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DRAFT

Abstract

The paper is a pre-study to a broader project on agenda-setting and policy-making as regards

agri-environment in EU and five member states. The main hypotheses are that

i) traditional agricultural agenda-setting and policy-making takes place in a rather closed
segment characterised by a fixed institutional set-up both in member states and at EU level,
despite the many differences otherwise between national and EU policy-making;

ii) that environmental agenda-setting and policy-making is characterised by a much weaker
segmentation and firm institutional set-up and that this will vary depending upon which
environmental issue is on the agenda. It is claimed that this is the situation both in member
states and at EU level;

iii) that agri-environmental questions - together with other new issues like animal welfare and
health - will contribute to erode the traditionally strong agricultural policy segment. Both in
member states and at EU-level, agri-environmental issues are usually decided upon in the
ministries of agriculture and at DG VI (agriculture) respectively. The new issues are in many
cases put forward with so much vigour by environmentalists, experts - and some member states
in the case of EU - that the old segments have been forced to open for new agendas, new lobby
groups and new institutions if the ministries and DG VI want 1o keep the new issues within
their authority.

The paper leaves it as an open question if the policy network model will be the most appropriate

theoretical point of departure when looking at the EU level. As long as the agri-environmental

question is such a relatively new issue, it seems that the ‘garbage can model’ best captures the

vivid reality.



Greater than the tread of mighty armies is an idea whose time has come.
Victor Hugo

Introduction

In the mid-70s, environmental groups in Denmark published the first results showing that
nitrogen leaching from farms caused problems for groundwater and the aquatic environ-
ment. However, nobody took any notice of the results as farming was considered a non-
polluting activity, and most people were concerned about direct pollution like smoke and
emissions from industry and towns. Ten years later the smallest report on agriculture and
environment was given considerable attention and had a good chance for a place on the
front page. Agri-environmental questions had now become a very sensitive and much
debated issue.

At the Hague summit in December 1969, EEC-6 decided to work for an economic
and monetary union from 1980, but political and institutional reasons blocked its realisa-
tion (@strup and Nedergaard 1992, p. 230ff). In the Maastricht Treaty, an EMU was put
forward once again, and this time governments have strongly committed themselves to the
deadlines. In spite of high unemployment and domestic resistance, many governments
have been willing to take the political risks in order to be the first-comers in the EMU
club.

In both cases it is obvious that the ground was not yet prepared for the new ideas.
What then 'matured' the ideas that agriculture was also a polluting activity and that it
would be an advantage for European nations to bring their economies and currencies very
close to each other? With John W. Kingdon in his famous book on Agendas, Alternatives
and Public Policies (1995) we could ask: How does an idea's time come? New scientific
evidence could be an answer, but history is full of examples of scientific proofs without
political actions and also political actions without scientific proof.

The intention of this paper is to examine the implications of the new agri-
environmental agenda has been put on EU's agenda in the last decade, thereby making an
issue-linkage between agriculture and environment. Whether CAP decision-making has
undergone the same profound changes as national agricultural politics will be analysed
here. Most students have characterised the latter in terms like corporatist and private
interest government and decided by a closed and almost independent community. At least
this was the case until the mid-1980s in many countries. Since then the agricultural
decision-making community has gradually been eroded, and other policy areas, especially
environment, have succeeded in influencing agricultural decision-making (Frouws 1993;
Just 1994). Is this also the case with EU agri-environmental regulations?

It is further assumed that the decision-making process in EU with regard to
agriculture and environment is similar in many respects to the one in member states -
despite the many differences in national decision-making otherwise. This means that the
agricultural area, may be characterised as a rather closed segment with a well-developed
and defined institutional set-up. Environmental policy-making, on the other hand, as a
relatively new policy field may be characterised as a very open policy area with different
actors and still a rather loose institutionalisation.

It is thirdly assumed that a greening of the CAP will mean that DG VI (agriculture)
and related institutions will gradually be forced to open the segment for new interests, if
they want to maintain influence over the new agri-related questions.

Before trying to verify the assumptions, a theoretical discussion about agenda-setting
will be described and related to existing studies about agricultural and environmental
policy-making in EU.
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This study is part of a planned broader project on agri-environmental policy-making
in EU.! Therefore it will not contain new empirical evidence, but is an effort to outline
some of the main determinants in EU agri-environmental policy-making.

What is an agenda?

The most significant literature on agenda-setting has been written by American scholars
and based on the specific American political system. In 1984 John W. Kingdon published
his much praised book on Agendas, Alternatives and Public Policies, which came in a
second edition in 1995. With emphasis on the complexity and fluidity of American politics
he opposed the general view that politics was about establishing and maintaining an equili-
brium.

"Perhaps continual change, not equilibrium, is the hallmark of agenda-setting. If that
turns out to be a fruitful way of looking at these processes, then we need models that
use alternatives to equilibrium-seeking as their core assumption. These models would
emphasise development and adaptation, not inertia and stasis" (Kingdon 1995:227).

This approach is also in the core of Baumgartner and Jones' book on Agendas and
Instability in American Politics, also from 1995. Their point of departure is a so-called
punctuated equilibrium model of policy change.

"During periods when issues emerge, new institutional structures are often created
that remain in place for decades, structuring participation and creating the illusion of
equilibrium. Later agenda access can destroy these institutions, however, replacing
them with others” (p. 1).

Although the role of institutions is stressed in their book, it is still the agenda that deter-
mines membership, integration, and institutionalisation to use Rhodes and Marsh's dimen-
sions in their work on policy networks (Rhodes and Marsh 1992).

Thus, it seems that a specific institutional, political and economic ground must be
prepared before the seed of a new idea is ready to grow and be harvested. This means that
a precondition for coming from an idea to concrete political action is a broad accept of a
problem's existence and an institutional set-up capable of identifying and solving the
problem.

But is it an expression of American political style that the two books mentioned lay
emphasis on continual change and punctuated equilibrium in policy-making? If we take
Rhodes and Marsh's summary of eight British case studies on different policy networks,
they can find changes in the 1980s, but stable, regulated, predictable relations remain the
logic of policy-making (1992:191).

In Denmark, stability also seems to be more the case rather than continual change. In
one of the best theoretical contributions on agenda-setting and policy making, Nielsen and
Pedersen (1989) stress that behind the two main concepts - institutional integration and

! In the broader project, agenda-setting, brefcrences and policy-making concerning agri-environment will
be studied at both Community level and in five important member states. In this connection it will be
analysed how major changes come about, how it is possible to influence the agenda and policy-making,
and what role the institutional set-up plays for possible changes.
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negotiated economy, which they prefer in stead of neo-corporatism - lies a so-called socio-
economic conception. It has developed since the 1930's and is characterised by

“..regarding society as an economic organism whose health is estimated on the
assumption of balance between wage and productivity, inflation and employment and
on balance of payments. The health is not automatically given, but must on the
contrary be formed by individual and collective decision makers' joint incentive to
follow normative orders on taking socio-economic considerations” (p. 192).

In our agenda-setting connection it is of special interest how socio-economic conceptions
and agendas are established. Nielsen and Pedersen's answer is the negotiated economy
model.

It contains three institutions: policy, campaign, and discourse institutions which
produce and mobilise mutual understanding about the socio-economic conception.

A policy institution consists of public commissions and committees, often with a
corporatist composition, with the aim of formulating and analysing socio-economic
problems and pointing at political actions.

Campaign institutions seek to formulate and propagate the socio-economic concep-
tion. They try to put such conceptions on the political agenda and to create both elitarian
and to a certain degree also a broader popular understanding for certain conceptions of the
actual and coming socio-economic situation. These agenda-setting bodies are government
agencies, independent boards, and secretariats in organisations.

Discourse institutions translate the dominating conceptions to analytical, coherent and
verifiable codes. This will often be done by academics at universities, research institutions
and leading media.

The actors in the institutionalised negotiation game will, within the normative frames
of the socio-economic conception, develop compromises about negotiation themes, pro-
blems and procedures.

The model is developed with the Scandinavian experience in mind, and it is obvious
that stability and equilibrium seeking is an objective of its own. It seems worth examining
if the model will also proove relevant in an EU agenda-setting context.

Both the Kingdon & Baumgartner and the Nielsen & Pedersen approach has been
developed for national policy arenas. The question is whether it is relevant to use the same
model on the EU with its unique policy-making system.

EU policy-making

The Commission is empowered with the formal right of formulating proposals and
implementing regulations. This of course gives a lot of opportunities to influence the
debate and try to establish new agendas. For instance the Commission has set up a
working group with six leading agricultural economists to propose a radical CAP reform.
But EU is a multi-centered organisation where agenda-setting, legislation and imple-
mentation are divided among several institutions, nations and levels, if not formally then
in reality. And in the case with the working group, it was established by DG I, who has
responsibility for strategy and overall development, whereas DG VI (agriculture) is abso-
lutely not in favour of a radical reform, but prefers a continuation of the 1992 reform.

* As regards agenda-setting, the European Parliament is playing a more active role due
to the co-decision procedure, which gives the Parliament power to amend or reject a pro-
posal. Formally the Parliament does not have the right to initiate legislation, but since
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1982 the Commission has in principle agreed to take up any Parliamentary proposals to
which it does not have major objections. If it has, the Commission must explain its reasons
in detail. All these conditions have led students to describe the Parliament's power as the
'power of the conditional agenda setter’ (Tsebelis 1995).

It is obvious that the Council, as a kind of upper house with the right to take final
decisions has the most central position in decision-making. Neither Parliament nor the
Council have the right to initiate legislation, but in reality this demarcation is penetrated.
According to Article 152 in the EEC treaty, the Council was given the right to request that
the Commission undertook studies and submitted to it the appropriate proposals.

Without being a formal institution, the European Council with its biannual meetings
has become a very important decision-making actor. According to the former British
Minister of State, Foreign and Commonwealth Office, Tristan Garel-Jones, who was in
charge of the British Presidency in the second half of 1992, then it is so that

"Over a number of years the role of the European Council in Community life has
increased. Most significant Community developments now depend to some extent
upon agreement at, or sanction by, the European Council” (Garel-Jones, 1993:263).

The European Council is now first and foremost an important solver of big problems,
where putting all problems into one package as in Edinburgh in December 1992 and thus
promoting a give-and-take policy - some would prefer the term logrolling - seems to ease
the way for new directions. But it should also be remembered that the European Council
may have an agenda-setting role according to article 152. As an example, the conclusion
of the Essen summit in December 1994 was that the Commission, before the Madrid
summit in December 1995, should prepare a strategic paper on the accession of eastern
states.

The role of the Presidency is not much studied, but it seems to have a very crucial role
in agenda-setting and final policy-making (Ludlow 1993 and Garel-Jones 1993). It orga-
nises the business of the Community in collaboration with the Commission and the
Secretary-General of the Council. According to a former UK Permanent Representative,
the Presidency has :

"an important influence on the agenda and the conduct and outcome of discussions. It
is almost impossible to get a decision out of a Council against the wishes of its
President" (Butler, 1986:26).

It should be remembered that it was during a French Presidency that the milk quotas were
introduced (Swinbank 1989, p. 306f). From a French point of view such supply regula-
tions were greatly preferred instead of British wishes to lower prices. It was also during the
Greek presidency that the Corfu summit in June 1994 stated that ‘the next phase of
enlargement of the Union will involve Cyprus and Malta' and 'must take place before
accession negotiations begin' with the CEECs (European Council 1994).

The role of member states in agenda-setting is also largely undocumented. They all
have the possibility of giving the Commission good ideas or trying to persuade other
member states in the Council to have the Commission take action in a certain direction.
We also know that certain member states are more influential in some questions than
others. For instance, UK has played a leading role in EU's increasing concern about
landscape and biodiversity (Baldock and Lowe 1996). But who and how and in which
issues when talking about agricultural policy has not been analysed.



Some of the less important institutions in the EU system have not gained the interest
of researchers either. However, their possible role must be investigated. It is thus pre-
sumed that the Economic and Social Council (ESC) with its many representatives from the
labour market and the trades will be in favour of only minor changes of the CAP, as
otherwise they could fear losing support to processing and sales industries. As regards the
Committee of the Regions, it must be presumed that they will be in favour of a redirection
of the CAP towards rural development.

The industrial and agricultural interests in their European associations are also
represented in formalised meetings. Most significant has been the role of COPA, the Euro-
pean association of farmers' unions. However, its influence has been radically changed.
During the permanent crisis in the 1970s with recurrent price negotiations, COPA played a
rather central role, and the national farmers' organisations also had good possibilities of in-
fluencing their governments. With the introduction of the qualified majority voting regime
through the Single European Act, the organisations lost much of their power potential as it
became possible to isolate and majorise single member states - if it was not France! Due to
the nature of organisations, which is to maintain the status quo, as members often will be
opposed to changes, it must be presumed that COPA does not play any agenda-setting
role, but will instead work for a minimisation of changes.

To sum up the EU policy-making process, one of the most well-informed researchers,
Jeremy Richardson, has described it in this way:

“In general, the EU policy process is best described as a multi-national, neo-federal
system, extremely open to lobbying by a wide variety of organisations with an unpre-
dictable agenda setting process creating an unstable and multi-dimensional policy-
making environment” (Richardson 1994:140).

External actors are not part of the political system, but perhaps these actors have had the
biggest influence on agenda-setting and major changes in EU. The Single Market was
carried through in order to speed up economic activity and competition strength in relation
to the US and South East Asia. The CAP reform in 1992 can only be understood in the
light of the pressure from theUS and GATT. The possible enlargement to the east will
probably be the driving force in a continued reform of the CAP (Just 1996).

So, in the case of agricultural policy-making it seems that the segment has been so
strong that only very powerful external forces outside EU have been able both to change
the agenda and the policy outcome. In the case of environmental policy-making it seems
that the policy field has been so open and non-institutionalised that external forces inside
EU, like green movements and scientists, have been able to set the agenda and success-
fully match the expertise of industry in environmental matters.

In the following paragraphs the policy-making process in the agricultural and environ-
mental sectors will be described in order to estimate afterwards to which of the two sectors
agri-environmental policy-making is closest.

The CAP decision-making
It has been pointed out that the establishment of the CAP in the 1960s
" _reflected defensive national strategies of economic modernisation, attaching small

farmers' loyalty to rebuilt democracies, with welfare state functions transferred to the
European level and farming organisations as intermediaries. The CAP served to



insulate agricultural policy both from competing domestic political constituencies and
from American demands for trade liberalisation...A highly segmented system of

governance developed, operating through both national and supranational mecha-
nisms." (Rieger 1996:97).

On the surface, CAP has been the first and most integrating EC policy. But in reality, the
member states have used the CAP for national purposes in defence of théir own agricul-
tural sectors, and at the same time agricultural policies have been lifted out of domestic
distribution conflicts (Rieger 1996:119). A proof of this may be that agriculture has deve-
loped very differently in member states, although the CAP with its common measures has
existed for about 30 years (Just 1996a).

Nationally, agricultural policy-making has been dominated by strong farming lobbies
acting in close collaboration with their ministry and farmer-friendly parties. This model
was easily transferred to the EEC level which also became very technical, closed and non-
transparent. Thus, a very complicated monetary compensatory amount system was deve-
loped to safe-guard farmers against changing exchange rates. The most dominating feature
was the establishment of more than twenty market organisations and yearly price nego-
tiations.

Attached to each market scheme is 2 management committee plus horizontal manage-
ment committees for general questions on trade and monetary topics. The committees play
a very important role. According to the so-called procedure for committees, they can
determine rules and take decisions to the extent that the Council has delegated competence
to the Commission. The right to determine technical implementation rules to Council
regulations, for instance the administration of market organisations (export restitutions,
market interventions, amount of support etc.) is decided via the procedure for management
committees. Some committees meet every week, for instance for cereals and sugar, while
others only meet a few times a year. Member states are represented by civil servants from
the national administrations, and they are given the same number of votes as in the
Council (Landbrugsministeriet 1988:10).

A typical process for adopting a Council regulation will follow the procedures accor-
ding to Article 43. This means that the Council can take decisions by a qualified majority.
The European Parliament and the ESC are consulted, but the Commission is not obliged to
incorporate their opinions into the final regulation.

Formally the Commission has the sole right to launch proposals, but usually
Commission members do not find proposals themselves. New ideas come from leading
civil servants in the Directorate General, from chefs de cabinet, from the EU Parliament's
Agriculture Committee and from national civil servants. They again have often got the
ideas from (agricultural) organisations, researchers and other actors on the agricultural
policy scene (see figure p. 8). This stresses the importance of not just looking at the
Commission as the formal power of policy initiation. Of equal importance is the
Commission's role as a broker of interests and bourse for the exchange of policy ideas
(Richardson 1994:141).

After consultation with the Commission's legal services and with DG XIX (budget),
DG VI sends a proposal for approval among the college of commissioners. Afterwards the
Commission proposal will be sent for consultation to the European Parliament, where the
Agriculture Committee will make a report which will be the basis for the EP's possible
adoption and making of an opinion. The ESC will also be asked to give an opinion.
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Simuitaneously the proposal is send to national governments (the ministries of foreign
affairs and from there to the ministries of agriculture). Each member state has its own
procedure for treatment of Commission proposals. In some countries a special committee
under the Parliament will be involved, and often the affected organisations will also be
heard. This gives the basis for a final national point of view which will be voiced in both
the important co-ordinating SCA (Special Committee on Agriculture, consisting of
national high level officials) or COREPER, the group of EU ambassadors. Usually the
Council's working groups for the different agricultural products will be involved in trying
to find compromises between the different national interests. After, typically very long
negotiations, the Council will finally adopt the proposal in unanimity or by qualified
majority. In the implementation phase, it is up to the management committee to decide the
more technical content and the need for continual changes. Nationally, the agricultural
ministries have the responsibility for implementation and control.

This short description of the normal CAP decision-making process according to
Article 43 and 100 shows that the CAP may be characterised as a rather closed policy seg-
ment. In the initial phases it is influenced by agricultural interest groups and national far-
ming interests through proposals from agriculture ministries. DG VI has also been a
traditional proponent for support to its sector. This approach has usually been supported by
the ESC and the farmer-friendly Agriculture Committee in the Parliament. Traditionally,
the latter has consisted of many members closely related to farming interests. At the mo-
ment, out of the 45 members, three are former agriculture ministers and seven are either
actual or former presidents of farmers' unions or former directors in agriculture ministries
(Agra Focus, Febr. 1997).

The overall 'technification' of agricultural questlons means that the discussion has not
been about the legitimacy of the system as such, but on technical and specific national
interests. The only opposition might come from other commissioners and nationally from
other ministries, political parties and organisations. However, until the beginning of the
1980s other commissioners’ possibility of changing the agenda was small. In the 1970s the
Commission's price proposals were always some per cent lower than the then powerful
COPA's proposal. But often the Commission was over-ruled in the Council, and the whole
logic of the CAP was not severely contested (Neville-Rolfe 1984).

With a starting point in the fact that all Councils are equal, which means that the
Council of Agricultural Ministers is not subordinate to, for instance, the Council of
Finance Ministers, it has been argued that

"At the Community level, as at the national level, agricultural policy making has been
largely confined to a small group. The councils of foreign and finance ministers have
failed to restrain the decisions of the Agriculture Council, while within national
governments agriculture ministers have justified these decisions on the grounds that
they were necessary to avoid a crisis in the Community" (Pearce, 1981:16).

This allegation has been refused by agriculture ministers, who stated that they have always
needed to have their negotiating mandate agreed in Cabinet and by finance ministers. The
whole institutionalisation of the agricultural policy made fundamental alterations almost
impossible. This was obvious to governments which in fact gave the agricultural ministers
relatively large room for independence compared with their government colleagues,
leaving it up to the usually very long negotiations in the Council of Agricultural Ministers.
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The influence of COPA similarly made changes difficult. A simple fact was that the
farming constituency in many countries was essential for narrow majorities of
governments. At the same time, in the 1960s and 70s, COPA was used by the Commission
to bolster its supra-national position vis-a-vis the Council of Agricultural Ministers
(Averyt 1977).

Nationally, the possibilities of profound changes of the agenda have been dependent
on the institutional set-up. In most cases this organisation has not promoted changes. In
many member states, decisions on EU questions are taken by majority governments
without any obligation to establish a broad debate about the CAP. On the contrary, agricul-
tural policy has been strongly segmented and has given specific farmer organisations a mo-
nopoly on inclusion and on making statements on proposals, as for instance the Deutsche
Bauernverband (DBV) in Germany, the National Farmers' Union (NFU) in the UK, and
FNSEA in France (Neville-Rolfe 1984, Keeler 1981). This is also the case in Denmark
(Just 1994), but here the standing parliamentary EU Committee gives all parties the
possibility of influencing decision-making, as most EU proposals are on its table at the
weekly meetings (Nedergaard, Hansen and Mikkelsen, 1995:47). Even though this specific
Danish institution gives all parties a possibility for being heard, the standing EU
Committee is not the place for changing the agenda, only approving, rejecting or
modifying existing proposals. Furthermore, the importance of agriculture and its
processing industry, and especially the fact that Danish agriculture every year has secured
a considerable surplus in the balance of payments to and from EU, has not been an
incentive for Danish politicians to propose radical reforms.

Returning to the theoretical point of departure, the CAP is in many ways an expres-
sion of a deep political desire to establish stability and equilibrium. That this has not been
the case in the real world does not change the fact that the whole understanding and
institutional set-up has favoured and still is favouring inertia and stasis, to quote Kingdon.

Environmental policy-making

Environment was not written into the Treaty of Rome and nor did/does it exist in the
objectives of the CAP. In the latter half of the 1960s the harmful effects of industrialised
production became more obvious. Some member states took an early action, for instance
the Netherlands in 1965 with the Nuisance Act. The lack of appropriate legal instruments
in EC, the lack of pressure from member states, and the fact that agriculture was not
considered a polluting activity, meant that an agri-environmental issue was totally absent
in EC. However, in 1972 the EC heads of state and government defined the main prin-
ciples of an EC environmental policy, namely that 'prevention is better than cure’ and the
'polluter pays principle’' (Garrido and Moyano, 1994).

It was not until the Single European Act from 1986 that environment got its own
clauses, 130R-T. They added the principle of integration of environmental concerns into
other EC policies, the subsidiary principle, and the minimalist principle which meant that
member states were allowed to introduce higher environmental standards. In the following
years Community legislation increased so much that EC soon became a key policy-maker
vis-a-vis the member states (Sbragia, 1996). Between 1989 and 1991, the EC enacted more
environmental legislation than in the previous twenty years combined (Vogel 1993:125).
But focus has changed. Until the beginning of the 1990s, policy action was mostly con-
cerned with industrial pollution. Now the interest has moved more towards nature
protection and pollution resulting from farming activities.
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From an agenda-setting point of view it seems that the driving force in much of the
Community's environmental policy is a leader-laggard dynamic. A few 'leader states
(usually Germany, Denmark and the Netherlands, and now also the three new member
states), driven by strong domestic interests such as industry and public opinion, push their
progressive environmental policies on to the agenda in Brussels, partly because they fear to
losing competitiveness if a more stringent legislation is not adopted in the whole EU. The
leaders' propositions are not wholly accepted, but will often mean that the 'laggard’
countries will need to adopt stronger regulations than their domestic audiences demand
(Haas et al., 1993).

All ‘members’ of the ‘green troika’ - now the 'green sextet' - are not taking the lead all
the time. Environmental policy is segmented into sectoral policy, and the political dyna-
mics vary considerably across sectors. So, states outside the troika may act as leader in
certain areas (Sbragia, 1996:239). What binds the troika together is the members’ sharing
of similar norms of environmental behaviour (Skjerseth, 1994:38). The policy outcome,
however, is very uncertain.

“Once a ‘leader’ country becomes involved in ‘Europeanising’ its legislation, it is
drawn into a complex institutional framework and policy-making process. The dyna-
mics of that process cannot be controlled by any single member state or even by a

coalition made up of the ‘green troika’. The outcome is a contingent outcome”
(Sbragia 1996:241).

With the words of Richardson (1994) EU's environmental policy is characterised by
uncertain agendas, shifting networks and complex coalitions. A 'leader’ state, pushed by
environmentalists and industry, urges the DG XI (environment) to take an initiative. The
Directorate shares the same values of ecological modernisation as the leader states, and its
officials are also very open to the expertise provided by scientists and environmental
groups. Other directorates, such as DG III (industry) and XVII (energy), will often be
hostile to actions they believe will threaten competitiveness. In this case the political
power and skill of the environment commissioner will be decisive, for instance in making
use of the European Parliament as a supporter. Environment is one of the Parliament's
most important spheres of influence, and with the Maastricht Treaty's co-decision
procedure the EP and its Environment Committee have obtained more power. Especially
commissioner Ripa de Meana was very clever at using the EP to force the Commission to
strengthen regulations and by making use of articles which implied the co-operation
procedure with the Council instead of the consultation procedure. The Council of
Environment ministers will often end up with a regulation that is not so intervening as first
outlined by DG XI and later on supported by the EP, but the decision will quite often be
more far-reaching than the laggard states had wanted.

Contrary to agricultural policy-making, it seems with the words of Kingdon that
environmental agenda-setting and policy-making is characterised by ‘continual change, not
equilibrium’ and by development and adaptation (Kingdon 1995:227).

Agri-environment

Right from the beginning of its implementation in 1967, the CAP has experienced tremen-
dous difficulties, but it was first from the middle of the 1980s that it became possible to
carry considerable changes through. This means that the actual decision-making processes

are not comparable with researchers' findings in the early '80s (see for instance Avery
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1984; Neville-Rolfe 1984). The milk quota from 1984; the single market from 1986 with
its new voting regime; the structural approach in the CAP through R797/1985; the budget
reform in 1988; the CAP reform in 1992 - all point in the same direction: agricultural
policy-making has increasingly been subordinated to general financial and trade policies.
At the same time, other policy areas like environment and rural development have
penetrated the hitherto rather closed agricultural policy segment. Furthermore, the budget
reform in 1988 and later the Edinburgh agreement from 1993 with their ceilings on
spending, have contributed in decreasing the influence of the former very influential
COPA. The CAP reform in 1992 and the succeeding GATT agreement pushed strongly in
the same direction. With the international commitments and five-year agreements on
prices, there has not been much room left for COPA to have a major influence on prices
and production.

One indication of other priorities and of agriculture's role in the whole policy-making
process is the decline in agriculture's relative share of the budget. Still in the 1970s the
CAP swallowed up three quarters of the budget. Now it is less than half the budget.
Another indication could be the number of meetings held in the Council.

Table 1. Number of Meetings in the European Council, 1984 and 1994.

Council composition 1984 1994
Foreign Affairs 20
Agriculture 16
Economic and Finance 8
Fishing

Justice and Home Affairs
Environment

Industry

Research

Social Affairs

Transport

Internal Market

Health
Telecommunications
Energy

Budget

Education

Consumer

Development

Culture

Joint Meetings

Civil Protection

Iron and Steel 2
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Total 84

&
N

Source: Swinbank, 1995, p. 305; Corbett, 1995, p. 46.
Although table 1 shows that new issues have come onto the agenda during the decade,
there is no clear proof to get here of a possible decline for agriculture compared with other

policy issues. No other area has such a developed system of market organisations, institu-
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tionalised committees, advisory committees and working groups. In total they held more
than 500 meetings in 1994 (Beretning, 1994, p. 226).

But this whole institutionalised system is primarily occupied with technical questions
and must be assumed not to be agenda-setting. It must further be assumed that DG VI
(agriculture) will strive to play a continued central role in agricultural and related issues
and try to reduce the influence of DG I, DG XI (environment) and others. At least we have
seen in the Danish case that the Ministry of Agriculture withdrew some of its close
connections to agriculture in the late 1980s when the agenda was changing and other
interests threatened to take over some of the ministry's authority (Just, 1995). This has
meant that the ministry has maintained a strong influence and has now also achieved the
responsibility for food safety. Consequently the name has been changed to the Ministry of
Food, Agriculture and Fisheries.

The development has been quite the opposite for DG VI as a consequence of the BSE
crisis. The strong criticism of the Commission's handling of BSE led to a strong demand
from the Parliament for removing veterinary inspection from DG VI. In a move intended
to wrest the initiative away from the EP, Commissioner Fischler in December 1996
suggested to reinforce the Veterinary Inspection Office as an independent body separate to
DG VI and respected by consumers. But the Parliament's anger was so strong - it
threathened to dismiss the whole commission - that the control was handed over to the
Commissioner for Consumer Health Protection.

This could be seen as a single case, but the follow-up shows that it 1s an expression of
the EP's stronger political aspirations and an attempt to gain more influence in relation to
both Commission and Council. In order to please the Parliament, the Commission
promised it to be involved in future decisions on beef labelling by putting it under the legal
basis of Article 100a involving co-decision with the EP. However, the Council of
Agricultural Ministers unanimously agreed to change the legal basis to Article 43
(agriculture) requiring just the normal EP consultation procedure, under which the Council
compromise cannot be further amended by the EP. The Parliament’s influential Committee
on Environment, Health and Consumer Affairs with its strong chairman, Ken Collins, in
front was so angry on loosing the possibility of co-decision on an agricultural issue for the
first time ever, that the Committee unanimously voted for taking the Council to the
European Court. This was followed by the Commission College who announced at the
40™ anniversary celebrations in Rome in March 1997 that it would bring the Council to the
Court (Agra Focus, Febr. and April 1997).

DG VI has also tried to broaden its scope as the traditional agricultural area became
more and more restricted. The structural element has evolved, so Frants Fischler is both
commissioner for agriculture and for rural development. Most significantly, this was
shown in his initiative to arrange a big rural development conference in November in Eire,
which ended up in the famous Cork Declaration. However, this has caused much anger
from most of his colleagues in the Commission who were not involved, and especially the
commissioners responsible for structural and regional funds have opposed the initiative
(Lowe et al. 1996).

Agri-environmental regulation is also a new responsibility for DG VI, but many parts
of it could as well have been placed at DG XI. The latter is at least very interested in the
topic and has launched many initiatives and research projects on agri-environment.

In general it seems that both the CAP policy-making community and the CAP agenda
have changed. This naturally leads to the intriguing question: Who is now setting the
agenda and pursuing the points on the agenda to final decisions? And is it possible to
detect which countries are most influential? If so, do the different national priorities mean
that different countries are more influential in some cases than others?
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characterised by unstability/punctuated equilibrium than by the stability known from
national sectoral policy-making. At the outset it will be argued that the former is more the
case environmental policy than in agricultural policy, and that it is more the case in the
multi-centered EU than on national level and thereby is giving easier access to the agenda
to non-institutionalised interests.

As concerns theoretical approach, it is still to early to judge whether the policy
network model, the garbage can model or other models will be the most appropriate way
to understand agri-environmental agenda-setting and policy-making.
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