Work currently 
underway on non-tariff measures (NTM) using a cost-
benefit framework asks the question, “Which of a 
range of possible instruments is the least costly and 
least trade distorting way to achieve a given objec-
tive?” Defining the problem in this way avoids ques-
tioning the underlying motivation for policies and 
allows progress to be made despite the extreme sensi-
tivity of many countries concerning NTMs (OECD, 
2010d). More generally, the policy environment 
changes the way the question is formulated. To be 
relevant, it is necessary to include the ”ifs” and ”buts” 
expressed by skeptics, to challenge the assertions of 
the already convinced and – above all – to recognize 
the policy reality facing the countries sitting around 
the OECD table. 

6  What is Missing from the  
Agricultural Policy Analyst’s 
Tool Kit? 

What has been said to date attempts to illustrate the 
context in which the OECD’s policy work is carried 
out. Let me now turn to what I perceive as some im-
portant gaps in either our methods or data. The issues 
I will highlight may become important only when we 
try to cross the bridge and actually apply the theore-
tical and technical insights generated by researchers  
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to the real world, where agricultural policies are de-
signed and implemented.  

Let me begin with the question of parameter  
values. Every effort was made in the decoupling exer-
cise and in later applications of the PEM to obtain 
accurate parameter values. Academic consultants and 
experts in this field scoured the literature. Their find-
ings and the manipulation needed to express the re-
ported parameters in a form usable in the PEM were 
fully reported. The exercise has since been repeated to 
ensure that more recent estimations have not been 
overlooked. Sensitivity analysis has demonstrated that 
the model results are most sensitive to the values of 
the elasticities of substitution and to the land supply 
elasticity; however, the scarcity of estimates of these 
parameters is very striking. When we delve into the 
literature, we find mainly synthetic estimates or expert 
opinions. These estimates, of course, have value, but 
only if there are periodic reality checks in which the 
estimates are validated either against updated esti-
mates or with respect to their predicted impacts.  

There are several possible reasons why elastici-
ties are more often the result of informed opinion than 
of careful empirical research. As in all walks of life, 
there are trends which also holds true for research. 
Nevertheless, I prefer to think that the reason lies in 
real difficulties. We are dealing with a sector in which 
dramatic structural change has been occurring. There 
has also been a strong structural shift in policy away 
from administered prices as a prime determinant of 
production. Agricultural policy is subject to strong 
political economy forces and thus change is not al-
ways in consistent directions, which is seen, in partic-
ular, in the United States. Over time, the brake and 
accelerator are applied consecutively or even at the 
same time. In the European Union, farmers are free to 
respond to market signals, but at the same time re-
ceive per hectare payments that are conditional on 
keeping agricultural land in agriculture and in good 
agricultural condition, even if nothing is produced 
from this land in a given year. When production oc-
curs, it is regulated by environmental, quality, safety 
and other conditions. Incentives are now focused on 
land and not on production. Yet, do farmers really 
believe that if they cease to produce they will continue 
to collect payments in the long-term? Moreover, land 
markets are in many cases heavily regulated and it is 
not a simple matter of deciding to buy, sell, rent or 
lease land. 

It is considered by some in the agricultural eco-
nomics profession that in the presence of policy 

instruments that do not require production, the only 
relevant question relates to the labor/leisure trade-off 
which is investigated with household models. This is 
equivalent to saying that payments based on historical 
entitlements are the same as textbook, lump sum 
payments. Given the persistence of current conditions 
on payments, that land to be kept available for produc-
tion and in good agricultural condition the exclusion 
of certain production choices – not to mention more 
complex aspects related to expectations and risk – this 
seems like quite a leap. It is my belief that we have 
skipped a step somewhere between models that 
represent commodities and those that represent only 
labor/leisure trade-offs. In a world where policy in-
centives are largely neutral in terms of which com-
modity to produce, commodity models are less rele-
vant for investigating policy issues, but , we are still 
not very good at understanding the complex decision 
frameworks in which farmers operate and which lead 
to decisions to exit or expand and to produce or not in 
a given year. 

7  Objective Setting 

Although economists sometimes profess interest in 
allocative efficiency only, cost (in the budgetary or  
consumer tax sense) is important to policymakers  
and citizens. It matters who pays and who benefits 
from policy interventions. There are many competing 
claims on the public purse. It is therefore incumbent 
on those who advise on public policy to strive for  
cost effectiveness and distributive fairness. Best poli-
cy practice determines that to meet these criteria of 
cost effectiveness and distributive fairness in policy 
implementation, there must be a constant process of 
evaluation of policy instruments against stated objec-
tives. The first step in any such process must be a 
clear statement of the objectives and a quantified and 
verifiable expression of these objectives in terms of 
the target of the policy measure. Without clear objec-
tives and quantifiable targets, an evaluation of policy 
is not possible. The extent to which agricultural policy 
continues to be made in a vacuum is remarkable, with 
no clear statement or definition of the objectives or of 
the intended beneficiaries. Let me provide a few ex-
amples that persistently arise in agricultural policy 
processes. 

The first example relates to agricultural incomes. 
Despite the shift to more emphasis on environmental, 
quality and safety objectives, policymakers clearly 
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believe that support to agriculture is needed because 
without it, farm families would experience serious 
income problems. Yet, a large number of OECD  
governments do not collect the information needed to 
assess the income situation of farm families. This is 
particularly the case, but not exclusively, in relation to 
farming households’ non-farming sources of income. 
In many countries such data are absent, hopelessly out 
of date or hopelessly incomplete. This is an issue 
which commentators often refer to – it has been 
pointed out by the EC Court of Auditors, for example. 
Any case, a situation persists whereby a large amount 
of public money is transferred from one segment of 
society to another with virtually none of the checks 
and scrutiny applied to income support granted to 
other segments of society. In this way a highly skewed 
distribution of support – based on current or past pro-
duction or land holding – occurs that is unlikely to be 
in line with any explicit societal consensus about the 
type of redistribution that is appropriate. Moreover, to 
the extent that the system raises the income of farm 
households that are already at or above societal 
norms, such policies are wasteful. A properly targeted 
approach which starts with a clear definition of the 
problem and identification of those affected by it 
would be much less costly in budgetary terms (OECD, 
2006c; OECD, 2007c).  

Another example of a poorly defined objective 
relates to rural development. In many countries, poli-
cymakers cite rural development objectives as a major 
reason for general as well as some specific agricultur-
al policy interventions which provide support and 
protection to agricultural production. Yet, rural deve-
lopment is largely undefined, as is the contribution 
that agriculture is supposed to make to it. It is af-
firmed that agriculture is the core of the rural econo-
my and a major source of employment despite evi-
dence to the contrary in all but a few exceptional  
regions of the OECD. It is often simply assumed that 
measures which keep people and land in farming are 
good for rural development but neither hypothesis is 
tested. We do not know if the measures in question 
keep agriculture in rural areas, or, if they do, if that is 
a good thing for rural development. Finally, in the 
whole area of positive and negative externalities of 
agricultural production there are severe gaps in the 
necessary evidence base to make sure that policies are 
targeted where they are needed and tailored to identi-
fied needs, yet externalities are often cited as the rai-
son d’être for particular measures. Such policies are 
rarely subject to tough design and performance tests to 

ensure efficiency, effectiveness and minimum cost to 
taxpayers. 

8  Monitoring and Evaluating Agri-
cultural Policy Performance 

This brings me to the more general issue of perfor-
mance evaluation. Clearly, those wishing to evaluate 
policy performance will be hampered by the absence 
of operational, quantifiable, and verifiable objectives 
or targets; however, there are other explanations as to 
why agricultural program evaluation often falls short 
of what would be considered best practice in other 
areas of public policy. One explanation relates to the 
cost of undertaking such evaluations among a client 
group that remains highly atomized in many countries. 
Another explanation is a reluctance to impose an un-
duly heavy administrative burden on small businesses 
already subject to complex reporting under food safe-
ty and environmental regulations. Nevertheless, in my 
opinion there is unused potential for governments to 
design program implementation in a way that gene-
rates data needed to undertake assessment and evalua-
tion. For example, in not requiring farmers who re-
ceive the EU’s single farm payment to report on their 
production choices, a rare opportunity to empirically 
study the effects of decoupling of a policy instrument 
has been lost. Furthermore, we have not taken advan-
tage of an opportunity to adjust the policy instrument, 
if needed, in the light of its objectives and outcomes. 
To improve policy evaluation in agriculture we need 
an institutional and cultural shift. Once these occur, 
the task of building in incentives to reveal the needed 
information or making program eligibility conditional 
on supplying the information will be much easier. 

9  Future Challenges 

The emergence of countries such as India, China, Brazil 
and Indonesia with enormous production or consump-
tion potential, anticipated demographic trends that 
will likely bring the world population to more than 9 
billion by 2050, emerging resource scarcities affecting 
land and water, and the as yet unknown effects of 
climate change will together determine the future of 
the global food and agricultural system (OECD, 2009f; 
OECD, 2008c; OECD, 2005d). As a result of the 
2008/09 financial crisis, budget pressures have inten-
sified in many OECD countries. Defining policy 
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frameworks and settings that will be most conducive 
to achieving food security under these circumstances 
will be a challenge. The OECD will continue to assist 
governments in defining the appropriate roles of mar-
kets and policies in a world that is in constant muta-
tion. To accomplish this, the OECD will need to be 
increasingly inclusive by involving emerging and 
developing countries as well as producers and con-
sumers in its deliberations and becoming increasingly 
multi-disciplinary through the involvement of scien-
tists, lawyers and others. Moreover, political economy 
and institutional factors will have to be explicitly tak-
en on board. 

The past few years have been tumultuous in agri-
cultural markets. A combination of market, policy and 
weather-related events caused commodity prices to 
soar during 2008, which put severe pressure on con-
sumers, especially poor consumers. The global reces-
sion which followed added to consumers’ difficulties. 
When agricultural prices fell again in 2009, it was the 
turn of producers to feel disgruntled. The agricultural 
policy debate has since been dominated by questions 
about the appropriate response to extreme volatility, 
amidst a general assertion that volatility in coming 
years is likely to be greater (and implicitly more ex-
treme) than in the past. Faced with the danger of a 
return to policy mechanisms that, in the past, proved 
to be inefficient, disruptive and very costly, the OECD 
and other institutions advising governments on agri-
cultural policy could have an important role to play. 
This role could range from clarifying the evidence 
base to defining the policy problem and appropriate 
solutions. Questions such as: has volatility increased 
and why? What factors will determine future volatili-
ty? What level of volatility is “normal”? What consti-
tutes abnormal volatility and in what circumstances is 
public policy intervention needed? Why is the focus 
almost exclusively on price volatility and on produc-
ers when it is poor consumers that suffer most in the 
upswings and poor producers in the downswings? 
Why is the focus on prices when it is producer in-
comes that determine their well-being and their capac-
ity to invest? How can policies be designed to avoid 
crowding out individual responsibility and market 
instruments as well as recognize the complex interre-
lationships between different types of risks and differ-
ent types of strategies in response? How can policy 
choices favoring producers to the detriment of con-
sumers, and vice-versa, be avoided? The OECD is 
currently examining these questions and with its ca-
pacity to bring applied economic analysis directly to 

governments, it stands ready to assist in the search for 
appropriate policy solutions in this difficult context 
(OECD, 2009e). 
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Abstract 

The GATT gave special treatment to agriculture by 
allowing quantitative import restrictions when domes-
tic output was also controlled, and made an exception 
to the ban on export subsidies by allowing them for 
primary products, subject to somewhat weak and im-
precise conditions. Both were concessions to the op-
eration of domestic farm policies in developed coun-
tries, primarily the US and the UK and later Canada 
and the EU, and full advantage was taken of these 
legal exceptions. Subsidies in general had been 
treated leniently in the GATT with merely the obliga-
tion to notify if they impacted upon exports. Domestic 
subsidies for agricultural products had significant 
impacts on both imports and exports and were seen to 
be a significant part of the trade problem, but operat-
ed under minimal constraints. So the exceptional 
treatment of agriculture in the GATT had led to a 
dysfunctional trade regime. 

The Uruguay Round faced up to the inchoate 
conditions on world markets and the deterioration of 
trade relations that these exclusions allowed. The 
Agreement on Agriculture (URAA) specifically banned 
quantitative restrictions on imports, except those in-
troduced to guarantee access and banned new export 
subsidies, capping and reducing existing expenditures 
on the programs and the volumes that could be subsi-
dized. Domestic subsidies that were deemed to be 
most trade-distorting were capped and modestly re-
duced. The Doha Round would, if completed, elimi-
nate export subsidies, severely limit the ability to pro-
vide trade-distorting support, and reduce the bound 
tariffs by a considerable extent. 

The URAA was negotiated at a time when the US 
and the EU were the main players in the agricultural 
policy space and it represented a way of disciplining 
trade to avoid conflicts and reduce protection. Do-
mestic policies were reformed in a way that was con-
sistent with the URAA constraints. If the Doha Round 
is successful, most of the special provisions for agri-

culture will no longer be needed. But at that stage the 
URAA may inadvertently hamper the process of de-
veloping trade rules that meet new challenges. 

Key words 

WTO; GATT; agricultural trade; exceptionalism; 
normalism 

Zusammenfassung 

Der Agrarsektor erfuhr im GATT eine Sonderbehand-
lung, indem quantitative Einfuhrbeschränkungen im 
Falle der Beschränkung der heimischen Produktion 
erlaubt wurden. Zudem wurde der Agrarsektor vom 
Verbot für Exportsubventionen ausgenommen: Sie 
wurden für Primärprodukte unter relativ schwachen 
und unpräzisen Bedingungen erlaubt. Dies waren 
Zugeständnisse an die Gestaltungsmöglichkeiten in-
ländischer Agrarpolitik in Industrieländern, und die 
rechtlichen Ausnahmeregelungen wurden vor allem 
von den USA und dem Vereinigten Königreich, später 
auch von Kanada und der EU, intensiv genutzt. Sub-
ventionen wurden im GATT im Allgemeinen nachsich-
tig behandelt: Es bestand lediglich eine Notifikations-
pflicht, wenn sie sich auf die Exporte auswirkten. In-
ländische Subventionen für Agrarprodukte hatten 
allerdings häufig starke Auswirkungen auf den  
Außenhandel, dennoch gab es kaum Beschränkungen 
für ihren Einsatz. Somit resultierte die Sonderbehand-
lung des Agrarsektors im GATT in einem weitgehend 
dysfunktionalen Handelsregime. 

Die Uruguay-Runde beendete die weitgehende 
Regelungsfreiheit des Weltagrarhandels. Mengenbe-
schränkungen auf Importe wurden im Agrarabkom-
men (URAA) von wenigen Ausnahmen abgesehen 
ausdrücklich verboten. Für die Ausgaben für Export-
subventionen sowie die subventionierten Exportmen-
gen wurden Obergrenzen eingeführt und sukzessive 
reduziert. Die am stärksten handelsverzerrenden in-
ländischen Subventionen wurden ebenfalls beschränkt 
und reduziert. Im Falle eines Abschlusses der laufen-
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den Doha-Runde würden Exportsubventionen ganz 
unterbunden, die Möglichkeiten für handelsverzerren-
de inländische Subventionen stark eingeschränkt und 
die gebundenen Zollsätze erheblich abgesenkt. 

Das URAA wurde zu einer Zeit verhandelt, zu der 
die USA und die EU die wichtigsten Akteure in der 
agrarpolitischen Landschaft darstellten. Es eröffnete 
die Möglichkeit, Außenhandel zu regeln, um Konflikte 
zu vermeiden und den Außenschutz zu verringern. 
Inländische Politiken wurden gemäß den Beschrän-
kungen des URAA reformiert. Wenn die Doha-Runde 
erfolgreich ist, werden die meisten der Sonderbestim-
mungen des URAA für die Landwirtschaft nicht mehr 
gebraucht werden. An diesem Punkt könnte das URAA 
unbeabsichtigt die Entwicklung von Handelsregelun-
gen, die den neuen Herausforderungen gerecht wür-
den, behindern. Viele der Bestimmungen des URAA 
waren als Übergangsregeln wichtig, es stellt sich aber 
die Frage, an welchem Punkt wir uns vom URAA  
lösen sollten und welches Regelwerk wir stattdessen 
brauchen. 

Schlüsselwörter 

WTO; GATT; Agrarhandel; Sonderstellung 

1  Introduction 

Agriculture has, in almost all multilateral, bilateral or 
regional trade agreements, been accorded special 
treatment. This exceptional treatment reflects a num-
ber of factors, most of which can be traced back to the 
special attention afforded by developed country gov-
ernments to their farming sectors in the post-war pe-
riod. This attention had been manifested by substantial 
tariff protection for many staple commodities and by 
price supports implemented by the state in buying up, 
storing and often exporting surplus products with sub-
sidies. In many cases the state became the main buyer 
of farm commodities: in all cases governments set up 
specific departments and agencies to assist, regulate 
and oversee the agricultural and food sectors. This 
special treatment reflected a range of concerns of an 
economic, political and social nature, all embedded in 
historical narratives, that open markets could not be 
trusted in the agricultural and food sectors. Agricul-
ture was seen as somehow “different”.1 

                                                            
1  It should be said that in historical terms agriculture has 

been treated rather badly by governments, who have 
seen the sector as backward and a source of labor and 
troops rather than a pillar of the economy. The wool 

Perhaps the most striking example of exceptional 
treatment in trade agreements emerged from the  
Uruguay Round of negotiations under the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). The Marra-
kesh Treaty setting up the World Trade Organization 
(WTO) contained an Agreement on Agriculture 
(URAA) that established detailed rules for domestic 
farm support policies as well as for import tariffs and 
export subsidies. No other sector of goods trade, with 
the temporary exception of textiles, has its own set of 
rules in the WTO.2 The URAA was arguably neces-
sary as a way of disciplining the exceptional treatment 
of agriculture in developed countries. To the extent 
that it has succeeded it is reasonable to raise the ques-
tion of whether or not it is still needed. In any case the 
future of the special treatment of agriculture in the 
WTO hinges on the way in which the URAA develops 
over the next decade or two. 

Exceptionalism in trade rules and high protection 
go together. Limited market access will tend to make 
the application of trade rules to the sector more prob-
lematic. And if the high protection itself is a reflection 
of the political importance of the sector then the same 
forces that maintain the favored position at home will 
make sure that it is not undermined by trade agree-
ments abroad. It follows that reducing the degree of 
exceptionalism in trade rules can only be attempted 
after some degree of “reform” in domestic policies.3 
This domestic reform allows for the negotiation of 
lower tariff barriers that in turn constrain the scope for 
trade-distorting subsidies at home. Once protection 
levels at the border have come down sufficiently, and 
a modest safeguard system together with some form 
of direct payments or income insurance has been in-
troduced, the threat to domestic producers from im-

                                                                                                   
trade in Western Europe was a counter-case, where wealth 
and prestige was based on an agricultural product. Assis-
tance to agriculture (as opposed to status for landowners) 
appears to be a late nineteenth century phenomenon. 

2  The Agreement on Textiles and Clothing (ATC), also a 
part of the Uruguay Round outcome, established the 
conditions for phasing out textile quotas and hence for 
its own demise.  

3  The term “reform” is of course context-sensitive. In this 
paper it will be used in its post-1985 sense of changes to 
domestic agricultural policies that emphasize protection 
by modest tariffs at the border and the move away from 
heavy intervention by governments on the domestic 
market to stabilize and raise prices. It commonly is as-
sociated with the introduction of direct payments tar-
geted at the farm household as compensation for reduc-
ing policy prices. In this context, such reform makes it 
easier to “reform” the trade rules as discussed below. 
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ports should be significantly reduced. Trade agree-
ments can then be negotiated on the traditional basis 
of a balance of interests and an exchange of conces-
sions without blocking threats from sectors deter-
mined to hang on to their border protection.  

This progression was indeed at the root of the 
URAA. In the decade from the mid 1980s to the mid 
1990s it appeared that several developed countries 
(and many developing countries) were moving down 
the path to domestic policy reform. The depressed 
state of world markets for agricultural products was 
causing budget problems for both the EU and the US: 
dumping surpluses onto the world market exacerbated 
the situation and led to many irritating trade conflicts. 
Latin American countries had begun to reduce their 
own level of protection as a part of structural adjust-
ment programs. New Zealand and Australia began to 
implement reforms that essentially reduced the need 
for agricultural protection by lowering the manufac-
turing tariffs that were adding to farmers’ costs. Only 
Japan and a handful of non-EU countries in Western 
Europe held on to the high levels of protection and 
resisted reform. So the concord between the EU and 
the US at Blair House in November 1993 represented 
an agreement to go ahead with significant restraints on 
domestic programs in the Uruguay Round, made poss-
ible by reforms undertaken or contemplated in Brus-
sels and Washington. 

Today the situation is very different. The US and 
the EU are much closer together, both in terms of the 
style of farm programs and their aspirations for global 
trade rules. The EU has dramatically changed its poli-
cy and moved to the type of “tariffs and decoupled 
subsidy” regime that fits in well with the URAA, 
though still under an umbrella of high tariffs. The US 
took two steps forward in the 1996 Farm Bill by ab-
andoning market intervention and decoupling some 
payments but took one step back in 2002 when some 
price-triggered support was reintroduced and another 
step sideways in 2008, with the perpetuation of the 
2002 programs but with a tentative introduction of a 
whole-farm insurance option for arable farmers.  

But the biggest difference has been that the range 
of countries that have taken an active interest in agri-
culture rules in the WTO has widened. The rise of the 
influence of developing countries, and in particular 
the emerging trade powers of Brazil, China and India, 
in the direction of the trade system has already had 
profound implications. These countries have an active 
interest in agricultural trade and have policies that are 
somewhat different from those of the EU and the US. 
An US-EU deal no longer is a sufficient condition for 

closing the Doha Round: indeed it was just such a deal 
that in August 2003 sparked off the creation of the 
(agricultural) G-20 and led to the deadlock in the ne-
gotiations at the Cancun Ministerial. The implications 
of the change in the balance of influence in the WTO 
are already being felt. An agricultural component in 
the Doha Round will have to be supportive of the 
aspirations and sensitivities of developing and emerg-
ing economies. The historical background to “excep-
tionalism” may be less relevant.  

This paper provides some reflections on the crea-
tion of the URAA as the emblem of exceptional 
treatment of agriculture in the trade system and on its 
future. On the one hand it did bring agriculture expli-
citly within the disciplines of the WTO. But it did so 
in a way that may well make it more difficult in the 
future to remove the special provisions and achieve 
full integration of agriculture in the trade system. So 
the question that one must ask is whether the URAA 
is still fulfilling its purpose of bringing discipline to 
agricultural trade? Or was it useful in a limited period 
when new rules were needed to extricate the trade 
system from the cul-de-sac of the prevailing tensions 
over EU and US farm policies? What relevance has 
the URAA to the current agricultural and food trade 
system? How suited is the URAA to the issues facing 
developing countries? Would it be better to work to-
wards its removal, much as the ATC engineered its 
own demise? 

2  Exceptionalism in the GATT 

It was of course no accident that the GATT, the 
somewhat shaky pillar of the post-war expansion of 
trade, reflected the ideas of the time on the way on 
which trade rules interacted with domestic policy con-
cerns in the area of agriculture. The backdrop was the 
way in which governments in the developed countries 
viewed their role in the regulation and promotion of 
domestic production. The rules governing agriculture 
in the GATT, and later the WTO, have deep roots in 
domestic farm policy. 

2.1  The Domestic Roots of  
Exceptionalism 

The special treatment of agriculture within the post-
war trading system clearly owes its place to the politi-
cal sensitivities of the sector in the major countries of 
Western Europe and North America. Several scholars 
have examined the historical development of agri-
cultural trade policies in Nineteenth Century Europe 



Copyright: www.gjae-online.de

GJAE 59 (2010), Supplement 
Perspectives on International Agricultural Policy – In Honor of the Retirement of Professor Stefan Tangermann 

22 

and noted the emergence of high levels of protection 
at certain times of economic stress (TRACY, 1964; 
SWINNEN, 2010). The opening up of the agricultural 
markets in the last half of that Century was followed 
in the 1880s by a flood of imports from the New 
World and Australia as well as from Russia. A wide-
spread agricultural depression in Europe led to severe 
restrictions on trade. Ideas of the need to protect do-
mestic farmers spread across Western Europe. Jules 
Méline in France and Otto von Bismarck in Germany 
influenced not only tariff policy but also established a 
philosophical tradition that has been the inspiration of 
autarkic agricultural strategies to this day. 

The US has also undergone periods of protectio-
nism where agricultural imports have been sharply 
restricted to aid domestic producers, but as an expor-
ter of temperate zone products it has generally sup-
ported open markets. This began to change in 1929 
when a legislative attempt to protect farmers from 
falling prices escalated into a sweeping across-the-
board tariff increase for all products - the infamous 
Smoot-Hawley tariff of 1930 (IRWIN et al., 2008: 6). 
Later in the 1930s, policies were developed to boost 
rural incomes through control of supplies, both do-
mestic and foreign, and agricultural trade policy be-
came a tool of market management. These develop-
ments led to powerful coalitions in Congress and a 
close relationship between commodity producers, 
program administrators and rural politicians – the so-
called “iron triangle” (GOLDSTEIN, 1993). Though 
certain political ideologies favor agriculture, one has 
to conclude that agricultural exceptionalism in the US 
is more the product of strong regional interests in the 
maintenance of support “entitlements” than a general 
feeling that agriculture is the backbone of the state 
and the economy. 

The ideational roots of obsessive domestic sup-
port for agriculture are explored in a recent book by 
DAUGBJERG and SWINBANK (2009). The phrase 
“agricultural exceptionalism” and its relative “agra-
rian fundamentalism” are used in political science to 
indicate the notion that the agricultural sector has 
some particular characteristics that set it apart. It has 
been identified as one of the factors behind prevalence 
of the “State Assisted Paradigm” for the sector, which 
characterized the policy set in most industrial coun-
tries for much of the Twentieth Century. But perhaps 
as important as the ideational nature of the exceptional 
treatment was the institutional manifestation of these 
notions. The formation of ministries of agriculture in 
the 1930s and 1940s is an important part of the story. 

Ministries also collect and disseminate information 
about the sector. Many entered into a corporatist rela-
tionship with farm groups. These factors virtually en-
sured that international negotiations on agricultural 
trade rules would be difficult and confrontational. 
This was the background to the treatment of agricul-
tural trade in the GATT. 

2.2  Agriculture’s Place in the  
Early Stages of the GATT 

The history of the special treatment of agriculture 
within the GATT has been told in detail elsewhere 
(JOSLING et al., 1996). The treatment of agriculture in 
the GATT reflects the place of the sector in domestic 
politics in the early post-war period. Discussions 
about the post-war trade system can be traced to the 
US/UK talks in 1942 on the Lend-Lease program and 
the Atlantic Charter (IRWIN et al., 2008). At first it 
seemed that agricultural trade might be treated in a 
similar manner to trade in manufactures in the post-
war economic framework, a position initially taken by 
the UK. But this proved too controversial. The level 
of government involvement precluded that action. The 
US had introduced price supports for main farm prod-
ucts in 1933, and linked these to quantitative restric-
tions. Open markets for imports seemed impossible 
under such conditions. And the enthusiasm of the UK 
was ambiguous. By 1944 they abandoned the notion 
of a full integration and instead proposed a plan for a 
multilateral convention on trade in food products that 
would be appended to the convention on commercial 
policy (IRWIN et al., 2008: 53). They argued that con-
trol over food imports would likely be needed in the 
post-war economy: besides the UK had an empire that 
supplied it with foodstuffs, so lower tariffs on imports 
from other countries would have reduced the degree 
of preference that the Commonwealth enjoyed rather 
than lowering domestic prices. Even Canada, with a 
predominantly export-oriented agriculture, had begun 
building a raft of parastatal marketing agencies and 
was not willing to see their effectiveness reduced. So 
the architects of the GATT decided to avoid contro-
versy and introduce special treatment for agriculture. 

Besides an unwillingness to challenge the emerg-
ing domestic farm programs of the framers of the 
GATT, another theme runs through the discussions of 
the period. The main agricultural problems revolved 
around commodities, so it was “obvious” that the so-
lutions lay in coordinated intervention in commodity 
markets. Though only two international commodity 
agreements existed at the time of the GATT (for 
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wheat and sugar) the negotiators went out of their way 
to leave the door open for this type of market man-
agement. One prominent supporter of international 
commodity agreements was John Maynard Keynes, 
who considered a system for commodity price stabili-
zation to be an important part of the emerging archi-
tecture for the post-war economy. The enthusiasm for 
commodity price stabilization schemes continued 
through the 1970s, and could well return under condi-
tions of uncertainty. 

2.3  GATT Rules and  
the Articles XI and XVI 

How did drafters of the GATT resolve the issue of 
countries wanting to keep autonomy for their domes-
tic policies? The General Agreement on Tariffs and 
trade (GATT) does not in general differentiate trade 
rules by sector or product group.4 The GATT referred 
to all goods trade and thus included agriculture.5 Agri-
cultural goods are also not defined in the GATT, but 
special provisions for agricultural or fisheries prod-
ucts, primary products and commodities are found in 
several places (TANGERMANN, 2002). These specific 
provisions each act in the direction of giving domestic 
farm policies more scope than those in other sectors of 
the economy.  

This “GATT Exceptionalism” is centered on two 
articles: those dealing with import quotas and export 
subsidies.6 In addition, the issue of commodity agree-
ments is addressed in the GATT text, though not as 
fully as in the stillborn Havana Treaty. Import quotas 
are restricted by Article XI (General Elimination of 
Quantitative Restrictions) to certain specified cir-
cumstances. One of those circumstances relates to 
cases where agricultural programs restrict domestic 
supply: their effectiveness is clearly enhanced if  

                                                            
4  There is one exception to this generalization: GATT 

Article IV is entitled “Special Provisions Relating to Ci-
nematograph Films”. 

5  This point was emphasized by HUDEC (1998) who was 
correcting the misapprehension that agriculture was not 
fully included in the GATT rules. 

6  The significance of Article XX (General Exceptions) to 
agriculture has long been recognized: import restrictions 
are allowed in support of certain policy objectives, in-
cluding avoiding threats to human, plant and animal 
health. Health and safety regulations commonly in-
crease the cost of trading agricultural and food products 
and exporters have suspected that they are on occasions 
used to protect domestic producers. But for convenience 
this Article is not discussed here as it is not strictly a 
part of agricultural exceptionalism.  

imports can be quantitatively controlled as well. Ar-
ticle XI:2(c)(i) allows quotas to be applied to imports  
under those conditions, a concession not provided for 
other sectors in which similar conditions might apply.  
HUDEC (1998) notes that this “exception” did not in 
fact prove so easy as might be imagined for importers 
to implement in a way that stood the test of a chal-
lenge. The frustrated exporters facing such quotas 
brought disputes to the GATT Council charging the 
importers with improper use of this article. But in all 
sixteen such cases the panels involved found that the 
importers’ use of Article XI as a defense was inad-
equate (TANGERMANN, 2002: 259). This GATT ar-
ticle does not seem to have been particularly helpful 
in regulating quantitative restrictions on imports. In 
any case, much of the controversy over Article XI was 
sidelined when the US requested and was granted a 
waiver in 1955 that allowed that country to use quotas 
in defense of domestic programs even when those 
programs did not control production. After that, coun-
tries felt less pressure to respect either the letter or 
spirit of Article XI. 

The emergence of the European Economic Com-
munity (EEC, later the EC and then the EU) in the late 
1950s posed a different problem: the CAP import 
regime for cereals and (mutatis mutandis) for other 
products had chosen a variable levy rather than a fixed 
tariff or a quota to protect against low priced imports. 
Though effective for avoiding the impacts of low and 
fluctuating world prices it was resented by exporters 
as undermining price competition in the EEC market. 
The clarification of the status of the “grey area measure” 
was never fully resolved, and it continued to be a 
point of contention until elimination of such variable 
levies in the URAA.  

Export subsidies had begun to be used in agricul-
tural markets early in the post-war period, and were 
considered necessary as a way of relieving pressure on 
domestic markets. The restraints on export subsidies 
(and domestic subsidies that might increase exports) 
in the GATT Article XVI were initially weak: essen-
tially obliging countries to notify other countries that 
may be affected (BARTON et al., 2008). A stronger 
version was introduced in 1955 that banned export 
subsidies for all but primary goods. For these products 
the provisions are more lenient, obliging notification 
as before but adding a requirement that subsidizing 
countries should not capture more than an equitable 
share of the market. This infamous Article XVI:3 
proved impossible to implement, and an attempt to 
supplement it in the Tokyo Round with an explicit 
Subsidies Code did little to help. As with challenges 
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to Article XI, sixteen cases were brought, but only one 
panel actually found a country in violation of Article 
XVI. As TANGERMANN (2002) concludes, of the two 
special exemptions, that relating to export subsidies 
for primary products proved the more important from 
the point of view of giving legal coverage for agricul-
tural policies.  

3  Exceptionalism in the WTO 

The exceptional treatment of agriculture in the GATT 
figured prominently in the discussions that lead up to 
the Uruguay Round, as well as becoming a major 
issue in the Round itself and in the URAA that 
emerged from the negotiations. The question that has 
persisted since that time is whether the URAA was a 
necessary step in the incorporation of agriculture fully 
in the provisions of the GATT? Or did it, by setting up 
a parallel system of agricultural rules that can occa-
sionally differ from those for manufactured goods, 
perpetuate special treatment? 

3.1  Agriculture and the Uruguay Round 

The “Waterloo” for the agricultural exceptionalist 
argument came in 1986, at the start of the Uruguay 
Round. Prior to that time the EU had been insisting 
that the issue of domestic policies could not form a 
part of the negotiations. It was a key intervention by 
some small countries like Colombia and Switzerland 
(the “Café-au-lait group”) that resolved the issue. The 
result was the inclusion of some ambitious objectives 
in the Punta del Este Declaration (GATT, 1986) that 
launched the Round but these were set in the context 
of an exceptionalist framework. Agriculture was to be 
included though in its own negotiating group. More 
importantly, domestic agricultural policies were for 
the first time to be part of the agenda for the Round. 
The final outcome needed the agreement on all groups 
as a package (the Single Undertaking) to allow for 
trade-offs among sectors.7  

                                                            
7
  DAUGBJERG and SWINBANK (2009) argue that the Sin-

gle Undertaking was needed to allow the EU to partici-
pate actively, as it knew that within the agricultural talks 
it would be on the defensive. Success in other areas of 
trade would be needed for the EU Commission to agree 
to any concessions on agriculture. Later the Single Under-
taking served a different task by obliging the developing 
countries to sign on to the whole UR package or be left 
on the roadside. 

The Agricultural Negotiating Group had plenty 
of ideas and analysis on which to build. The GATT 
had set up a Committee on Trade in Agriculture in 
1982. The OECD had followed suit with a Committee 
on Trade and Agriculture, which mandated its Secre-
tariat to explore ways of reconciling domestic farm 
policies with more open trade rules. The GATT 
Committee on Agriculture produced a detailed report 
that included, among other things, that a conversion of 
non-tariff barriers to tariffs would be a constructive 
move. The OECD showed that it was possible to de-
velop quantitative indicators of domestic support 
along with market access and export subsidies. Initial 
proposals for the Uruguay Round talks on agriculture 
explored the idea of using such a comprehensive indi-
cator to act as a basis for support reductions. This 
would indeed have been a radical departure and would 
have reinforced the separate nature of agriculture  
– unless the notion was extended to other sectors 
where domestic market interventions were prevalent. 
By 1988 the idea of a comprehensive indicator was 
abandoned in favor of having separate obligations on 
three elements: market access; export competition and 
domestic support. What we know as the URAA 
emerged from a 1990 “Chairman’s Draft” and the 1991 
“Dunkel Draft”. The comprehensive measure had been 
reduced to a way of calculating the amount of trade-
distorting domestic support.  

The URAA proved to be a watershed in the history 
of agricultural trade and domestic policy. DAUGBJERG 
and SWINBANK (2009) consider it the end of agricul-
tural exceptionalism for practical purposes. They ar-
gue that this historical perception was replaced by a 
new idea that they call “agricultural normalism”, the 
notion that agriculture can be covered by the same 
trade rules as other goods. The Agreement in effect 
cemented the shift in domestic policies from the State 
Assisted paradigm to a Market Liberal paradigm, as 
appeared to have been gaining ground in the period 
after 1985 (SKOGSTAD, 2008). Indeed, it was the 
MACSHARRY reform of the CAP (lowering support 
prices and paying compensation payments unrelated 
to production) that allowed the EU to conclude a deal 
with the US at Blair House that limited export subsi-
dies and put domestic support into colored boxes. 

It is unquestionable that the URAA made a re-
markable stride toward bringing agricultural trade 
more explicitly under GATT rules. New rules were 
added and reductions in trade barriers and distortions 
were agreed. The URAA formed a comprehensive 
framework for the regulation of measures that restrict 
trade in agricultural products (WTO, 1995). Market 
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access rules included the conversion of all non-tariff 
import barriers (quotas and restrictive licenses) to 
tariffs (Article 4.2). Hence Article XI:2(c ) was no 
longer needed, as quotas were no longer allowed. A 
footnote to Article 4.2 specifies some of the non-tariff 
measures that are now prohibited, including variable 
levies. Moreover, it was agreed that tariff levels were 
to be bound and that tariff-rate quotas (TRQs - quanti-
ties that can be imported at a zero or low tariff) were 
to be established to maintain market access as “tariffi-
cation” took place. A Special Safeguard (SSG) was 
introduced triggered by either price or import quantity 
changes. 

Domestic support was defined to include pay-
ments to farmers in addition to the transfers from con-
sumers through administrative price systems. These 
included deficiency payments, direct income supple-
ments, and subsidies tied to research and extension, 
conservation compliance and other programs that 
benefited farmers directly. These elements of domes-
tic support were put into three categories, which have 
become known as the Amber Box, the Blue Box, and 
the Green Box. Amber Box measures were those tied 
to output or input prices or to current output levels. 
The Blue Box contained subsidies that were tied to 
supply control programs: such subsidies were re-
garded as less obviously output-increasing. There was 
no reduction obligation for Blue Box policies, but 
such subsidies were restricted to payments based on 
fixed acreage and yield or paid on a maximum of 85% 
of production (Article 6.5). Green Box subsidies were 
defined (in Annex 2) as those unrelated to price and 
output (“decoupled”) and included research and  
extension, payments designed to compensate farmers 
for the cost of compliance with environmental regula-
tions and domestic food assistance programs. Both  
the general criteria (that they be provided from public 
funds and not act as price supports) and the specific 
criteria for each type of subsidy identified have to be 
met. Those subsidies that qualified as Green Box 
payments were not constrained, though they had to be 
notified.  

The domestic support commitments were imple-
mented by means of a calculation of the Total Aggre-
gate Measure of Support (AMS) (Article 6) for the 
base period. This included market price support given 
by administered prices (calculated by a price gap rela-
tive to a reference price), non-exempt direct pay-
ments, and other subsidies. These were to be reduced 
by 20% (in aggregate) relative to the base period 
(1986-90), subject to exemptions including the Blue 
Box and Green Box subsidies and a de minimis 

amount of 5% of the value of production for non-
product specific subsidies and 5% of the value of the 
output of an individual commodity for product specific 
payments. The reduction commitments were applied 
to the Base AMS to give the annual commitment levels 
included in the country schedules, and each year the 
Current Total AMS is compared to this commitment. 

The rules regarding export competition included 
a prohibition on new export subsidies (Article 8) and a 
reduction of existing subsidies by both volume and 
expenditure. A list of export subsidy practices that are 
covered is given in Article 9.1. Following the agreed 
modalities, country schedules were drawn up that 
provided for reductions relative to the base period of 
36% by expenditure and 21% by quantity subsidized. 
In addition, rules were made more explicit with regard 
to food aid (Article 10.4) and countries agreed to ne-
gotiate limits on export credit guarantees (government 
underwriting of sales to purchasers that might lack 
creditworthiness) (Article 10.2). So Article XVI:3 of 
GATT no longer is needed to discipline export subsi-
dies, as they come explicitly under the constraints of 
the URAA. 

In the context of multilateral trade rules, the 
URAA introduced exceptionalism in a permanent 
rather than transitory way. As TANGERMANN (2002) 
points out, the WTO includes an agreement that regu-
lates agricultural trade and domestic policy in much 
more detail than the GATT articles that relate to trade 
in goods. While the URAA removes many of the ex-
ceptions in GATT Articles XI and XVI it does so by 
creating a new and separate set of rules for trade in 
agricultural goods. It is difficult to argue that agricul-
tural policy should lose its place as a matter of nation-
al, cultural and social identity when it is treated more 
leniently than other sectors in trade rules. 

A comparison with textiles is striking. In that 
case the issue was not so much the special provisions 
in the GATT but the fact that the prohibition on quo-
tas in trade (Article XI) had been deliberately ignored 
by countries who set up a series of international 
agreements (not under the rubric of international 
commodity agreements but more akin to voluntary 
export restraints) to divide the main import markets 
among suppliers. The latest one, the Multi Fibre 
Agreement (MFA) was up for renewal during the 
Round. The Uruguay Round established an Agree-
ment on Textiles and Clothing that set a timetable for 
the expansion of the MFA quotas and their transfor-
mation into global quotas and then to a tariffs only 
system. The ATC abolished itself when this conver-
sion to tariffs was complete. 
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Two questions can be distinguished in assessing 
the role of the URAA in agricultural exceptionalism. 
The first is one of tactics: was it easier for those who 
wanted to eliminate the special treatment of agricul-
ture in Articles XI and XVI and tighten up disciplines 
on subsidies to do so with a new Agreement, as  
opposed to modifications of the offending articles 
themselves? Obviously this was the implicit assump-
tion behind the decision to negotiate the URAA. But  
it may have reflected the view that the importer poli-
cies that the exporters were concerned with had to  
be regulated very specifically, with detailed rules, 
notification, and schedules for reduction. This judg-
ment seems in hindsight to have been correct. It is the 
comprehensive nature of the notifications of export 
subsidies and domestic support that made it difficult, 
if not impossible, for countries to hide their trade-
distorting programs. The notifications themselves in 
effect saved the alternative step of extensive litigation 
in the dispute settlement process. Amendments to 
Article XI might have been possible as an alternative 
to including market access in the URAA, but the  
details of tariffication and the specification of TRQs 
and the Special Safeguard also suggest that a sector-
specific approach was desirable. 

Another question is whether the distinction be-
tween market access, domestic support, and export 
competition which emerged particularly after the 
Montreal Mid-term Review in 1988, was a sound way 
to define the agricultural agenda. The main proposals 
by governments certainly made a distinction between 
market access and export competition as rules (i.e. 
addressing the Article XI and XVI special treatment 
provisions) but the adoption of domestic support as a 
separate item for discipline with its quantitative basis 
(the AMS) somehow divorced from the protection 
given by tariffs and export subsidies was a much less 
defensible decision. Initially the proposals tabled in 
1987 from the US, the EU and the Cairns Group (and 
Canada) moved towards the notion that domestic sup-
port be thought of as a combination of benefits to 
producers through border measures and subsidies (on 
products or inputs). But concerns about the possibility 
that policy makers in importing countries might keep 
up high “administered prices” even when the bound 
tariff was reduced (through control over the supplies 
on the domestic market) persuaded negotiators from 
the exporting countries to insist on a “belt-and-braces” 
strategy, disciplining both market access and the 
“market price support” element of the AMS, calcu-
lated from the administered price. As discussed be-
low, this has largely been ineffective. 

3.2  WTO Disputes 

Exceptionalism shows its face in the legal side of the 
WTO activities. Agricultural trade accounts for a 
small and declining share of global merchandise 
trade.8 But its share of trade disputes is large and 
shows few signs of declining.9 For the first fifty years 
of the GATT/WTO multilateral trade system one 
could have put this down to imprecise rules and in-
adequate enforcement mechanisms in that sector 
(JOSLING et al., 1996). With the introduction of the 
Uruguay Round Agreement on Agriculture (URAA) 
much of the ambiguity was removed, but this did not 
stem the flow of disputes. Indeed, the strengthened 
legal provisions of the Dispute Settlement Under-
standing (DSU) gave encouragement to complainants 
to attempt to settle long-standing disputes that had 
eluded the weaker GATT dispute settlement process. 

Many dealt with market access issues, in part 
over the interpretation of the new obligations. More 
recently, agricultural disputes have challenged the 
scope for domestic and export subsidies, under the 
Agreement on Agriculture and the Agreement on Sub-
sidies and Countervailing Measures. In the absence of 
an agreement in the Doha Round one might expect 
these conflicts to intensify, as countries attempt to use 
litigation to achieve what might otherwise be gained 
through negotiation. And if the Agreement on Agri-
culture does become revised in a successful Doha 
conclusion, there will certainly be several more issues 
that will need to be resolved through the DSU.  

Market access issues were the most important in 
the early days of the WTO, as countries explored 
through the DSB the practical implementation of the 
new rules and the agreed schedules. The process of 
tariffication was fairly smooth, and the introduction of 
the SSG also was without major problems. However, 
the establishment of TRQs did lead to several con-
flicts, as one might imagine in cases where govern-
ment decisions had immediate commercial impact. 
The success in limiting trade-distorting subsidies has 
been somewhat more elusive. Export subsidies that 
were included in the schedules in general caused few 
disputes, in part because the limits were well above 
actual levels. But panels examining country policies 
unearthed several policies that acted as export aids 
                                                            
8  Agricultural exports now make up 8% of global exports. 

For further discussion of the recent WTO agricultural 
cases see JOSLING (2009). 

9  Of the 367 requests for consultations made to the Dis-
pute Settlement Board, 100 have primarily been about 
agricultural trade, a share of 27%. 
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within the terms of the WTO but had not been notified 
as such. Thus the major challenges to domestic farm 
programs in the EU and the US came from other ex-
porters complaining that the export subsidy restric-
tions were being circumvented. 

Cases brought against particular types of domes-
tic support have been infrequent. With inconclusive 
debates in the Committee for Agriculture and without 
the guidance of panel reports, countries were able to 
largely decide for themselves whether particular poli-
cies were consistent with the definitions of the Green 
and Blue Boxes, and hence not subject to reductions. 
As long as countries were way below their limits on 
domestic support it was not a priority to challenge the 
notifications themselves. But the jump in funding for 
the 2002 US Farm Bill caused a rethinking of this 
situation, with the possibility that the limits may have 
been breached if notifications had been erroneous. 
The statement of the US-Cotton panel that some of the 
expenditures that the US had claimed as “green” may 
have been mislabeled turned this possibility into a 
contestable proposition. 

The current case brought by Canada and Brazil, 
challenging the level of US farm subsidies as notified 
under the categories used by the URAA, illustrates 
that ambiguity still exists.10 On the one hand, it is a 
remarkable case, which could clarify the somewhat 
fuzzy nature of the domestic support “boxes”. On the 
other hand, it refers to past notifications that were 
alleged to wrongly classify certain subsidies. So the 
remedy in the event of a successful challenge is pre-
sumably to oblige a re-notification by the US of its 
domestic support for several historical years. But the 
US could well argue that in the current period of high 
prices, support levels are already well below the limits 
set in the schedules even with re-notification. So it 
would not be clear what the US could do to make 
amends: changing current policies would not be an 
appropriate remedy, and compensation for past viola-
tions is not contemplated in the DSU. 

This does not drain the interest away from the 
case. The re-classification of direct payments in the 
US away from the Green Box in a revised notification 
would indeed be a small prize for competing expor-
ters. But add the possibility of a new set of limits in 
the Doha Round, and the case becomes critical. If the 
Doha Round succeeds in reducing allowable trade-

                                                            
10  The two cases brought by Canada and Brazil (DS 357, 

365, respectively) have been merged. The complaint is 
that US exceeded its Total AMS limits in several recent 
years. 

distorting subsidies (as calculated by the Aggregate 
Measure of Support, or AMS), the allocation of subsi-
dies to these boxes becomes sensitive. The prospect 
exists that the major driver of change in US farm poli-
cy could indeed be the WTO dispute settlement 
process, and the decisions on the classification of sub-
sidies. That could also set up some controversy over 
the role of WTO rules when they clash with powerful 
political interests. 

3.3 WTO Doha Negotiations 

Article 20 of the URAA mandated (the start of) fur-
ther talks on agriculture to begin by the year 2000. 
These talks, part of a “built in agenda” that included 
some service sector negotiations, did indeed start (ap-
proximately) on time, but were soon to be incorpo-
rated in the Doha Development Agenda (DDA, or 
Doha Round) that was launched in November 2001. 
The assumption was made that more progress could 
be made and more ambition contemplated with trade-
offs possible among sectors. It is not clear, with hind-
sight, that this assumption was well-founded: though 
agriculture-only talks have always been considered to 
be doomed to failure, a simple continuation of UR 
cuts in agriculture together with some attractive 
progress in services may well have been possible early 
in the decade. 

Agricultural exceptionalism permeates through-
out the DDA because the structure of the URAA was 
taken as the basis for the Doha discussions. Once 
again, agricultural issues are negotiated in a separate 
Committee, reflecting the locus of interest and exper-
tise but perpetuating the exceptional character of the 
sector. The notion of a Single Undertaking was again 
endorsed and so agriculture is an essential part of  
the final package. The fact that agriculture requires 
separate treatment even when the Article XI and XVI 
anomalies have been removed is mainly a reflection  
of the incomplete nature of the URAA. The rule 
changes were accompanied by some reductions in the 
levels of protection and support, but agreeing on the 
rules was a multi-year task itself, and the liberaliza-
tion aspect was in large part put off to the Doha 
Round. So the choice of the structure of the URAA as 
a framework for the liberalization phase was perhaps 
inevitable. The Doha Round was needed to complete 
the task of getting agriculture into a position where  
it can be fully incorporated (like textiles) into the 
GATT rules and procedures. The problems facing the 
Doha Round are much the same as those discussed  
in the Uruguay Round, only this time there is a greater 
sense of reality.  
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This gives rise to the question as to whether agricul-
tural exceptionalism has not in fact been thrown a 
lifeline by the URAA? It may be much easier to pre-
vent agricultural normalism if agricultural trade falls 
under its own set of rules. Or, to put it another way, 
the URAA was once the mechanism that agricultural 
exporters hailed as a means to get rid of quantitative 
trade barriers, curb export subsidies and shift coun-
tries toward less trade-distorting domestic support. It 
may end up as a means for protectionist importers to 
slow down the process of tariff cuts, maintain a quota 
system for imports of sensitive products and promote 
a complex categorization of domestic support that acts 
as a distraction to shelter new and more elaborate 
subsidies. 

Exceptionalism manifests itself in many ways in 
trade negotiations. Without an Agreement on Agricul-
ture there would not be a plethora of coalitions fo-
cused on one or more aspects of the talks. Of course, 
the country positions that underlie such groups would 
still be manifest in particular ways, but the existence 
of the G-20 that began as a reaction to the 2003 US-
EU joint proposal on agriculture reflects the strength 
of feeling that surrounded the question of domestic 
support and the determination that it should be cut 
back in the Doha Round. Few issues could have ce-
mented the disparate interests of the G-20 as effective-
ly as agriculture. Similarly, the G-33 of developing 
countries that are the main protagonists for the Special 
Safeguard Mechanism in the Doha Round would not 
have been as cohesive if the issue were (say) being 
dealt with as an interpretative paragraph attached to 
the Safeguards Agreement. 

Perhaps more fundamental are the national ac-
tors, the ministries of agriculture that act as the reposi-
tories of knowledge and wisdom about farm policies. 
In the developed countries, in particular, representa-
tives from the agricultural ministries have traditionally 
been in command of negotiating positions on agricul-
ture. This clearly narrows the flexibility of trade-offs 
among sectors: it is possible that without the direct 
involvement of agricultural officials and without the 
narrow focus of negotiations on agricultural rules the 
scope for reaching agreements might be expanded. Of 
course, one would expect pressure from special inter-
est groups at home to keep agricultural officials in-
volved in trade talks, but that in itself is an indication 
of the extent to which the “special treatment” of agri-
culture is beneficial to producer interests. 

Finally, the separation of the agricultural talks 
from those in other areas leads to the concept of 

achieving a balance between, in the case of the Doha 
Round, manufacturing and other tariffs, liberalization 
of trade in services, and agriculture. This promotes 
agricultural exceptionalism. It would indeed be inter-
esting to have a trade round where legitimate agricul-
tural interests have to compete with the items that 
other sectors might wish to place on the agenda. 

4  The Future of Exceptionalism 

So what is the future of the exceptional treatment of 
agriculture in the WTO? Clearly, further agricultural 
tariff reductions in future rounds would bring protec-
tion into line with that for manufactured goods. This 
would imply very little room for domestic price poli-
cies and lock countries into developing agricultural 
programs that do not require border interventions for 
their effectiveness. Two problems would survive: the 
TRQs, which are a prominent aspect of agricultural 
exceptionalism, and the Special Safeguards (SSG and 
SSM) which again have no direct counterpart in other 
sectors. The problem with TRQs is that they set up 
incentives for their continuance: exporters who sell 
within the quota get a benefit that they may not wish 
to give up. Importing governments see TRQs as one 
of the few instruments (since tariff rates are bound) to 
control import levels. And in the context of regional 
and bilateral trade agreements the ability to grant 
access through TRQs to partner countries is useful. 
But is this the direction in which the trade system is 
heading? 

4.1  A New Domestic Policy Context? 

Perhaps the key issue is the future domestic policy 
mix for agriculture used by the major trading coun-
tries, including the emerging nations, and the trade 
rules that will be necessary to prevent negative im-
pacts on other countries and on the trade system. The 
type of domestic policy that is encouraged by the 
URAA is one based on modest tariffs (zero for bila-
teral and regional trade partners, and for agricultural 
products not domestically produced, and at a compa-
rable level to manufacturing tariffs to avoid negative 
real protection) and an effective safeguard against 
import surges and sharp price swings. Domestic sub-
sidies would be decoupled from prices or production 
and thus be compatible with the Green Box. No export 
subsidies would be used. So the significance of the 
URAA is to constrain policies that do not conform to 
this “model”. 



Copyright: www.gjae-online.de

GJAE 59 (2010), Supplement 
Perspectives on International Agricultural Policy – In Honor of the Retirement of Professor Stefan Tangermann 

29 

The farm policies in the US and the EU have in 
fact moved in this direction, as noted above. But 
changes in the last few years have cast some doubt  
on the continuation of this trend. The US has begun 
the process of deliberation for the next Farm Bill, 
expected in 2012. Among the issues are the choice 
between crop insurance and whole-farm revenue  
assurance and the future of the direct payments. These 
latter policies seemed to be tailor-made for the Green 
Box. But it is possible that the direct payments may  
be phased out and the funds used for other parts of  
the program: paying farmers in good years and bad  
is not politically attractive. The US has almost no 
Blue Box programs, but makes extensive use of “non-
exempt direct payments” (i.e. not green or blue) and 
non-product specific AMS payments (those related  
to many crops). With these two categories liable to  
be squeezed in the Doha Round the question is what 
will be the types of policies that will replace them? 
The EU has embraced presumably Green Box pay-
ments of the Single Farm Payment and Single Area 
Payment schemes. But there is the possibility that 
pressure could rise for some counter-cyclical pro-
grams as employed in the US. The EU has also almost 
abandoned Blue Box payments, and with a Doha 
Round completion would have little flexibility for 
policies that did not fit in the Green Box. Again, the 
search is on for a politically acceptable way of making 
traditional payments to farmers without exceeding 
WTO limits. 

One such candidate is the encouragement of bio-
fuels, as a way of both reducing dependence of fossil 
fuels and in developing a “new use” for farm prod-
ucts. Corn in the US and oilseed crops in the EU have 
certainly boosted farm incomes by increasing demand. 
This poses a dilemma for the URAA: currently very 
few of the subsidies that have been necessary to build 
up the biofuels market have been notified as agricul-
tural support, though some have been reported to the 
WTO as non-agricultural subsidies (JOSLING et al., 
2010). In fact, the notion of a subsidy that increased 
the size of the market for and agricultural product was 
in itself somewhat of a novelty. Both domestic pro-
ducers and foreign suppliers stood to gain, directly or 
indirectly. The effect was similar to a control over 
domestic output, which had rarely been the basis for a 
trade dispute. 

The price spike in 2007 and 2008 threatened to 
change this traditional notion that trade rules were to 
protect the exporter from the actions of an importer. 
Exporters that restricted output (as the US had done 

for several decades, through the conservation reserve 
and acreage control programs) were now accused of 
jeopardizing food security. Similarly, those that re-
stricted exports directly were taken to task for with-
holding supplies from poor consumers. So a “new” set 
of issues has surfaced on the agricultural agenda relat-
ing to food security and price stability, the latter hav-
ing taken a back seat since the 1970s. It is not clear 
that the Agreement on Agriculture has much to offer 
in these matters. 

Another issue of considerable relevance to do-
mestic farm policy is the wider range of interests in-
volved in policy discussions and decision-making. 
This has subtle impacts on the issue of exceptio-
nalism. If the domestic policies are under the control 
of agricultural ministries, with close relations to pro-
duction agriculture, the trade mandates are going to be 
relatively uncomplicated. But many ministries (partic-
ularly in the European Union, where the responsibility 
for most agricultural and trade issues has been ceded 
to the Union level) have changed their names and 
embraced a number of rural causes that often incon-
venience farmers and raise their costs. Under these 
circumstances it is by no means certain that exceptio-
nalism is embraced at home and therefore may be 
nuanced in trade talks. Add to that major questions 
such as the role of agriculture in climate change miti-
gation strategies and the picture looks very different 
from that of 1986. 

4.2  New Actors on the Scene 

There is no disagreement over the rapidly rising influ-
ence of emerging countries on the world trade system. 
Countries such as India, China, South Africa, Egypt, 
Brazil, Chile and Argentina have taken an active in-
terest in the WTO in the past few years. But in emerg-
ing countries the jury is still out as to what type of 
trade system these countries will favor and what parts 
of the present system they will find less than useful. 
Developing countries as a whole have in essence cap-
tured the agricultural trade agenda: the G-20 in partic-
ular has become a more active participant in that area 
than the US and the EU. But this raises as many ques-
tions as it answers. Countries such as Brazil would 
favor a trade system that had low tariffs for agricul-
tural products and no subsidies for developed country 
farmers. As a competitive supplier of a number of 
products the possibility of expanding both south-north 
and south-south agricultural trade is appealing. But it 
is not so clear that India has the same view: small 
scale producers may need protection from the larger 
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scale agricultural farm sector in Brazil perhaps even 
more than from US competition. China has aspirations 
as a major exporter of farm products but also needs to 
ensure that rural areas with less productive farm sec-
tors do not suffer too much from open markets. So the 
EU-US rivalry of the post-war period may be repeated 
among developing countries in the future. 

Recent estimates by BRINK (ORDEN et al., 2011: 
chapter 2) indicate that in the post-Doha period the 
ability of developed countries to use trade-distorting 
policies will have been drastically curtailed. But the 
same is not true for large developed countries, who 
will be allowed to spend up to 10%of the value of 
their agricultural production on such support, even 
though they had “zero” bound AMS commitments. In 
fact, most of the allowable trade-distorting domestic 
support will be in those countries. So if the trend no-
ticed by ANDERSON (2009) materializes, emerging 
countries (unless competitive exporters with relatively 
small home markets such as Brazil) may increase their 
protection levels. They have some flexibility in raising 
tariffs, but the more likely path is to spend more pub-
lic funds assisting their rural sectors. In other words: 
they could resist the progressive opening of markets 
and develop their own agricultural policies. They 
would be moving away from the policy direction en-
visaged in the Agreement on Agriculture. 

Presumably, the benign transition from domestic 
reform to full incorporation of agriculture in trade 
agreements development works best, if all (interested) 
countries are at a similar stage in the (cyclical or secu-
lar) path of agricultural protectionism. The prospect of 
developing countries moving toward more protection 
just as the developed world was embracing open mar-
kets would put strain on the Agreement on Agriculture 
as well as the concept of exceptionalism. 

4.3  The Future of the URAA 

Where does this leave the URAA? Is it a necessary 
part of the architecture of the WTO? Or has it served 
its purpose? What would be missed if it were to be 
phased out in the next decade or two? What would be 
involved in such a phase-out so as to preserve its posi-
tive aspects? What are the benefits of such an ap-
proach? Or is the URAA valuable as a permanent part 
of the WTO even when its primary task has been ac-
complished? 

Clearly, the answer to these questions depends on 
the outcome of the Doha Round and on the behavior 
and intentions of the major trading countries. Assum-
ing that an agreement along the lines of the December 

2008 Draft Modalities is reached, much of the current 
URAA, and the associated schedules of commitments, 
could be phased out. These parts of the URAA would 
no longer be needed as a part of the WTO rules and 
much of the monitoring would no longer be necessary 
as part of the procedures. 

With respect to the market access provisions in 
the URAA (Articles 4 and 5) certain aspects of the 
URAA would need to be retained but could be incor-
porated as amendments to the GATT (94). The tariffi-
cation provisions of the URAA are no longer needed, 
even in the absence of a Doha Round agreement. All 
non-tariff measures are now converted into tariffs and 
a revised Article XI would prevent their reappearance. 
The revisions would incorporate the improved defini-
tions agreed in the Uruguay Round. In particular, Ar-
ticle 4.2 of the URAA would be needed to be incorpo-
rated in Article XI to be specific as to which non-tariff 
barriers were prohibited. As the WTO members have 
already agreed to this provision, no negotiation should 
be needed.11  

The “exceptional” existence of TRQs as a way of 
ensuring minimal access to markets where tariffica-
tion was introduced in the Uruguay Round, and when 
Special Product status is called for in the Doha Round, 
will need to be handled in negotiation. A rapid elimi-
nation of TRQs is unlikely to be agreed: they are too 
useful as a way of controlling liberalization. However, 
they also constitute a major distortion in the way that 
some agricultural products are traded. The situation is 
similar to that involved in phasing out the textile quo-
tas. The first phase could be the expansion of the 
TRQs on a progressive basis over a number of years 
and a continued effort to make their distribution on a 
non-discriminatory basis. The end-point would be the 
elimination of TRQs. The URAA in its present form 
seems to inhibit this change. 

Some provision for agricultural safeguards would 
probably need to be preserved: developing countries 
consider an SSM to be an essential element of the 
trade system. On the other hand the SSG will be on its 
way out if there is a conclusion to the Doha Round 
(WTO, 2008). So the SSM could be added to the 
Agreement on Safeguards also agreed in the Uruguay 
Round. The provisions can be limited to developing 
countries and become a part of the effort to respond to 
the concerns of these countries. 

                                                            
11  A temporary waiver may be needed for countries that 

still make use of the “rice provision” (Annex 5 of the 
URAA) to put off tariffication. 
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How much of the content of the Export Competi-
tion part of the URAA needs to be kept? If export 
subsidies are eliminated in the Doha Round, along 
with other forms of export enhancement (the subsidy 
element export credit guarantees, the beneficial treat-
ment of state export agencies, and the provision of 
food aid that directly competes with commercial 
sales) then agriculture has lost its specificity in this 
regard. None of the Articles 8-11 would be needed 
(though, if necessary, the provisions in article 11 re-
garding subsidies in incorporated products could be 
addressed by a footnote to Article XVI or the SCM 
Agreement). 

And what about Domestic Support (Articles 6 
and 7 of the URAA)? This was a novelty introduced 
in the URAA and does not have a counterpart in trade 
in other products. But the experience with the moni-
toring and disciplining of domestic support has been 
mixed. It is not clear which parts of Articles 6 and 7 
really do discipline domestic support. A forthcoming 
study (ORDEN, et al., 2011) delves into the details of 
the notifications of domestic support in several major 
countries, both developed and developing. The picture 
is one of inconsistent (and tardy) notification of sup-
port levels. But more worrying is that the support 
levels themselves are easily manipulated by changes 
in notifications that have little to do with changes in 
policy as it affects production. The major problem is 
with the reporting of Market Price Support, a critical 
part of the AMS. Taking administered prices (which 
in several cases have been changed with no impact on 
producers) and fixed reference prices (which relate to 
the 1986-88 base period) and multiplying the differ-
ence by “eligible quantities” which can vary from the 
amount purchased by the government to the whole of 
production gives a figure that has no resemblance to 
the level of incentive to producers. In other words: a 
key part of the constraints on domestic support have 
virtually no meaning. 

Of course, it would be retrogressive to give up 
the monitoring and control of domestic support. But 
subsidies already have to be notified to the SCM 
Committee, and many agricultural subsidies are already 
included. A coordinated notification process may 
serve a better purpose for improving transparency. 

Does one need the boxes of the URAA at all? 
They certainly seemed to help in constraining domes-
tic farm programs. But if the AMS allowances for 
developed countries have been reduced to where trade 
distortions are minimal then what is needed is a way 
to prevent them from increasing and a way of relating 
them to the SCM. The Green Box definitions could be 

incorporated in the SCM by means of defining which 
types of agricultural programs are considered “specif-
ic” subsidies and which are covered by the definitions 
of “non-actionable” subsidies. This would presumably 
require the current Green Box to be split between 
programs that are in effect ways of providing for pub-
lic goods and those that give specific benefits to par-
ticular producers. These latter subsidies would be ac-
tionable in that other countries could challenge them 
as causing serious prejudice to their economic interests. 

The Blue Box could be jettisoned without any 
great loss in control of subsidies: it was a convenient 
device for getting an agreement between the US and 
the EU in the Uruguay Round: it is rapidly dropping 
out of use as fewer governments attempt to control 
domestic production. The AMS would be kept only as 
a way of monitoring subsidies that would be actiona-
ble. But the MPS part of the AMS would be dropped 
and the de minimis provisions could also fall by the 
wayside. If non-product specific support was ruled to 
be non-specific under the SCM then that too would no 
longer be monitored. 

One article of the URAA stands out as useful and 
underused. Article 12 contains weak disciplines on 
export prohibitions and restrictions. “Due considera-
tion” and advance warning should be given by devel-
oped country exporters before restricting agricultural 
exports. How unfortunate, that a provision that would 
be welcome by so many developing countries has 
remained on the back shelf of the Doha talks even at a 
time of high prices. It would seem both practical and 
politically acceptable to package this clause, with 
some more mordant language, with some other ele-
ments to constitute a “food security” obligation. This 
would seem a more widely defensible example of 
special treatment in trade rules. 

This thought-experiment is intended not so much 
as a proposal, but as a way of taking stock of how 
much the Agreement on Agriculture really contains 
that is essential as a separate part of the trade rules. If 
the politics were right, the trade system could survive 
and prosper without the Agreement on Agriculture, 
however convenient it was in 1995. 

5  Conclusion 

Exceptional treatment of agricultural products in the 
WTO has been a function of the political difficulties 
of constraining domestic farm policies, the legacy of 
the GATT articles that appeared to allow quantitative 
import restrictions and export subsidies, and the high 
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levels of protection for the sector in many industrial 
countries. It is manifest primarily in the URAA that 
specifies in considerable detail the ways in which 
domestic and trade policies should be disciplined. It  
is perpetuated by the institutional arrangements in 
each country that reflect the “differentness” of agri-
culture and this spills over into trade negotiations. 
Agriculture plays a role in the balancing of conces-
sions in trade agreements as well as having to strike 
an internal balance. 

This exceptionalism will no doubt survive as 
long as these conditions exist. But it is useful to con-
sider them in the broader context of trade rules. Bound 
tariffs are the norm in all sectors, with few exceptions: 
in that sense agriculture still has a little way to go but 
is essentially in line with manufactured trade. The 
remaining special treatment would be the TRQs, 
which would still be an agriculture-specific element  
of the WTO until they could be eliminated. Export 
subsidies are banned in other areas of commerce, and 
will be eliminated for agriculture after the Doha 
Round. Domestic subsidies are now covered by both 
the SCM and the URAA, with the constraints on trade-
distorting support being of little value. Incorporating  
a relatively small number of paragraphs into the  
SCM and the Agreement on Safeguards would seem 
to replicate the current situation – or rather that in the 
post-Doha period. 

What benefits might one get from phasing out the 
Agreement on Agriculture? This would plausibly im-
prove the pace of trade negotiations, though the diffi-
culty of reducing sensitive agricultural tariffs would 
not be avoided. The agenda for such future talks 
would certainly be simplified. Trade-offs will always 
have to be made within the governments that take part 
on the talks. At present, the trade-offs are often  
delayed while the special negotiators for agriculture 
discuss more and more arcane ways of achieving  
balance within the sector. Non-agricultural parts of the 
negotiations often have to wait until the agricultural 
portfolio is almost completed to get the “level of am-
bition” that needs to be matched in other areas. Most 
commentators agree that “agriculture only” talks are 
unlikely to be successful, as trade-offs are not present, 
but by the same token if agriculture were totally inte-
grated the possibility of such give-and-take among 
national interests would be made easier. If the Agree-
ment on Agriculture is becoming more of an empty 
shell, reflecting its use as a valuable transitional  
device, now might be a good time to think about  
eliminating it. Then, exceptionalism really would have 
taken a step backwards. 
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Die Gemeinsame Agrarpolitik –  
von der Vergangenheit in die Zukunft 

Rede zur Verabschiedung von Prof. Dr. Stefan Tangermann 

Dirk Ahner 
Europäische Kommission, Brüssel, Belgien 

 

Lieber Stefan, 
meine Damen und Herren, 

die Agrarpolitik und ihre Reform ist ein Thema, das 
alle heutigen Redner und auch unseren Laureaten 
zumindest einen guten Teil ihres professionellen Le-
bens in Atem gehalten hat. Und wenn einer aus Brüs-
sel nach Göttingen kommt, um über die Gemeinsame 
Agrarpolitik der EU zu sprechen, dann trägt er im 
Grunde Eulen nach Athen und kann wahrscheinlich 
mehr Erkenntnisse zu diesem Thema mit nach Hause 
nehmen, als er hergebracht hat. In der Tat: Göttingen 
hat einen klingenden Namen in der agrarökonomi-
schen Welt. Nicht zuletzt auch dank Deiner Arbeit, 
Stefan, blickt man in der EU nach Göttingen, um seri-
ösen und brauchbaren wissenschaftlichen Rat zu be-
kommen, wenn eine Reform der GAP, Handelsab-
kommen oder EU-Erweiterungen hoch auf der politi-
schen Agenda stehen. Hier zu sein, ist schon ein Er-
lebnis. Und ist man dann noch zu einem so besonde-
ren Anlass wie dem heutigen hier, dann ist man von 
den Eindrücken und Gefühlen geradezu überwältigt. 

Aber lassen Sie mich nun in mein heutiges The-
ma einsteigen: "Die Gemeinsame Agrarpolitik – von 
der Vergangenheit in die Zukunft". 

Die frühen Jahre 

Die GAP wurde Anfang der 60er Jahre als erste Ge-
meinsame Politik in der damaligen Sechsergemein-
schaft gegründet, zu einem Zeitpunkt also, als die 
Erinnerungen an die Lebensmittelknappheit und Ar-
mut der Kriegs- und Nachkriegsjahre in Europa noch 
relativ frisch waren. Folglich wurden die Hauptziele 
der Agrarpolitik auf Nahrungsmittelsicherheit, Pro-
duktivitätssteigerung, Marktstabilisierung und Moder-
nisierung der landwirtschaftlichen Betriebe festgelegt. 

Aus heutiger Perspektive wurden damals über 
Zollschutz, Einfuhrabschöpfungen und Ausfuhr-
erstattungen sowie garantierte Mindestpreise auf dem 
Binnenmarkt zu lange zu starke Anreize gegeben, 
Produktivität und Produktion zu steigern. Dennoch, 

als die ersten Marktordnungen eingeführt wurden, gab 
es Proteste in denjenigen Ländern, die ihr noch höhe-
res Protektionsniveau senken mussten. Wie man hört, 
ist selbst die Fakultät in Göttingen damals von wüten-
den Landwirten mit Steinen beworfen worden, und 
Professoren wurden bezichtigt, die Vernichtung des 
Bauernstandes zu betreiben. 

Die Krisenjahre 

Trotz alledem haben die europäischen Landwirte sehr 
schnell und positiv auf die neuen Anreize der Agrar-
politik und die Möglichkeiten, die der europäische 
Binnenmarkt eröffnete, reagiert. Die Erzeugung er-
reichte bei einigen Schlüsselprodukten bereits in den 
70er Jahren den einheimischen Verbrauch und begann 
diesen dann ab Mitte der 70er Jahre zu übersteigen. 
Die europäische Landwirtschaft entwickelte sich zu 
einem bedeutenden Exporteur von landwirtschaftli-
chen Erzeugnissen und weiter verarbeiteten Lebens-
mitteln, nicht zuletzt dank eines ausgeklügelten Sys-
tems von Ausfuhrsubventionen. 

Aber die subventionierten Ausfuhren alleine 
reichten in vielen Sektoren nicht. Immer mehr musste 
die Gemeinschaft Getreide, Butter, Magermilchpul-
ver, Weinalkohol und Rindfleisch aufkaufen. Dies 
führte zu einem rasanten Anstieg der Ausgaben für die 
GAP. Die berühmt-berüchtigten agrarpolitischen Ber-
ge und Seen wuchsen in den 80er Jahren bei jährli-
chen Schwankungen tendenziell im Rhythmus der 
beachtlichen Produktivitätsfortschritte in der Land-
wirtschaft. Dieses Bild der exzessiven Lagerhaltung, 
der agrarpolitischen Berg- und Seenlandschaft geistert 
selbst heute noch manchmal in den Medien und zum 
Teil in der Öffentlichkeit herum, obwohl sich die 
GAP seitdem grundlegend geändert hat und diese 
Phänomene nun wirklich der Vergangenheit angehö-
ren. 

Als Antwort auf diese gelegentlich geradezu kri-
senhaften Entwicklungen in den 80er Jahren wurden 
ad-hoc-Mechanismen in die GAP aufgenommen, um 
die Symptome zu dämpfen. Mitte der 80er Jahre wurde 
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die Milchquote eingeführt, die die Milchproduktion 
im Großen und Ganzen stabil hielt, allerdings auf 
überhöhtem Niveau. Butterberge wuchsen nicht mehr 
so stark, und Landwirte und Molkereien profitierten 
von relativ hohen Preisen. In die Entwicklung der 
Getreidepreise wurde ein Dämpfer eingebaut, der über 
eine Reihe von Jahren zu leicht sinkenden Preisen 
führte. Während letztere Maßnahme schon nach we-
nigen Jahren abgeschafft wurde, haben sich die 
Milchquoten bis heute gehalten. Doch ihr Ende nach 
2015 ist in Sicht, nach dann bald 25 Jahren schrittwei-
ser, aber insgesamt doch wohl grundlegender Reform 
der GAP. 

Schon 15 Jahre bevor der Reformprozess begann, 
im Jahre 1976, hast Du, Stefan, zusammen mit Ulrich 
Köster das Buch "Alternativen zur Agrarpolitik" ver-
öffentlicht. Darin entwickeltet ihr die ersten Ideen zu 
Direktzahlungen. Selbst die Grundzüge des nach Dir 
benannten Bondsystems sind darin beschrieben. Wie 
so oft mit neuen radikalen Ideen, die Realität brauchte 
lange, bis sie bereit war, diese Gedanken zumindest 
teilweise aufzunehmen. 

Die Reform von 1992 

Die Krisenjahre veränderten in vielerlei Hinsicht die 
Wahrnehmung der GAP in der Öffentlichkeit, der 
politischen Welt und in den internationalen Beziehun-
gen. Die öffentliche Debatte wandelte sich grundle-
gend in der 2. Hälfte der 80er Jahre. Produktionsüber-
schüsse und Ausgabensteigerungen wurden Gegen-
stand einer zunehmend kontroversen Debatte. Negative 
Externalitäten der intensiven Landwirtschaft wurden 
von der zunehmend in Städten lebenden Öffentlichkeit 
als Bedrohung wahrgenommen. Ebenso wurden die 
internationalen Handelsbeziehungen belastet, was zu 
wachsenden politischen Spannungen führte und die 
Verhandlungen der Uruguay-Runde in Mitleiden-
schaft zog. Die verschiedenen Triebkräfte für Verän-
derung verstärkten sich gegenseitig gegen Ende der 
80er Jahre. Die GAP musste sich verändern, sollte sie 
weiterhin akzeptiert werden. 

Die Krise veränderte auch die agrarpolitische 
Diskussion in Europa. Langsam betraten Umwelt-
gruppen die agrarpolitische Bühne, daneben Verbrau-
cherverbände und Gruppen, die sich für die wirt-
schaftliche Entwicklung ländlicher Räume einsetzten 
oder sich für die Entwicklungszusammenarbeit stark 
machten. Sie alle brachten neue Themen, Analysen, 
Sichtweisen und Vorschläge in die Diskussion ein, die 
weit über die traditionellen landwirtschaftlichen und 
ernährungsindustriellen Vorstellungen hinausgingen. 

Aber noch etwas anderes veränderte sich in die-
ser Zeit, zumindest auf europäischer Ebene. Wissen-
schaftliche Analysen und Rat wurden wichtige Ele-
mente in den Vorbereitungen der GAP-Reformen. Sie 
bildeten die Grundlage für die Ausarbeitung von Poli-
tikoptionen, der Analyse ihrer Auswirkungen und der 
Ausarbeitung besserer Lösungen während der Ver-
handlungen. Eine der Lehren, die wir aus den Re-
formprozessen seit 1992 ziehen können, ist, dass gut 
fundierte Vorschläge besser zu erklären und zu vertei-
digen sind. 

Die wachsende Nachfrage nach fundierten Ana-
lysen blieb nicht ohne Folgen für die agrarökonomi-
sche Forschungslandschaft in Europa. Allmählich 
wurden analytische Kapazitäten innerhalb der Univer-
sitäten, der Forschungsinstitute aber auch der Kom-
mission aufgebaut oder gestärkt. Glücklicherweise 
wurde auch die Rechnerleistung für Modellanalysen 
immer besser. Dank dieser Entwicklungen fanden 
Modelle und andere quantitative Methoden zuneh-
mend ihren Platz in der europäischen agrarökonomi-
schen Forschung. Forschungsschwerpunkte änderten 
sich und neue Ideen wie Direktzahlungen – und seien 
sie am Anfang der 90er Jahre schon mehr als 15 Jahre 
alt – fanden ihren Eingang in die breite Forschung. 

Ende der 80er Jahre sahen wir nur den Anfang 
dieser Entwicklungen. Nichtsdestoweniger war die 
grundlegende und akzeptable Neuorientierung der 
GAP die wichtigste Aufgabe. Die GAP nach 1992 
reduzierte die Stützung der Marktpreise und verlagerte 
Mittel zu den Direktzahlungen. In der Folge entkop-
pelten sich die Ausgaben vom Produktivitätsfort-
schritt. Der Übergang zu direkten Einkommenszah-
lungen half auch bei der Stabilisierung der landwirt-
schaftlichen Einkommen. Selbst kritische Organisati-
onen wie die OECD bescheinigten uns damals, dass 
solche Art von Zahlungen weniger marktverzerrend 
wirken als die traditionelle Markt- und Preisstützung 
in der EU. Agrarumweltmaßnahmen fanden ihren 
Eingang in die GAP und halfen uns, Instrumente be-
reit zu stellen, um einige der negativen Externalitäten 
zu mildern. Kurzum, es kam langsam Bewegung in 
die gemeinsame Agrarpolitik. 

Die EU-Erweiterungen 

Anfang der 90er Jahre begann eine andere Entwick-
lung, die starke Auswirkungen auf die GAP haben 
sollte. Der Fall des Eisernen Vorhangs und der politi-
sche Wille, den europäischen Kontinent zusammenzu-
führen, eröffneten den Staaten Mittel- und Osteuropas 
eine Beitrittsperspektive zur EU. Die Frage war nicht 
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mehr, ob ein Beitritt von Ländern, denen ein starkes 
landwirtschaftliches Produktionspotential nachgesagt 
wurde, stattfindet – sondern lediglich, wann dieser 
Beitritt stattfindet. Damit stellte sich, natürlich auch 
für die Agrarpolitik, die Frage, wie man einen solchen 
Beitritt sinnvoll gestalten konnte und welche Folgen 
er haben würde. 

Stefan, wieder warst Du mit Deiner Forschung 
zur rechten Zeit an zwei zentralen Punkten, als diese 
hoch auf der politischen Agenda standen. Dies war 
einerseits die Forschung rund um die Europaabkom-
men, die uns zeigte, wer tatsächlich profitierte, und 
welche Handlungsoptionen wir hatten. 

Andererseits warst Du eine wesentliche Triebfe-
der in der Forschung rund um die Auswirkungen eines 
Beitritts im Agrarbereich. Ich erinnere mich lebhaft an 
die vier Grundlagenberichte von 1994 für die Kom-
mission, von denen Du und Tim Josling einen ge-
schrieben habt.1  

Diese sind von den „Who is Who“ der europäi-
schen Agrarökonomie zur damaligen Zeit geschrieben 
worden (Buckwell, Mahé, Guyomard, Tarditi, March). 
Sie waren eine Wegmarke, die das politische Denken 
beeinflusst hat. Gleichzeitig setzten sie die Forschungs-
agenda für die nächsten 10 Jahre in Europa und darü-
ber hinaus. Genauso hast Du uns im Aufbau von ana-
lytischen Kapazitäten geholfen, und das nicht nur 
durch das Schreiben wichtiger Beiträge, sondern auch 
durch die Ausbildung der richtigen Leute. All dies hat 
geholfen. All dies war wichtig für die Gestaltung der 
Agrarpolitik vor, bei und nach der Erweiterung. Doch 
bleiben wir im Zeitablauf. 

Die Agenda 2000 

Die bevorstehende Erweiterung, eine bereits pro-
grammierte weitere Welthandelsrunde sowie der ge-
nerelle Wunsch, den Reformprozess der GAP voran-
zubringen, führten zur Agenda 2000. Sie vertiefte und 
erweiterte die Reform von 1992, indem die Direktzah-
lungen vereinfacht und verstärkt und die Markt- und 
Preisstützung weiter abgebaut wurden. Die Verbesse-
rung der Wettbewerbsfähigkeit war eine der wichtigen 
Zielrichtungen. Die ländliche Entwicklung wurde zur 
zweiten Säule der GAP proklamiert und – allerdings 
sehr vorsichtig – gestärkt. Die Zeit war noch nicht reif 
für große Schritte. 

                                                            
1  TANGERMANN, S. und T. JOSLING (1994): Pre-Accession 

Agricultural policies for Central Europe and the Euro-
pean Union. Report prepared for European Commission, 
DGI, Brussels. 

Dennoch machte der Reformprozess um die 
Agenda 2000 die Änderung des politischen Kontexts 
deutlich. Neben den Landwirten trugen Umweltgrup-
pen erheblich zur Debatte bei. Ländliche Entwicklung 
wurde zunehmend im Zusammenhang der ländlichen 
Räume und ihrer wirtschaftlichen Entwicklung insge-
samt gesehen, selbst wenn die sektorielle landwirt-
schaftliche Dimension nach wie vor dominierte. 

Die Reform von 2003 

Der Reformprozess von 2003 schaffte, was die Agen-
da 2000 nicht geschafft hatte: einen weiteren groβen 
Reformschritt. Vielleicht hat der Druck der Doha-
Runde dabei geholfen. Wie dem auch sei, die Refor-
men führten deutlich mehr Marktorientierung ein und 
entkoppelten – soweit dies denn möglich ist – einen 
wichtigen Teil der landwirtschaftlichen Stützung von 
der Produktion. Die ländliche Entwicklung gewann 
zusätzliche Mittel durch die Modulierung, und die 
Konturen der heutigen ländlichen Entwicklungspolitik 
mit ihren vier Achsen begannen sich abzuzeichnen. 

Die Reform war eine konsequente Weiterent-
wicklung der Ansätze von 1992. Mehr noch: Mit der 
weitgehenden Entkopplung der Direktzahlungen von 
der Erzeugung wurden ein für die Gepflogenheiten 
europäischer Agrarpolitik geradezu revolutionärer 
Schritt getan. Er war dementsprechend schwierig und 
musste erst einmal anfängliche Zweifel und Wider-
stände überwinden. Dazu waren auch Kompromisse 
notwendig. 

Trotz aller Schwierigkeiten, trotz aller Kompro-
misse und trotz aller Abstriche, die gemacht werden 
mussten: Die Reform war ein Modellbeispiel für wis-
senschaftlichen Input und wohlfundierte Vorschläge. 
Als wir begannen, an der Ausgestaltung der Entkopp-
lung zu arbeiten, fanden wir nur wenig Material und 
Ideen in der europäischen Forschung. Allerdings hatte 
die OECD eine gute analytische und empirische Basis 
geschaffen, auf die wir uns stützen konnten. 

Dort wiederum, Stefan, hattest Du wichtige Bei-
träge geleistet. Der Tangermann-Bond schaffte es 
diesmal nicht in die bevorzugte Option. Aber er war 
dennoch ein wichtiger Beitrag für unser Denken rund 
um die Vorschläge zur Handelbarkeit der Prämien-
rechte und die Auswirkungen auf Bodenmärkte. 

Wie schon bei früheren Reformen waren auch 
diesmal wieder die analytischen Kapazitäten, die wir 
innerhalb und außerhalb der Kommission mobilisieren 
konnten, von großer Hilfe. Unsere erste Präsentation 
der Auswirkungen im Agrarministerrat führte zu  
großem Interesse und der Frage nach mehr detaillier-
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teren Analysen, vor allem der Reformauswirkungen 
auf regionaler Ebene. Die Analyse als solche wurde 
nicht in Frage gestellt, sondern eher begrüßt. 

Die Reform von 2003 demonstrierte vor allem 
den Willen der EU, auf einem konsistenten Pfad der 
Reformen hin zu einer starken Reduzierung der 
Marktverzerrungen zu bleiben. Wir sind diesen Pfad 
seit 1992 Schritt für Schritt gegangen. Das war sicher 
weniger spektakulär als die Sprünge in anderen Län-
dern. Dafür sind wir auf unserem Reformpfad geblie-
ben, und wenn man die einzelnen Schritte zusammen-
rechnet, kommt schon eine beachtliche Distanz von 
der Politik der späten 80er und frühen 90er Jahre zu-
sammen. Einige Beobachter sprechen bereits von ei-
nem Paradigmenwechsel. 

Die Reform verbesserte unsere Position in der 
Doha-Runde. Auch zu diesem Themenkomplex hat 
unser Laureat bedeutend beigetragen, und das nicht 
nur durch akademische Arbeit, sondern auch durch 
sein Wirken in der OECD. Leider und trotz unserer 
gemeinsamen Anstrengungen ist diese aber immer 
noch nicht abgeschlossen. 

Auch die Reform der GAP ist mit dem Schritt 
von 2003 nicht abgeschlossen. So wurden die Refor-
men von 2003 in den folgenden Jahren auf eine Reihe 
von Marktordnungen ausgedehnt, die 2003 beiseite 
gelassen worden waren, um das Reformboot nicht zu 
überladen. Dies klingt einfach und logisch, war aber 
gewiss keine leichte Aufgabe, mussten doch politisch 
höchst sensible Marktordnungen wie Zucker, Baum-
wolle, Tabak und Olivenöl grundlegend verändert 
werden. 

Der Health Check 

Der jüngste Reformschritt im Rahmen des sogenann-
ten „Health Check“ führt weitere Optionen bei der 
Entkopplung der Direktzahlungen ein. Zudem beendet 
er schrittweise eines der letzten Überbleibsel der Kri-
senjahre. Bis 2015 sollen die Milchquoten abgeschafft 
werden. Ebenso ist die öffentliche Lagerhaltung zur 
Marktstabilisierung weiter reduziert worden und spielt 
heute kaum noch eine bedeutende Rolle. Die GAP ist 
damit im 21. Jahrhundert angekommen. 

Doch die Zeit läuft weiter, und neue Herausfor-
derungen zeichnen sich ab. Denken wir nur an den 
gewünschten Abschluss der Doha-Runde oder an et-
waige Erweiterungen um neue Länder mit großer 
Agrarproduktion. Denken wir an die zunehmende 
Knappheit öffentlicher Haushalte und neue politische 
Prioritäten, die aus diesen Haushalten zu bedienen 
sind. Denken wir aber auch an die großen gesell-
schaftlichen Herausforderungen, vor denen unsere 
Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft stehen. Dies sind die 
Globalisierung mit ihren rasant zunehmenden interna-
tionalen Verflechtungen und ihrem Wettbewerbs-
druck; die demographische Entwicklung mit einer 
zunehmenden Alterung der Bevölkerung und der Ten-
denz zur Abwanderung junger Menschen aus ländli-
chen Räumen; der Klimawandel und die Notwendig-
keit einer nachhaltigen und wettbewerbsfähigen Ener-
gieversorgung. Hier muss sich die GAP als Sektor-
politik und Politik für den ländlichen Raum ihren 
Aufgaben stellen. Mit einem Satz: Die Entwicklung 
der GAP – gleich, ob wir von Reform sprechen oder 
nicht – ist nicht zu Ende. 

Lassen sie mich dagegen zum Ende kommen: 
Stefan, Du hast wesentliche Beiträge zur Politikent-
wicklung geleistet. Du hast uns bei unserer Arbeit an 
der Reform der GAP direkt und indirekt durch Deine 
Arbeit in vielerlei Hinsicht geholfen. Dafür hier und 
heute ein großes Dankeschön. Ich hoffe sehr, dass wir 
auch weiterhin von Deinem Ratschlag profitieren 
können. Es ist also fast eigennützig, wenn ich Dir 
auch im Namen meiner Kollegen von der Kommission 
alles Gute für die Zukunft wünsche. 

DR. DIRK AHNER 
Generaldirektor der Generaldirektion Regionalpolitik 
Europäische Kommission, GD REGIO, CSM1 8/100 
BE-1049 Brüssel, Belgien 
E-Mail: Dirk.Ahner@ec.europa.eu 
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Common Agricultural Policy 

Die politische Ökonomie der bisher umfassendsten Reform der  
Gemeinsamen Agrarpolitik der EU 

Jo Swinnen 
Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, Belgium 

 

Abstract 

The 2003 reform of the European Union’s Common 
Agricultural Policy (CAP) under Commissioner 
Fischler was the most radical in the history of the 
CAP. This paper analyzes the causes and constraints 
of the 2003 reform. The paper argues that an unusual 
combination of pro-reform factors such as institution-
al reforms, changes in the number and quality of the 
political actors involved in the reform process, and 
strong calls to reform from external factors came 
together in the first few years of the 21st century, al-
lowing this reform to be possible. 

Key words 

Common Agricultural Policy; 2003 Reform; Mid Term 
Review; Political Economy; Fischler Reform  

Zusammenfassung 

Die 2003-Reform der Gemeinsamen Agrarpolitik der 
EU unter Kommissar Fischler ist die bisher radikalste 
Reform in der Geschichte der EU. In diesem Artikel 
werden die Faktoren untersucht, die die Reform er-
möglicht, aber in ihrer Ausgestaltung auch begrenzt 
haben. Es wird gezeigt, dass eine ungewöhnliche Kom-
bination von „pro-Reform-Faktoren“ wie institutio-
nellen Reformen, Veränderungen in der Zusammen-
setzung und Anzahl der politischen Akteure und aus 
verschiedenen externen Faktoren resultierender Re-
formdruck zu Anfang des 21. Jahrhunderts diese Re-
form ermöglicht hat. 

Schlüsselwörter 

Gemeinsame Agrarpolitik; 2003-Reform; Halbzeit-
bewertung; Politische Ökonomie; Fischler-Reform 

1  Introduction 

The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) has been 
under fire since its creation in 1958 at the Stresa con-

ference. It has long been considered by foes, rightly or 
wrongly, as a policy impossible to reform substantial-
ly because of the staunch opposition to reform from 
powerful farm and agribusiness lobbies and also be-
cause of the complications of European politics.  

In 1995 Franz Fischler, a then largely unknown 
Austrian politician, became EU Commissioner in 
charge of the CAP. This was a surprise because a new 
member state had been given the powerful Agricultur-
al Commission chair. Although there were no major 
expectations with his arrival in Brussels, a decade 
(two tenures) later, Fischler was recognized by friend 
and foe to be the architect of the most radical reforms 
to the CAP.  

This paper is the first in the literature which at-
tempts to answer the question: what made the radical 
reforms, and in particular the 2003 reform, of the CAP 
possible? The paper analyzes how various factors 
contributed to this political outcome. The analysis in 
the paper draws on a combination of theoretical and 
empirical research. We use recent theoretical studies 
which provide a framework to analyze the political 
economy of CAP reforms. The empirical evidence 
used in this paper draws on personal interviews con-
ducted by the author with experts and people involved 
in the decision-making of the 2003 reform as well as a 
series of recent empirical studies and papers. Several 
of these papers are published as chapters in SWINNEN 
(2008). The paper is related to and builds on previous 
studies on the political economy of the CAP, includ-
ing studies by MOYER and JOSLING (2002), OLPER 
(1998), PAPPI and HENNING (1999), as well as studies 
on the political economy of other agricultural policy 
reforms, including studies by GARDNER (2002) and 
ORDEN et al. (1999). 

2  The CAP Reforms 

There were several reforms which were implemented 
over the two terms of Commissioner Franz Fischler 
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(1996-2004). Although other reforms, such as Agenda 
2000, were very important, his name is most closely 
associated with the 2003 reform. At the time it was 
created, the 2003 reform was generally referred to as 
the ‘mid-term review’ (MTR) – a term that in hind-
sight does not do justice to the extent and substance of 
the reform package. The 2003 reform has been as-
sessed by many experts as the most radical reform of 
the CAP since its creation. 

The key innovation of the 2003 reform was the 
introduction of the single farm payment (SFP), de-
coupling a large share of CAP support from produc-
tion. Two new instruments, ‘cross-compliance’ and 
‘modulation’, were also introduced. Cross-compliance 
requirements ensure that the SFP is only paid to farmers 
who abide by a series of regulations relating to the en-
vironment, animal welfare, plant protection and food 
safety. Modulation refers to the shift of funds to rural 
development policies (i.e. from pillar I to pillar II) by 
reducing transfers to larger farms. The reform also 
changed several market organizations, especially in 
dairy and rice, by increasing quotas and replacing re-
duced support prices with direct support. There is a 
general consensus that the decision to decouple farm 
support from production was a very radical change in 
the CAP. In addition, the policy shift from quantity 
and the public regulation of markets and prices to a 
policy focused on quality, market-based initiatives and 
rural development is also an important strategic change.  

Yet, there are also elements of the 2003 reform 
that were decidedly less than “radical”. First, total 
farm support has only marginally been affected by the 
reforms and remains essentially the same as before. 
Moreover, there is very little change in the distribu-
tion of CAP benefits across countries and farms. 
Second, the reforms had no effect on EU border pro-
tection, except for the rice sector (OLPER, 2008). This 
fact is important, in particular because of the claims 
that the CAP is now much less market distortive. 
Third, the much emphasized shift to rural develop-
ment policy should be judged on the base of the fund-
ing allocation; if the reform is judged on this basis, it 
is much more modest than official statements suggest. 
In fact, despite all of Fischler’s emphasis on rural 
development, the budget for rural development was 
lower at the end of his tenure than it was before the 
2003 MTR. Fourth, a considerable compromise was 
reached by giving in to British demands to discard the 
ceiling on payments to farms.  

A change from the past was also the decision to 
anticipate rather than react to problems. In the past, 
CAP reforms were in reaction to problems – such as 

market surplus and burgeoning public stocks or trade 
conflicts (JOSLING, 2008). In contrast, the MTR (and 
Agenda 2000) were reforms that to a considerable 
extent anticipated necessary changes.  

One of the most radical features of the reform 
was the timing and the audacity of the European 
Commission in proposing them. After the decisions 
were made about the Agenda 2000 reform, commenta-
tors suggested that the reforms were insufficient 
(BRENTON and NÚÑEZ FERRER, 2000). Yet, for many 
involved the MTR was considered exactly what the 
term implied: a review to check halfway through the 
Agenda 2000 implementation period (2000-2006) 
whether any (minor) adjustments were necessary. 
When Fischler announced his plans in the summer of 
2002, most opponents and member states expressed 
shock and dismay. For example, PIRZIO-BIROLI (2008) 
reports that farmers’ organizations considered the 
proposal as a “sort of Molotov cocktail”. The reform 
proposals went far beyond what they considered a 
“review” or “minor adjustments”. The Commission was 
accused of going beyond its mandate.  

In summary, there is wide agreement that some 
key elements of the 2003 reform were indeed radical 
changes. Other elements were much more modest. 
Nevertheless, the radical elements make the 2003 
reform unique.  

3  Conceptual Framework  

What made these radical reforms possible? To answer 
this question, we will use a conceptual framework 
which draws on theoretical research about EU deci-
sion-making (e.g. CROMBEZ, 1996; STEUNENBERG, 
1994)) which has been applied to CAP decision-
making by POKRIVCAK, CROMBEZ and SWINNEN 
(2006). They develop a theory of CAP reform and 
identify the conditions which create what they refer to 
as, “the optimal reform context”. According to this 
theory, CAP reform is more likely when: (a) an exter-
nal change moves policy preferences in a pro-reform 
direction; (b) this external change is large; (c) the 
policy preferences of the European Commission are 
pro-reform; and (d) the EU voting rules require a low-
er majority. External changes alter the political prefe-
rences of member states, yet effective policy adjust-
ments will occur only if these changes are large 
enough because of the decision-making procedures in 
the EU which induce a “status quo bias”. The final 
outcome will also depend on the preferences of the 
European Commission which sets the agenda. The 
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Commission can make a proposal within a certain 
policy range. Hence, if the Commission has pro-reform 
preferences, it can pick the strongest reform option 
that is possible within the policy range that can be 
approved.  

The external change that is required for change 
and thus the likelihood of reform are directly related 
to the voting rules. Under the unanimity rule, those 
most opposed to reform hold an as-if veto over the 
reform decision. Under the simple majority rule, any 
change that affects the preference of the median 
(member state) voter will lead to reform. Under a 
qualified majority rule, an external change needs to be 
sufficiently large for a minimum coalition of countries 
to be better-off with a policy change compared to the 
status quo. 

Differences in the quality of political agents, due 
to experience or political capital for example, may 
also play a role. Moreover, consecutive enlargements 
of the EU have affected the number of member states 
as well as the heterogeneity of preferences of member 
states (HENNING and LATACZ-LOHMANN, 2004). 

In the rest of the paper, we use this framework to 
argue that radical CAP reform was possible in 2003 
because several factors contributed to “an optimal 
reform context”. In the next sections, we analyze key 
factors, including external changes, institutional re-
forms as well as changes in the agents involved, 
reform preferences, experience of the Commission, 
political coalitions, etc., to explain the 2003 reform. We 
then use this evidence to analyze the extent to which 
these conditions contributed to the 2003 reform.  

4  External Changes and Pressures 
for CAP Reform 

Several studies demonstrate how changes in external 
factors, such as world market prices and exchange rates, 
have in the past induced CAP reforms (e.g. OLPER, 
1998 and 2008). JOSLING (2008) argues that in the 
early years of the CAP the main external pressures on 
the CAP were macroeconomic factors, with budgetary 
and trade relations becoming important later. AHNER 

and SCHEELE (2000) list several external causes for 
the Agenda 2000 reforms: market developments (in-
cluding food safety), environmental concerns, trade 
liberalization and the preparation for enlargement. 
External pressures which have been mentioned as 
important in the 2003 reform are eastern EU enlarge-
ment, trade negotiations (WTO and other), the budget, 
as well as food safety and environmental concerns.  

The Agenda 2000 reforms were intended to ad-
dress the CAP constraints related to the enlargement 
process, but the reforms were partially diluted in the 
political negotiations at the Berlin 1999 summit. Never-
theless, by 2001, even with the diluted Agenda 2000 
decisions, enlargement was less likely to create a con-
flict with WTO commitments than had been predicted 
five years earlier (SWINNEN, 2002). The likelihood of 
a WTO conflict depended more on the outcome of the 
upcoming negotiations in the WTO millennium round 
than on the post-Agenda 2000 enlargement effects. If, 
as a result of a new WTO agreement, the EU needed to 
significantly reduce export subsidies or change the 
implementation of direct payments then the CAP 
would have to be reformed, irrespective of enlarge-
ment. Although no one expected the next WTO round 
on agriculture to be easy, in the late 1990s it looked as 
if it could be a rather straightforward exercise, at least 
in theory. The previous round had resulted, if not in 
much effective trade liberalization, at least in a frame-
work to build on in the next round. By 2000, however, 
it had become clear that this was too optimistic.  

The WTO was not the only trade arrangement af-
fecting EU markets and the CAP. Pascal Lamy, while 
still EU Commissioner for Trade, undertook several 
multilateral and regional trade initiatives. The Every-
thing but Arms (EBA) initiative allowed imports with-
out restrictions from the 48 poorest countries into the 
EU market. Opposition by the rice, sugar and banana 
sectors delayed the implementation of the EBA 
agreement. This further raised awareness of the inter-
national effects of the CAP and contributed to the idea 
of the necessity of CAP reform. 

Increased consumer demand for food quality and 
safety were reinforced by several food safety crises 
before the MTR. These crises put food safety, animal 
welfare and environmental concerns on top of the 
agricultural policy agenda. Both the BSE and foot and 
mouth disease (FMD) crises (which began in the UK) 
and the dioxin crisis (which began in Belgium) had 
EU-wide effects. Extensive media coverage provoked 
strong reactions from consumers and the general pub-
lic, which contrasted sharply with their rather passive 
attitude towards traditional agricultural policy issues. 
There were calls for the overhaul of the CAP. Con-
sumer groups, environmental organizations and govern-
ment officials emphasized that government subsidies 
for farming practices that did not adhere to appro-
priate food safety, environmental and animal welfare 
standards were unacceptable. 

The food crises had considerable political im-
pacts. In Germany, the Minister of Agriculture and the 
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Minister of Health Affairs resigned in the wake of the 
discovery of BSE in Germany. Renate Künast from 
the Green Party became the new Minister of Consum-
er Protection, Food and Agriculture in 2000. She 
called for a fundamental rethinking of the CAP, in-
cluding a large shift to organic farming. In the UK, the 
Department of Agriculture was replaced with the De-
partment of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, 
signalling a change in priorities. In Belgium, two  
ministers resigned following the discovery of dioxin 
in the food chain and the scandal contributed to a ma-
jor electoral defeat of the governing parties. The EU 
budget was also affected by necessary additional ex-
penditures for increased intervention purchases and 
measures to contain BSE and FMD. 

These various elements, some traditional and 
others not, increased pressure for CAP reform. Franz 
Fischler himself summarized these developments by 
stating that “the CAP had lost its legitimacy among the 
EU public”. The CAP was seen as damaging EU trade 
interests and instilling negative effects on the environ-
ment as well as unable to address food safety concerns 
of EU consumers. These elements compounded, re-
sulting in a call for radical changes in the CAP at a time 
when ministers of finance and other members of the 
European Commission were demanding significant 
CAP budget cuts. These were vital issues which needed 
to be addressed. Moreover, the issue of eastern en-
largement was expected to increase the budget for the 
CAP and for structural funds as the new member 
states had larger agricultural sectors and lower in-
comes than the EU-15. Hence, at the start of the Prodi 
Commission many were of the opinion that the CAP 
budget should be cut: a reduction target of 30% was 
mentioned. This view was reinforced by the Sapir 
Report which argued that EU expenditures on agricul-
ture should be drastically reduced.  

5  Institutional Reforms, Changes 
in Voting Rules and in the  
Political Actors 

The voting rules had been altered by several institu-
tional reforms of the EU prior to 2003, including the 
Single European Act (SEA) and the Treaties of Maas-
tricht and Nice. Most relevant for our analysis are the 
changes in voting rules initiated by the SEA. In the 
1990s, qualified majority voting was increasingly used 
for minor CAP decisions but major CAP decisions 
were often still decided by unanimity. In this respect, 
the 1999 CAP reforms (Agenda 2000) were a turning 

point: for the first time a major country (France) was 
outvoted in relation to a major CAP reform. For the 
MTR decision-making, this change in the EU deci-
sion-making rule was critical. As we will explain later, 
Fischler and his team spent a lot of effort trying to put 
together a winning coalition to break a blocking minori-
ty coalition. 

There were important changes in who was in-
volved in the decision-making and in the reform pre-
parations. First, the enlargement of the EU in the pre-
vious decades affected both the aggregate preferences 
and the distribution of votes in the EU. In particular, 
the accession of Sweden, Finland and Austria to the 
EU in 1995 affected the political equilibrium. En-
largement reduced the share of the established players’ 
votes, such as France and Germany. In addition, for 
cultural reasons none of these three countries were 
“natural allies” with France, a country that traditional-
ly played a very important role in opposing CAP re-
forms. The pro-reform camp was reinforced with 
Sweden, which had gone through a process of radical 
liberalization of its agricultural policy in the early 
1990s and which was forced to re-introduce regula-
tions and subsidies under the CAP with its accession 
to the EU. Sweden has consistently been a critic of the 
CAP and a voice for reform. Finland and Austria, how-
ever, supported farm subsidies as their small farms in 
disadvantaged areas depended on such subsidies. As 
high-income countries with small-scale farmers, many 
based in mountainous or arctic regions, Finland and 
Austria were more sympathetic to supporting rural 
development and agri-environmental policies than large 
subsidies for quantity production – which mainly  
benefited larger producers.  

Second, the anticipation of eastern enlargement 
also played a significant role. With ten Eastern Euro-
pean countries joining, some of which had a large 
farm population, the Commission realised that reform 
would not become easier after enlargement.1 This 
gave a sense of urgency to the reforms: they had to be 
decided before eastern enlargement. 

Third, a large share of the EU Commissioners 
wanted CAP reform. President Romano Prodi and 
several Commissioners wanted the share of the CAP 
in the EU budget to be substantially reduced. Com-
missioner for Trade, Pascal Lamy, wanted the CAP to 
be reformed to allow the EU to take the initiative in 
the Doha round. In addition, the Commissioners re-
flected consumer and environmental concerns. 
                                                            
1  See HENNING and LATACZ-LOHMANN (2004) for a for-

mal analysis of this issue.  
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Fourth, as Commissioner for Agriculture and Rural 
Development, Fischler himself was in his second term 
and had thus gained experience from his first term. 
The Agenda 2000 negotiations had also made him 
better prepared for new reform2. He was keen to leave 
a legacy of having put the CAP on a course that he 
considered sustainable and consistent within his view 
of European agriculture – an Austrian perspective one 
could argue. Fischler wanted a CAP more in line with 
rural development, the environment, and the produc-
tion of high-quality and safe food. This was different 
from the “old CAP” which focused on quantity, out-
put and prices. In a rather unexpected way, the food 
safety and environmental crises of 1999-2001 rein-
forced this agenda.  

Fifth, the 2003 MTR discussions also transformed 
the politics-as-usual in the CAP. Traditionally, the 
main CAP pressure group had been farm unions who 
put pressure on their agriculture ministers and on the 
Commission, trying to obtain as much as the other 
ministers would allow. But the MTR brought consumer 
and environmental groups to the political negotiations 
more forcefully than before. In fact, Fischler reached 
out to these groups to establish public support for a 
reformed CAP. He deliberately designed a media strate-
gy and a series of presentations to win their support. 
His view was that even in countries that were not in 
favor of the CAP per se, the public was still very 
much in favor of policies that improved the rural envi-
ronment, enhanced animal welfare, ensured food safe-
ty and food security, etc. 

Finally, an important potential source of opposi-
tion against the reforms was within the Commission 
itself: the traditional thinking of the DG AGRI adminis-
trators. The preparation of the reforms was kept within 
a tight circle of six top officials (of the cabinet and of 
the administration). In addition, a small group of poli-
cy analysts within DG AGRI were asked to assess the 
effects of some of the proposals, but without being 
fully informed. Once the reform proposals were fina-
lized, an essential mission was to convince the rest of 
the DG that they were the right strategy.  

                                                            
2  Because of Fischler’s reform attitude and experience, 

French President Jacques Chirac intervened in 2000 at 
the start of the Prodi Commission; he did not to reap-
point Fischler as the Commissioner responsible for  
agriculture. Prodi, however, wanted CAP reform and 
wanted someone who could deliver this reform. He de-
nied Chirac’s request and chose Fischler to continue his 
position. Thus, Prodi made an important contribution to 
the CAP reforms, although he did not intervene in the 
actual CAP discussions. 

In this respect, a number of earlier institutional 
changes may have also contributed to the 2003 reform. 
The administrative reforms introduced some years 
before removed the hold of France on the top job  
in DG AGRI. In addition, many of the old-style  
DG AGRI officials whose careers had developed in 
the early years of the CAP, had left and younger  
persons had joined during the past decade. This made 
thinking within the DG much more open to, for exam-
ple, environmental and economic arguments (MOEHLER, 
2008).  

6  A Complex Reform Puzzle 

It is clear from the above discussion that there were 
strong pressures to reform the CAP and that institu-
tional changes had enhanced the opportunity for such 
reform. However, almost all the participants in the 
reform debate and most outside observers which we 
interviewed argue that the success of the reforms was 
far from certain at the outset. Most thought that the 
chances were slim ex ante.  

The timing was complex. To see the complexity, 
we should put ourselves back in the situation of 2001.3 
The implementation of Agenda 2000 was ongoing, but 
the full impact would not be realized until 2006.  
Upcoming elections in the member states, particularly 
in France and Germany, complicated the CAP deci-
sion-making process. No difficult decisions could be 
taken regarding the reform of the CAP before the 
French elections in the spring of 2002, but some deci-
sions needed to be made before the German elections 
in the autumn of 2002. Germany played a prominent 
role in the policy discussions on the budget and the 
environment and the German government wanted to 
show results before elections. 

In 2001, despite much pressure from the CEECs, 
there was no agreement on the time of accession.  
Negotiations were continuing. Important remaining 
issues were the allocation of direct payments and quo-
tas to CEEC farms and the CEECs’ request for an 
exception to the single market principles which al-
lowed foreigners to purchase agricultural land. But 
since the Prodi Commission had made accession a top 
priority, it wanted some CEECs to accede during its 
tenure, which expired in January, 2005.  

The WTO millennium round was behind schedule, 
with little progress made since the Seattle meeting. 

                                                            
3  For a detailed review see SWINNEN (2001). 
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Negotiations on agriculture had continued with the 
submission of negotiation positions and were gaining 
some momentum in 2001 with the arrival of the Bush 
administration and Trade Representative Robert Zoel-
lick. Yet, it was unclear whether the Bush administra-
tion would obtain fast-track negotiation authority from 
the US Congress. Moreover, the EU also faced the end 
of the Peace Clause, which was scheduled to expire in 
2003.  

Another major issue in 2001 was how EU acces-
sion was possible within the financial framework for 
2000-2006. CEEC governments insisted on obtaining 
full payments from the CAP and the structural funds, 
while EU-15 member states who would lose (net con-
tributors and current beneficiaries of the structural 
funds) opposed such a policy. 

In summary, the interaction of enlargement, 
WTO negotiations, EU budget negotiations and CAP 
reform was complex. Nevertheless, the second term of 
Commissioner Fischler expired in January, 2005. 
With all this in mind, 2002-2003 must have looked 
like the best – or the only possible – timing for the next 
CAP reform.  

The reform process was also complex because of 
the interaction, and sometimes contradiction, of the 
different elements involved. The various demands for 
reform in some sense appeared to weaken rather than 
reinforce one another. For example, the food safety 
crisis significantly contributed to the demand for CAP 
reform, and, probably more than anything else, put 
CAP reform on the political agenda by raising public 
awareness about agricultural policy. The interactions 
between environmental and food safety concerns and 
subsidies were especially strong in the livestock sector 
where BSE caused many problems. At the same time, 
CAP subsidies stimulated overproduction. Yet, the 
reform ideas from this agenda tended to go in the  
direction of more regulation rather than less as well as 
more subsidization (albeit redirected) rather than less. 
For example, few of the environmental groups who 
pressured for a radical rethinking of agricultural policy 
in the EU considered trade liberalization and WTO 
negotiations as positive developments. Their stance 
contrasted with the more traditional pressure for CAP 
reform from mostly economists and some politicians 
who argue for less regulation and lower subsidies, and 
who favor more liberalized trade and markets. For 
example, while “old reformers” tended to look rather 
sceptically upon the concept of “multifunctionality”, 
which the EU was pushing in the WTO negotiations 
as an argument to maintain a large part of its agricul-
tural support system, “new reformers” tended to ap-

preciate this concept as it was consistent with their 
desire to subsidize and protect a particular farming 
system and rural way of life. 

In conclusion, the pressure to reform the CAP 
had clearly increased by 2001, but it did not contribute 
to a more focused picture on what direction the re-
forms would need to take. Clearly, there was rein-
forcement in the sense that “something needs to be 
done”, but there was much less common ground on 
what should be done. In fact, some of the reform ideas 
were in opposition to one another. Nonetheless, in 
Fischler’s mind (and his team) the various pressures 
were crystallizing into a consistent reform strategy. In 
hindsight, it appears that the argument that the BSE 
crisis had nothing to do with agricultural policy (e.g. 
TANGERMANN, 2001) may have been true from an 
economic perspective, but not from a political one. In 
fact, in the type of political strategy that Fischler and 
his team had in mind, the two fitted very well together. 

7  Franz Fischler:  
Strategist and Tactician 

Everybody inside the Commission with whom we spoke 
discusses Franz Fischler’s role in the 2002-2003 re-
forms in quasi-heroic terms. Some argue that what 
really made the reforms succeed was the combination 
of Fischler’s strategic vision and political tactics and 
the Commission’s officials’ effort and preparation. 
Fischler not only had a clear strategic view about the 
direction of the reforms, but he also had masterful 
political tactics which he used to get there.  

Experience mattered as well. The general expe-
rience of a second-term commissioner and specific 
experience with the Agenda 2000 reforms made 
Fischler better prepared for the 2003 reform battle. In 
general, a second-term commissioner has more expe-
rience in how deals and decisions in the EU are made. 
Probably even more important was his experience 
with Agenda 2000 and, in particular, Chirac’s unusual 
intervention at the Berlin European Council meeting 
in 1999. During the Agenda 2000 reform discussions, 
France had opposed the main reform proposals and 
voted against them in 1999. Yet, French opposition 
was insufficient. In the vote in the Agriculture Council 
in February, 1999, there was a qualified majority of 
votes in favor of the Commission’s reform package. To 
the surprise of many, Chirac managed not only to 
bring up the issue during a meeting of the European 
Council in Berlin in March, 1999, but also managed to 
re-open the compromise decision. In the final negotia-
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tions, and despite Fischler’s opposition, Chirac suc-
ceeded in convincing the other heads of state to ap-
prove a weakened version of the reforms.4 Fischler 
learned from this experience that he had to anticipate 
potential political obstacles and strategies to avoid a 
similar fate with the 2003 reforms.  

7.1  Preparation of the Reforms  

Fischler learned from previous reforms that if specific 
proposals are made early, vested interest groups, such 
as commodity groups, will mobilise quickly and 
reform efforts may be undermined and blocked before 
they are even launched. Therefore, Fischler put to-
gether a small inner circle of six officials to prepare 
the entire reform package. As is well documented by 
PIRZIO-BIROLI (2008) and SYRRAKOS (2008), this 
small group of senior Commission officials, drawing 
on a substantial amount of study and analysis by ex-
perts within the Commission administration, prepared 
the details of the proposals and calculated their poten-
tial effects. The six officials were high-level Commis-
sion staff, partly from Fischler’s cabinet and partly 
from the DG AGRI. Everybody else was kept in the 
dark or on a need-to-know basis only. Commission 
services were asked to perform preparatory analyses 
and impact studies without being informed of the en-
tire picture.5 Analyses were prepared under the guid-
ance of Dirk Ahner, the Deputy Director-General who 
had also led analytical work in preparation for Agenda 
2000 and the EU enlargement process. Several Com-
mission officials interviewed by the author high-
lighted the importance of this work. The extensive in-
house discussions and analyses made DG AGRI well-
prepared when the discussions came out into the open. 
Since nobody outside of the small Commission circle 
had expected Fischler to propose full decoupling, the 
opponents had little preparation and little analysis of 
the impacts of such a policy. In contrast, the DG 
AGRI team was ready to address critiques and com-
ments about their proposals with careful analysis and 

                                                            
4  Instead of 30% as proposed by the Commission, the 

Council decided to cut the beef support price by 20% 
only; instead of a proposed cut of 20% for cereal sup-
port prices, it was decided to be cut by 15%; and, the 
dairy reforms were postponed to take place in 2005, in-
stead of beginning in 2000 as proposed by the Commis-
sion. 

5  There are some notable stories surrounding the secrecy 
of the reform preparations, including the distribution of 
proposals on specially marked paper. SYRRAKOS (2008) 
even refers to a break-in at the Commission offices.  

counterarguments, all of which had been prepared in 
the previous years and months.  

While hints about the reforms were given to the 
public in 2001, there was a complete communication 
stop in the spring of 2002 during the period leading up 
to French elections, which took place in May and June 
of 2002. In fact, Commission officials were forbidden 
to speak in public on CAP reforms.  

Fischler announced his plans for the CAP reform 
in the summer of 2002. The opponents of the reforms 
publicly expressed shock and dismay. Yet, the pro-
posals actually contained little that had not yet been 
suggested by Fischler in various speeches in 2001. 
These public speeches contained much of what was 
formally proposed by Fischler in the summer of 2002. 
For example, Fischler’s address “The road ahead for 
EU agricultural and rural policy” to the CDU congress 
in Berlin on May 7th, 2001 and his Opinion Article in 
the Financial Times on May 9th, 2001 contain all of 
the major ingredients of the reform proposals. Fischler 
explained later that his public addresses were used to 
test the waters of the various ideas in the proposals. It 
appears that opponents, and in particular the French 
government, did not take these remarks seriously, 
either because they underestimated his determination 
or they overestimated their own political strength to 
block them. In a personal interview, Fischler con-
firmed that this was also roughly his interpretation of 
the facts.  

A final element of Fischler’s strategy was to 
build support for the reforms from a non-traditional 
political coalition across member states. Instead of 
focusing on farm unions, Fischler gave presentations, 
interviews to the media and participated in confe-
rences to secure support from environmental organiza-
tions and consumer groups. When the reform propos-
als were announced, the traditional negative reactions 
emerged from farm unions. In the past, farm unions 
had dominated political discussions on the CAP. Now 
other organizations joined the debate and presented a 
different view. As a result, the discussions were more 
balanced than in previous reform efforts.  

7.2  Counting the Votes:  
the Role of the Iraq War 

Qualified majority voting had become the rule for 
CAP reform decisions. When the MTR proposal was 
announced, only the UK and Sweden, member states 
customarily in favor of CAP reforms, immediately 
supported it. Other member states were either skeptical, 
pointing to specific problems, or opposed the CAP 
reforms. 
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After some time three groups emerged: the “pro-
reform group”, which in addition to the UK and Sweden 
also included the Netherlands and Denmark; a “middle 
group” that included Greece, Belgium, Luxembourg, 
Finland, Austria and Italy; and the “anti-reform group” 
with France, Spain, Germany, Portugal and Ireland. 

The middle group contained a set of countries 
that were not completely opposed to the reform, but 
had specific problems with the reforms. The Commis-
sion thought it could win the support of most of this 
group since it was predominately made up of small 
countries with few votes. Moreover, the Commission 
thought concessions in specific areas could convince 
this group to support the reforms. The middle group 
was also not considered a major problem because it 
included Greece which held the presidency and wanted 
a successful summit, as well as Belgium which did not 
have a unified voice with its three ministers of agri-
culture. 

The anti-reform group was strong with three large 
countries (France, Spain and Germany), easily con-
trolling a blocking minority. Nevertheless, the anti-
reform group was not a natural coalition. Germany 
played a special role. Renate Künast, the politician 
from the Green Party who was the German minister 
responsible for the CAP, had been a vocal advocate of 
a more environmentally-friendly CAP – and should 
have been a natural ally of Fischler. This was indeed 
the case initially, but more influential political al-
liances later interfered. 

Traditionally, the Franco-German political axis 
had continued to work very well under the regimes of 
Helmut Kohl and François Mitterrand. They managed 
to overcome their personal differences to form a very 
powerful and successful European force. Initially 
there was no chemistry between Gerhard Schröder 
and Jacques Chirac. They disliked one another and did 
not manage to form a bond or a strong Franco-
German coalition. But in 2001 important international 
events changed this.  

The Iraq war began in 2001. The governments of 
Spain under Prime Minister José Maria Aznar, Italy 
under Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi and the UK 
under Prime Minister Tony Blair joined US President 
George Bush in what Bush referred to as “the coalition 
of the willing”. Both France and Germany strongly 
opposed the Iraq war. Hence, somewhat unexpectedly, 
Chirac and Schröder found themselves as allies in 
opposing the Iraq war.  

Furthermore, on the eastern enlargement of the 
EU, France and Germany had opposing views but 
managed to come to an agreement. Germany was a 

strong proponent of eastern enlargement while France 
was not enthusiastic. A deal was made. As one Com-
mission official summarized, “the French agreed with 
the enlargement if the Germans agreed to pay the bill” 
which included future CAP financing for the EU-15. 
This was cemented in the 2002 Brussels Council 
meeting where, among other things, a decision was 
made with far-reaching implications for the CAP: 
CAP pillar I payments were fixed until 2013 to assure 
French farmers and politicians that CAP benefits 
would continue to come long after enlargement. 

All this mattered for the CAP reform proposals of 
Fischler. France was opposed. For Schröder, who was 
in some international isolation with his strong anti-
Iraq war stance, maintaining the general Franco-
German international political coalition because of the 
Iraq war and enlargement was more important than 
the preferences of his Green Party coalition partner on 
CAP reforms.  

Facing this strong anti-CAP reform coalition, 
Fischler decided to use the Iraq war for his own pur-
pose. As Chirac used the war coalition to keep Schröder 
on his side in the CAP debate, Fischler seeked support 
for his reforms from the opposite side, more specifi-
cally from the Blair-Aznar camp. Fischler asked Blair 
to approach Aznar and convince him to switch sides 
and support the CAP reforms. Blair, who had sup-
ported the CAP reforms all along, agreed on one con-
dition: the Commission had to drop the capping of 
support to large farms – which would hurt large UK 
farms and landowners – from the reform proposals. 
Fischler agreed and Blair approached Aznar. Fischler 
went on a nightly mission to Madrid to seal the deal. 
Spain switched camps in the CAP reform debate and 
left the opposing coalition severely weakened.  

In the days following these political changes, 
Künast managed to re-take the initiative in Germany 
on the CAP reforms and to change the German stance 
in the reform debate. Similar to Blair, she asked for 
adjustments of the reform proposals in exchange for 
her support. Künast liked the idea of cross-compliance, 
but did not want to implement decoupled payments 
based on what farms had received in the past (which 
became known as the “historical model”). Instead, 
Künast wanted to pay farms in the same region the 
same payment, independent of what they had received 
in the past (later termed the “regional model”).  

Fischler opposed this idea, not so much for the 
economic effects, but rather for the political ones. He 
feared that the redistribution of subsidies among 
farms, which was implicit in the regional model, could 
increase opposition to the CAP reforms on the basis of 
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farm interests. OLPER (2008) emphasizes the lack of 
redistribution of support in the Fischler reforms as a 
key element of the reform proposals. By limiting redi-
stribution and emphasizing a more efficient instru-
ment of decoupling for enhancing farm incomes, 
Fischler avoided a significant amount of potential 
opposition.  

Nonetheless, Künast was adamant on this issue 
because she wanted to use the new subsidy system  
to support more extensive and organic farming  
systems, which traditionally had not been receiving  
as much support as the intensive, conventional  
production systems.6 Fischler ultimately gave in to 
Künast’s demands to obtain German votes. In the final 
proposal, Germany was allowed to introduce the re-
gional model.  

Finally, Ireland also switched positions, but for a 
different reason. Farm unions in Ireland opposed the 
reforms, but farmers there had a different perspective. 
They were convinced that the reforms could be good 
for them as the reforms provided them with direct 
income support and allowed them more freedom in 
their decisions. The Irish position switched, despite 
farm union opposition, as the Irish minister sided with 
the preferences of grassroots farmers rather than with 
farm unions.  

In the end, France found itself isolated in its  
opposition to the reforms. Even within France and  
the FNSEA, the main French farm union, opposition 
was no longer unanimous. Facing a loss in qualified 
majority voting, France then attempted to join the 
winning camp and to extract compensations and  
adjustments from the reform proposals. Yet, they were 
in a weak negotiating position and finally ended  
up with few of their demands met.  

                                                            
6  Interestingly, the introduction of the regional model in 

Germany had the opposite effect of Künast’s intentions 
as she (and her advisers) had underestimated (or ig-
nored) the impact of the subsidies on the land market. 
With subsidies given across the region, the value of 
farm land increased and extensive farm systems were no 
longer profitable with high land prices; a switch had to 
be made to more intensive production systems.  

8  The Paradoxical Impact of  
Jacques Chirac 

President Chirac played a very important role in the 
Fischler reforms, but in many ways differently from 
how he had intended. By his masterful political act in 
1999 in Berlin, Chirac had achieved what he consi-
dered a major political victory: protecting French far-
mers from an overzealous reform-minded Commis-
sion. Later he also intervened with Prodi in an unsuc-
cessful attempt to prevent Fischler from remaining in 
his post for a second term. At the conclusion of the 
Berlin meeting, Fischler managed to obtain – what 
looked at the time like – a small compromise.  

First, to anticipate problems from partial reforms, 
a mid-term review was to be undertaken around 2002-
2003 to re-examine market developments as well as 
the situation of the agricultural budget as a clearer 
perspective emerged on enlargement, WTO negotia-
tions, etc. Chirac’s intervention in Berlin thus allowed 
a review of agricultural policies in 2003 – something 
that otherwise would not have been the case and which 
gave Fischler the opportunity to introduce another set 
of reforms.  

Second, as explained above, Chirac’s unusual in-
tervention in Berlin made it clear to Fischler that he 
had to anticipate any potential political obstacle and 
strategy to avoid the fate of the Agenda 2000 reforms.  

Third, it is difficult to imagine that Fischler did 
not have a psychological effect from the way in which 
Chirac had approached the CAP: first by re-opening 
the decision above the heads of the ministers of agri-
culture and later by trying to block Fischler’s re-
appointment. It would be understandable if these ex-
periences strengthened Fischler’s resolve to push for-
ward with the reforms. 

Fourth, Chirac’s successes with Agenda 2000 (and 
in earlier CAP discussions) may have blinded him to 
the determination of Fischler in preparing the 2003 
reforms. Chirac’s successes also may have led him to 
underestimate his political opponents during the MTR 
debate and may have caused him to be complacent. 

In summary, Chirac’s dramatic political interven-
tion in Berlin in 1999, in which he weakened the 
Agenda 2000 reforms, made the most radical reforms 
of the CAP possible. The intervention allowed an eva-
luation of the CAP in 2003 as well as made the success 
of Fischler’s reforms more likely by reinforcing the 
determination of his opponent, providing a warning to 
Fischler to avoid all possible political and diplomatic 
booby-traps, and by convincing the other side to be 
well prepared for debate and decision-making.  
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9  Franz Fischler:  
Killer or Saviour of the CAP? 

The acrimonious reactions following the launch of the 
proposals involved accusations of the Commission 
siding with opponents who wanted to “scrap the CAP”. 
Yet, Fischler and his team saw their proposals not as 
an instrument to eradicate the EU’s agricultural policy, 
but instead as a way of saving it. PIRZIO-BIROLI 
(2008: 124) explains: 

“Scrapping the CAP [was] not an option. 
…The Fischler reform was aimed at helping 
the CAP and its farmers reconcile the needs 
of modernisation and restructuring with the 
acknowledgement of their community func-
tion, and the recognition of the positive ex-
ternalities generated by agriculture, and ru-
ral activities and spaces. … Fischler acted in 
the conviction that the EU needed to keep a 
strong agricultural policy, but periodically 
update it in order to adapt it to new realities.” 

From this viewpoint, it is interesting to note that ac-
cording to Fischler, the concept of decoupling was not 
chosen for reasons most often mentioned by econo-
mists, i.e. to reduce distortions, but because it was the 
best way to save the CAP.7  

Economists, based on their focus on improving 
efficiency and reducing distortions, had long preferred 
non-distorting (lump sum) transfers. Thus, the de-
coupled payments Fischler proposed were a welcome 
improvement. These economic arguments, however, 
were never convincing for Fischler who favored de-
coupled payments based more on political reasoning.8 
Fischler looked at the reforms from the standpoint of 
how he could save the support for European agricul-
ture in the 21st century with new opportunities as well 
as new demands and constraints being imposed on 
European farmers. Decoupling was an attractive 
choice based on these new factors for several reasons. 
Decoupled payments were an efficient use of EU 
funds, given pressures on the budget from taxpayers. 
Fischler referred to an OECD study on decoupling 
which demonstrated that with a decoupled support 
                                                            
7  Notice, of course, that both perspectives are closely 

related: transfer efficiency is high because distortions 
are low and the WTO may allow decoupled payments 
because they do not (or minimally) distort international 
markets and trade. 

8  In a sense, one could interpret Fischler’s logic as an 
example of BECKER’S (1983) argument that politicians 
will choose (economically) efficient policy instruments 
to enhance their political objectives.  

system the net income gains for farmers are almost 
twice as large compared to the then existing payments 
per hectare or per animal, if much of the existing sup-
port is dissipated through an induced increase in land 
and other input prices. Fischler saw the salience of the 
argument not from an economic perspective, but from 
a political one. If the CAP were using half the EU 
budget, he considered it essential to convince the EU 
taxpayer that this money was well spent and effective-
ly used. Decoupling also reduced trade distortions and 
improved the environment as it reduced incentives  
to use land intensively. The introduction of cross-
compliance further enhanced the environmental bene-
fits of decoupled payments. Fischler and his team 
emphasized in interviews that while the WTO nego-
tiations were not an initial motive for decoupling, 
once they began to think about the option they realized 
that decoupling could be very useful for the Doha 
negotiations as well. 

While discussions on the importance of the re-
forms focus mostly on the 2003 MTR (and to some 
extent on the Agenda 2000 reforms), Fischler sees  
the achievements of the 2003 reform much more in  
tandem with the 2002 budgetary agreement. In his 
view, the proposals of the 2003 reform allowed him to  
convince those most opposed to the CAP within the 
European Commission to agree to a much smaller 
budget cut than they had requested.  

Prodi (and with him many commissioners and 
ministers of finance) had targeted a 30% budget cut  
of the CAP when the Prodi Commission took office. 
By proposing a series of bold reforms that reduced  
the negative effects of the CAP on the environment, 
market distortions and the WTO negotiations, as well 
as enabled the CAP to fit within a concept of sustain-
able rural development, Fischler and his team reduced 
the ammunition of those demanding large budget cuts 
and created a new support base for the CAP. In this 
way, he was able to convince the Commission to table 
a proposal (which was later approved) with much 
more limited cuts for the next financial period (i.e. up 
to 2013).  

The European Council summits in Brussels and 
Copenhagen in the autumn of 2002 sealed the deal. 
The decisions fit enlargement into the 2000-2006  
financial framework by deciding the gradual introduc-
tion of direct payments in new member states. It was 
also decided that the CAP would continue to receive 
generous funding from the EU budget. From 2007 to 
2013, the total budget for market interventions and 
direct payments was fixed at the 2006 level in real 
terms. In nominal terms, expenditures could increase 
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by 1% annually. Rural development spending was not 
constrained. Fischler and his colleagues saw this as a 
major achievement: the CAP budget was not drastical-
ly reduced until at least 2013 and the cuts were much 
less than demanded at the start of the Prodi Commis-
sion in 2000. From this perspective, Fischler’s re-
forms had “saved the CAP” instead of scrapping it. 

10  Concluding Comments 

The 2003 MTR under Commissioner Franz Fischler 
was the most radical reform in the history of the CAP, 
albeit that not all aspects were substantive reforms. 
The reform process and its timing were complex.  
Several major developments, all of which affected 
each other, overlapped: WTO negotiations, enlarge-
ment negotiations, the enlargement process, the Iraq 
war, the Agenda 2000 implementation, budget discus-
sions and the mid-term reviews.  

Three (sets of) factors came together around 2002 
which created strong demand for radical CAP reforms 
and sufficient pressure to overcome opposition to such 
reforms. The three factors were institutional reforms, 
changes in the number and quality of the political actors 
involved in the reform process, and strong calls to 
reform from external factors. The main pressures came 
from the WTO and other trade negotiations, the budget, 
food safety, environmental concerns and – to a lesser 
extent – enlargement. These elements, some traditional 
and others not, combined to increase pressure for 
change. The CAP had lost its legitimacy among the EU 
public and was seen as hurting EU trade interests, hav-
ing negative effects on the environment and unable to 
address food safety concerns of EU consumers. This 
compounded calls from ministers of finance other 
members of the European Commission for CAP reform.  

A critical institutional change was the Single Eu-
ropean Act which introduced qualified majority voting 
for CAP decision-making. The enlargement of 1995 
reduced the share of the votes of the established play-
ers in the EU as well as enabled Sweden to be a strong 
voice for CAP reforms. The 2003 MTR discussions 
and political tactics also transformed the politics-as-
usual of the CAP. Consumer and environmental 
groups played more prominent roles in the CAP 
reform debate than they had previously. Finally, many 
of the old-style DG AGRI officials had left and 
younger persons had joined in the decade before the 
reforms took place. This allowed thinking within the 
DG AGRI to be much more open to environmental 
and economic arguments. 

The combination of Fischler’s experience, his 
strategic vision, his political tactics and the Commis-
sion’s officials’ effort and preparation played a vital 
part. The reforms were prepared in relative secrecy by a 
small inner circle of officials while experts within the 
Commission administration calculated the potential 
effects of the reforms without knowing the overall pic-
ture. During the campaigns for the French elections in 
the spring of 2002, there was a communication stop. 
In-house analyses were undertaken by DG AGRI offi-
cials to counter critiques with well-prepared arguments.  

The proposals initially faced a strong anti-reform 
group, including three large countries (France, Spain 
and Germany), which had the power to block the 
reform. The Iraq war made Chirac and Schröder allies 
in opposing the reforms despite Germany’s earlier 
demand for reform. Yet, Fischler used the Iraq alliances 
to his own advantage by manoeuvring Spain out of the 
anti-reform group through Blair’s links with Aznar. 
Fischler paid a price by having to drop the capping of 
subsidies (for Blair’s support) and by allowing regional 
instead of historically-based payments (to secure 
German support).  

Chirac played an important role, but in ways  
his role turned out differently than he had intended. 
Chirac’s intervention at the 1999 Council in Berlin 
initially appeared to be a major political victory, but it 
ultimately allowed a review of agricultural policies in 
2003. Moreover, it made Fischler anticipate all poten-
tial political obstacles and reinforced his determina-
tion for reforms. Chirac’s earlier successes in blocking 
reforms may also have caused him to become compla-
cent. Thus, Chirac contributed to the most radical 
reform of the CAP.  

Farm unions were taken by surprise by the Fischler 
proposals and were unprepared. They also faced a 
new political environment in which environmental 
and consumer groups were taken seriously by political 
leaders. Nonetheless, decoupled payments are more 
effective in transferring income to farmers and far-
mers may have realized this, which could contribute 
to explain their limited opposition.  

Finally, Fischler and his team saw their reforms 
not as an instrument to reduce the importance of the 
CAP, but as a way of saving it. Bold reforms to reduce 
its negative effects on the environment, market distor-
tions and the WTO negotiations reduced the pressure 
for large budget cuts and created a new support base 
for the CAP. These reforms avoided major budget 
cuts for the next financial period. From this perspec-
tive, the Fischler reforms contributed to the survival 
of the CAP, rather than to its demise. 
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