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That such a commonplace domestic concern as agri '" 
culture should be assigned the significance of a 
traditional foreign policy issue is remarkable . But 
the deliberate promotion of welfare rather than of 
power and prestige in the conduct of international 
affairs was supposed to help eradicate interstate 
conflict and violence: the leaders of the EEC farming 
groups (especially the French), the intellectuals of 
the Functionalist school searching for a theory of 
peaceful conflict-resolution between_ nations, and prag­
matic Community officials appear to have shared the 
belief that a single market in agriculture would bring 
nearer the unification of Europe. 

The history of the Common Agricultural Policy is 
examined here in order to test the effectiveness of 
economic approaches to integration when attempted within 
a vital though underdeveloped sector of the European 
economy . 

The common policy was not of course to be inaugur­
ated in an institutional vacuum. Those who helped to 
shape the EEC, e,g. Jean Monnet and Walter Hallstein, 
shared the Functionalist assumption about the nature of 
modern welfare -oriented Western societies . Suitably 
adapted, institutions and procedures usually associated 
with the conduct of internal politics would introduce 
into the international environment the lawful processes 
characteristic of internal politics, and would gradually 
obliterate national divisions. (The neo-Functionalists 
claimed that integration would then proceed more or less 
automatically because of the so---called 11 spill-over" 
effect.) 

But were the EEC institutions and procedures able 
to supply the necessary impetus towards the rational­
ising of agri.cu ltural policy at the Community level? 
A conclusion suggested by this study is that the Common 
Agricultural Policy was irrelevant to , and indeed at 
times incompatible with, the fostering of the Commission 's 
powers, i.e . with the strengthening of supranationality, 
partly because the mounting costs of agricultural support 
may absorb so much of the independent resources the 
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Commission is to acquire after 1975* as to deprive it of 
the financial means for policy-making in fields outside 
agriculture; and partly because goVernments and interest 
groups are a brake on the Commission's initiative in re­
forming agriculture itself. We thus reach conclusions 
diametrically opposed to those implied in the Functionalist 
doctrine . 

The EEC Commission counted upon the assistance of 
"functional'' groups for its integrating efforts : because 
farmers were economically motivated rather than ideologi­
cally committed, their interests would converge naturally 
across national frontiers and furnish support fo r the 
Brussels technocrats. Thus strengthened, the Commission 
would replace the patchwork of national schemes with a 
rational Community- wide agricultural policy . But the 
French , German or Italian peasant organisations, at odds 
about the desirable ends of the Common Market, have not 
been welded into a force capable of sustained pro-Community 
action . And even when temporarily in agreement, the farmer 
groups sought to defeat Brussels sponsored plans for long­
term reform of agriculture which they perceived in terms 
of threats to family farming . Ironically the Commission 
was itself the target of the most spectacular international 
action yet launched by EEC peasants who rioted in Brussels 
against the attempt to hold down agricultural prices for 
the 1971-72 season . The interest groups have in fact done 
little to promote integration and at times have deliberately 
challenged the authority of supranational institutions. 

Attempts to focus the attention of policy makers on 
agriculture served to show how governments are still more 
concerned with traditional foreign policy issues than with 
welfare , although in developed countries welfare has 
become an important area of governmental activity. In fact, 
none of the Six has been prepa red to set aside the demands 
of interest groups such as the facmers for the sake of any 

* The Common Market financing r egulation of 1970 for the 
definitive stage provides that the EAGGF meets the total 
cost of the CAP. Until then member-states paid a -­
{decreasing) proportion of those expenses . 



communal policy, though they have for the sake of objec­
tives of national foreign policy. Thus during the 1965 
agricultural crisis de Gaulle's opposition to extending 
the Commission's supranational powers made him disregard 
the peasant leaders' campaign against his boycott of the 
EEC. 

That politics cannot be eliminated by the Counnunity 
method and national sovereignty eroded has been discussed 
elsewhere . 1 Here the emphasis will be on the following 
but related questions: does the history of the CAP 
suggest that integration is a means of promoting welfare? 
If the technocrats cannot perform satisfactorily in the 
realm of welfare, and if agr:i.culture has so far been the 
cornerstone of Community integration, why should they be 
entrusted with further tasks of government? 

In view of the CAP experience is there any reason 
to suppose that functional interest groups have any 
significant part to play in the process of integration? 
Indeed, is there any close correspondence between the 
success of economic integration and the incidence of 
international conflict or cooperation? If the instances 
of solidarity between the current EEC governments are 
independent of the performance of Community institutions, 
why should we regard the EEC as a radical departure from 
the traditional European state-system? 

The Treaty of Rome (Arts. 38-47) laid out only general 
guidelines for a Common Agricultural Policy . It is not 
surprising therefore that the elaboration and the imple­
mentation of the policy have reflected not only the need 
to protect agriculture but also the interplay of the Six's 
and the Commission's interests and convictions, the latter 
being the body formally charged with the shaping o f pro­
posa l s and with much of the execution of the policy . 

In practice of course no plans for European inte­
gration cou l d omit agriculture, but there was some risk 
in selecting an industry which was backward to demon-



strate the advantages of Europe's economic integration. 

It was unlikely however that nation states would yield 

any but sick sectors to international authorities. One 

could attempt an analogy with the industries which 
some countries have nationalised; private enterprise 
has sometimes passed control of bankrupt sectors to 

the state, but has usually maintained its hold over 
the profitable ones. 

This paper is concerned with the political impli­
cations of the CAP. But some economic analysts main­

tain that there is no ready solution to Community 
difficulties in agriculture due to the fundamental 
problem of adjusting that sector to a progressively 4 

changing modern industrial society.2 Such difficul­
ties existed long before the Common Market was created. 
Except for Holland's, agriculture in the EEC was back­
ward, incomes were inevitably much lower than indust­
rial wages and the farmers relied for survival on sub­

sidies and protection. 3 After the initial shortages 
following World War II had been made up, the European 
peasantry, along with those of most developed countries, 

faced problems of surplus production, falling prices, 

and increasing costs of machinery, labour and land, 
all leading to widespread discontent among agricultural 

population, 

I. THE EEC INSTITUTIONS AND THE MANAGEMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 

(a) The Council 

Because nationc states would not allow the Community 

to administer successfully operating sectors of their 
economies , it was handicapped in having to demonstrate 
the advantages of integration . Nevertheless, the EEC' s 

record of fa ilure in administering agriculture is a 
reflec tion on central institutions and procedures. 
Nothing has revealed as clearly the underlying dis­
harmony of national policies, and the ineffectiveness 
of the Community method, as has the CAP . Cont rary to 

the expectations of enthus iasts for supranationality, 
Europe of the Six has merely reproduced the salient 



feature of international organisations, having failed 
to prevent . " ... the sum of the divergent national 
interests from triumphing , .. over the sum of the posi­
tive common factors 11 ,4 To put it more concretely, the 
member-states evolved a cumbersome body of regu lations 
now known as the CAP in a series of agreements almost 
all of which were arrived at in situations of minor 
international crisis. In formulating policy the 
interested parties took into account nothing but short­
term political advantage, Thus the CAP, the Community's 
most advanced effort, is hardly an example of sound 
economic planning based on considerations of common 
long-term interest , 

(b) The Commiss ion 

International p,;,litical arrangements are often 
diff icul.t to live with. But it is easier to identify 
objective defects in the realms of economics and ad­
ministration : they are more open to dispassionate 
criticism and therefore even to ridicule . At first 
glance , the Commission's long-range perspective seemed 
to contrast with the narrow outlook of member-states 
and national interest groups , 

(i) The Commission's proposals 

' In 1960, as required by the treaty of Rome, 
and as instructed by the resolution of the 1958 con­
ference of the Six at Stresa, the Commission submitted 
its proposals to establish the free movement of agri­
cultural products in a single market over a trans­
itional period of six years, The other important 
elements of the proposed pal icy were: 

1. a uniform system of protection against imports 
from third countries; 

2~ progressive coordination of member-states' 
prices to achieve 'a single European price; 

3 . an assumption of responsibility by the 
Community for certain financial burdens 
connected with agriculture. 
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As pointed out by a Commission member, 

The most important objective was undoubtedly 
that of achieving a single price for a given 
product over the European market as a whole. 

This price policy will be the basic factor 
in the guidance of agricultural production 
and the maintenance and expansion of 
farmers' income. 5 

The pricing mechanism for cereals (wheat and coarse 
grains) proposed by the Commission involved 

1. The indicative (target) price, i.e. the price fixed 
by the Council before sowing which comes into force when 
marketing begins and is a ceiling price which it is hoped 
will be reached, not a guaranteed price. 

2, The intervention price, i.e. the farmers' guaranteed 
price during marketing (slightly below the indicative 
price) at which governments intervene to buy unSaleable 
surpluses. Derived intervention prices are fixed for 
other marketing centres throughout the, EEC_ .at , such a 
level that when the cost of transport is paid to the main 
deficit area the price of grain is above the basic inter­
vention price fixed for Duisburg (the main deficit area). 

3. The threshold price, i.e. minimum import prices 
v' from non-EEC countries below which imports from non-EEC 

countries cannot take place. It is slightl y lower than 
the target price, It is calculated so that when the 
costs of distribution (transport, etc. are met), the 
price of the imports will be above the target price for 
that area, so as to encourage Community preference, 

4. The variable levy, i.e. a charge at the frontiers 
of the Community to ensure that the target price is 
maintained by bringing the import price up to the EEC 
threshold price, 

5. Export refunds, i.e. a sum consisting of the 
difference between the domestic and the world price 
to enable a member-country to compete on the world 
markets. 



Target price, intervention price and the import levy 
were to apply also to dairy products and to sugar. For 
beef, veal and cattle there would be coordination of 
national markets. No official target prices would be 
set, but imports from third countries could be subject 
to tariff and when required levies would be charged to 
raise the EEC price to a certain minimum. As seen 
from the adjoining charts the system was gradually adopted 
with some changes by the Community. 

(ii) How far-sighted were the Commission's 
proposals? 

The CAP was to institute common markets, 
common support systems and common price levels. But 
Brussels was more sensitive than were the leading member­
states to the pitfalls in measures it recommended . As 
one Commissioner observed, the 

. . . price policy will guarantee farmers an 
adequate income ••. (but) it must not be allowed 
to lead to overproduction in Europe. It must: 
therefore be :Scc_ompanied by some control of 
production within the Community, and this may 
involve a certain amount of specialization . 

The early proposals of the Commission emphasised 
therefore the need to link prices and market policies 
with• the rationalisation of agriculture. 6 But because 
the Rome Treaty is less specific about the question of 
reforming structures than about prices and markets 
the Commission 1 s authority to initiate legislatiOn in 
the field of agricultural reform is also less explicit, 
and was questioned by member-states hostile to common 
handling of this aspect of farm policy. 

In contrast to the majority of Council members 
the Commission paid attention to protecting the consumer; 
it warned against pitching the target prices too high 
and against excessive ptotectionism in dealing with 
imports from third countries. 

Nevertheless, it was to be disappointed in its 
expectations of '' . • . the ultimate advantages which might 



10 

accrue from an expanding market in the form of stability 
and higher standards of living in all countries" . It 
had forecast that agricultural earnings would rise to 
industrial levels, Above all , the policy of markets 
and prices was to fulfil a fundamental aim of the Treaty 
-- to advance community integration. 7 Despite the 
overall increase in intra - EEC trade, few of tl'i.es·e 
expectations materialised. 

When the Treaty of Rome and subsequent proposals 
of the Commission for the establishment of the Common 
Agricultural Policy were drafted most Community members 
were still net importers of food. Give n that the 
Commission (between 195 5 and 1971) expected the EEC' s 

;tsar! t:a~ 0~~~m~~ !~;e~~e;0~~~!~!!:s ~~ 1:1 ~~ ~~v~~a ~=r 
an increase in productivity, to see in a unified market 
a means of absorbing s urplus production and to expect 
that only a little protection would be needed against 
agricultural imports from third countries . On these 
matterS the pressure of French farm interests appear 
to have influenced the thinking of the Commission. 
Germany, on the other hand, must be held responsible for 
the Community's subsequent high prices which impeded the 
operation of a single market system envisaged by the 
Rome Treaty . 9 

When in the later 1960s the Commission tackled the 
difficult task of adapting the CAP to new circumstances 
the six governments would not risk elector ally unpopular 
measures nor fore go national advantage. Brussels was 
prepared to become a party to such shor t-sighted com­
promises of the member-states and to acquiesce in the 
continuation of a policy which it knew was economic 
nonsense because it was i tse 1 f politically motivated. 
Proposals emanating from the Commission (especially 
before 1965) we r e often aimed not merely at improving 
Community agriculture and promoting cooperation between 
the member -states, but al so at strengthening its own 
supranational powers. 

The agricultural and the supranationalist aims of 
the Commission did not, as the nee-Functional theorists 
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of integration had postulated, and the Community system 
implied, always complement and further each other . In 
pursuing either, there was the risk of disturbing the 
harmony amongst member-states , The 1965 Community crisis 
showed dramatically how these two approaches might clash 
and become self-defeating . 

The CAP was to provide an opportunity for the 
Commission to act in its dual role -- as "watchdog of 
the Treaty" supervising the correct application of its 
provisions , and as the initiator who would frame proposals 
or outline the course along which the member-states were 
to proceed .10 But the Treaty did not and probably could 
not offer guidance on what to do when these aims proved 
irrec oncilable. As a result the Comrnission 1 s powers 
were gradually whittled away, not least in the course 
of the agricultural policy ' s evolution, 

This state of affairs did not become immediately 
apparent . Given the difficulty of concerting divergent 
national interests and the magnitude of the agricultural 
problem Brussels achieved a remarkable success in per ­
suading the member - governments to accept, after initial 
difficulties and delays, its price and market policies . 
But the Council ignored the ColTlllission ' s warnings 
against protectionism and high price levels in agri­
culture, and indeed the Commission's own proposals 
fai1ed to reflect consistently its initi a l concern for 
liberal trade and cheap food. 

Could one argue that suprahati onality would never­
theless be achieved? To administer the common agri ­
cultural policy even in its defective form seemed a sure 
way to expand the Commission's competence , Deciding and 
maintaining a common price level over the whole market, 
su pervising the Community support system, required cen­
tralised Community machinery. With all its weaknesses, 
the Commission !:!.!!. the only European legislative body 
capable of adopting a 11 European" point of view on the 
agricultural problem. 
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II, THE CAP 

(a) The main CAP decisions 

Supranationality did not automatically follow from 
the establishment of agricultural policy. It is clear 
that even before the 1965 crisis the Council curtailed 
the Commission ' s legislative powers, at times delaying, 
at others throwing out of balance a carefully weighted 
group of proposals. Thus, despite the active interest 
of the Dutch government (which because of Holland's 
strong competitive position was concerned to liberalise 
trade in farm products rather than to set up a common 
agricultural policy) , the Commission's 1960 initiative 
had had to await a response from France for whom the 
peasant unrest of 1960-2 made vital the achievement of 
a common agricultural policy . Between 14 January 1962 
and 24 July 1966 France forced through the Council the 
main outlines of the CAP. By 1968 the Community had 
achieved a single market for most of its products 
(tobacco and wine were added two years later). 

In January 1962 the Council approved most of the 
Commission ' s 1960 proposals establishing a levy system 
and ., a _Q_as.i -C----.c..o.mmon mar keTorganmrton::::tor-granra,-pork, 
pollltry and eggs; it took preliminary steps for the 
establishment of a common market in fruit, vegetables 
and wine, agreed on a regulation setting up a time-table 
for the c.ommon market in dairy products, beef, veal and 
sugar, and established the foundations of a Community 
financing system. For this purpose the European Guidance 
and Guarantee Fund was to take over progressively the 
income from levies and from the members' budgetary con­
tributions (though the Six were in disagreement over the 
scale of these contributions) and share it out among the 
member-states wi th surplus production . As yet there was 
no agreement on prices. The Six did ultimately vest in 
Community organs control over markets and prices, but 
had for .long opposed the prini;iple of a .~ common 
structural policy. One result was that the proposed 
European Fund for agricultural i mprovement was down ­
graded to the "Guidance" section of the "Guarantee11 Fund, 
and spending on "Guidance11 , (between 1966-71 limited to 
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$285 million per annum) never reached the agreed one third 
of the total Fund expenditure. 

Between 1962 and 1966 a Common m:arket organisation 
was set up for other products: in December 1963 for 
dairy produce, beef, rice and fats; in July 1966 for 
sugar, oil seeds, fruit and vegetables. Though this 
took many years to accomplish the Six were even slower 
in extending the principle of common organisation of 
markets to -common prices. Under French pressure the 
Council fixed in December 1964 a common cereals price 
which came into operation in July 1967. The common 
prices for dairy products, veal, olive oil, oil seeds 
and sugar were established at another marathon session 
in July 1966 following France's boyco.tt of th-e Community. 
The common market for most agricultural products came 
into operation in July 1968, and in February 1970 for 
tobacco and wine , 

From 1971 the European Guidance and Guarantee Fund 
will be financed from levies and an increasing pro­
portion of customs duties, which together with a pro­
portion of the Value Added Tax will replace after 1975 
all national contribution to the Fund. 

(b) How successful was the CAP? 

Has the Community done better than its component 
national states with agricultural problems? Did the CAP 
promote cohesion of the Six? To supporters of supra­
nationality the justification for seeking the surrender 
of national sovereignty is the Community's supposed 
capacity to take care of vital functions which nation 
states allegedly can no longer perform . Yet the CAP 
has not fulfilled some key Treaty requirements and 
in some respects has added to the EEC's agricultural 
problems . According to the Rome Treaty the CAP's 
object was 

to increase agricultural productivity .. . to ensure 
. . . a fair standard of living for the agricultural 
community . • . to stabilise markets; to guarantee 
regular supplies; and to ensure the delivery 
of supplies to the consumers at reasonable prices. 
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The first of these aims succeeded only too well, the 
second failed di smally, the third might have been 

~:t~~;h r::!t:~d p:rc~~~y~in~h!h:e:u~:~~:y s~=~=~y b:::!ed 
up the shortcomings of the members I national support 
systems,13 but to these shortcomings the CAP added 
new ones. 

(c) Why did the CAP fail? 

In 1968 the Commissioner responsible for agri ­
culture, Sicco Mansholt, publicly declared the policy 
to be no longer viable , The Council bore a large 
share of responsibility . It debated the means of 
finding political compromises for the conflicting 
interests of the Six rather than of satisfying the 
Community ' s economic needs , Its agreements on 
agriculture were often conditiona l upon the satis­
faction of immediate national preoccupations. On such 
occasions, member - states tended to put foreign policy 
requirements before domestic ones such as those of 
agriculture. 

(i) National attitudes and interests in 
agriculture 

Agreements had to reconcile conflicting 
claims of the Six, e . g. Franco-Dutch competition for 
agricultural outlets , Franco-German political rivalry 
and divergent economic interests . In the outcome the 
policy accommodated France and Germany on the basis of 
a .9..!:!.!i .e!.Q. ~ but at some expense to the free - trading 
Netherlands . In exchange fo.r opening markets to the 
West German industrialist it gave the French producer 
of dairy products a better chance to compete with the 
more efficient Dutch . It secured for the French wheat 
exporter outlets in West Germany, but above all it 
subsidised his sales to the rest of the world, and hope­
fully .,Was to furnish French governments with financial 
resources to appease the mounting dissatisfaction of 
the peasants. (French wine producers, on the other 
hand, suffered a s a result of the common policy.) In 
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general, it protected the Community farm population 
from competing, low priced agricultural imports . 

Ho lland, because of her efficient agriculture, 
and the large external trade was the first of the Six 
to press for total liberalisation of commercial policy 
towards third countries, France having approached 
membership of the Common Market without the experience 
of large scale international trade, demanded a free 
market only for her exports (cereals, sugar and wine) 
but was otherwise in favour of protection from the 
imports of her EEC partners and from the outside 
world . 

Belgium and Luxembourg were less thc.n enthusiastic 
about the CAP; West Germany, which faced a reduction 
of food prices, resisted it outright. In the confron­
tation with France the powerful German farmers' organ .. 
isations had the support of industrialists who had tied 
exports to food imports from third countries, as well 
as of all the political parties except the SPD. Besides, 
the CAP was likely to be expensive to the Federal 
Republic, the Conununity ' s largest importer of food. 
It was clear that under the levy system West Germany 
woµld have to become the ma~n contributor to the EEC's 
agricultural budget . 

• ( ii) Foreign policy and agricultura l decisions 

Because the Common Agricultural Policy was 
important to France she was able to employ it as a 
diplomatic lever against the Five, and they against her , 
In the three Community crises (of 14 January 1963 when 
de Gaulle vetoed Briti$.h entry into the Common Market, 
of 21 October 1964 when Peyrefitte threatened that France 
would withdraw from the EEC unles the CAP was e~tablished, 
and of 1 J uly 1965 when confrontation between the 
Commission and France resulted in a French boycott of 
the Community), all of which were more or less concerned 
with agriculture though least so in 1963 , solutions to 
agricultural problems were complicated by disp u tes about 
questii>ns of high politics . Similarly politics contri­
buted at times to a more rapid conclusion of agreements 
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concerning agriculture, For example, in January 1962 
the Federal Republic permitted the establishment of 
the CAP for a mixture of political and economic 
reasons: on the one hand, she yielded to economic 
pressure from her partners, France and the Netherlands, 
who refused to speed up the industrial tariff disarm­
amentl4 unless Germany ceased to obstruct the Common 
Agricultural Policy. On the other, Adenauer 1 s con ­
cession on agriculture was a political gesture in 
return for de Gaulle's support, soon after the closing 
of the Berlin Wall. At that time, the USA and Britain 
appeared ready to compromise with the Russians. 

Despite pressure from the farming community, 
Adenauer perceived compelling reasons for eliminating 
Franco-German disagreements about agriculture. Even 
though the Federal peasant lobby was very influential, 
foreign policy took precedence over internal issues 
likely to stand in the way of discussions on the 
political union of the Six and Franco-German under­
standing. 

In December 1964 , France and West Germany settled 
the important question of cereal prices , As 1965 was 
an election year, the Erhard Government had throughout 
1964 resisted the Commission's proposal, which had 
called for the freezing of agricultural support for 
three years and for a common cereal price to be fixed 
in one step at 11 per cent below the West German levei. 15 

The Commission had seen in the revi val of the agri ­
·cultural policy a means of rescui. ng the Community 
from the doldrums following de Gaulle's veto of the 
British application in January 1963. Nevertheless, it 
was not the Commission ' s moral suasion but the pressure 
from West German industrial circles no t to obstruct the 
Kennedy Round, and the realities of foreign policy that 
caused Er hard in December 1964 to change his mind. 
France threatened to leave the Common Market if cereal 
prices were not determined before the end of the year; 
the US hinted that unless t ~ ·Federal Republic came to 
terms with France, America might reduce its commitment 
to European security , 16 
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Though the Erhard-SchrHder Government did not 
willingly cultivate Franco -German collaboration under 
the Treaty concluded in 1963 by its predecessor it 
could not afford to press disagreements with France to 
a point of a clear break which would jeopardise the 
future of the EEC at the time when discussions for a 
political union were being resumed . The European ideal 
still attracted large sections of the West German 
electorate , On the other hand, the pro-Atlanticist 
Erhard administration was sensitive to American opinion. 
The US leaders who wanted to protect American wheat 
exports to the EEC disapproved of German proposals for 
high cereal prices and blamed Bonn's intransigence for 
holding up the Kennedy Round. Erhard was all the more 
ready to listen to Washington ' s advice as the revival 
of the proposal for the establishment of the Multi ­
lateral Nuclear Force within Nato had raised West 
GErmany' s hopes for more scope in the nuclear defe nce 
of Euro pe , 

The issues of granting supranational powers to 
the Commission and Bonn-Waa.hington collaboration on 
the MLF question precipitated the July 1965 agricultural 
crisis , After a six-month boycott of the Community 
France won Germany's agreement of July 1966 to extend 
the financia l regulation until the end of t he trans­
ition period , but not before Bonn had become aware of 
the, Paris-Moscow rapprochement while the CSA quietly 
abando ne d the MLF project. 

( iii) National interest and the European cause 

I have never on any single occasion known 
our English, German or Italian neighbours 
to give up the least of their own interests 
for the sake of Europe ~ 

So Michel Debre, the French Defence Minister, once said. 17 
Franco-German agreements showed little regard fo r the 
E'.1ropean cause or for a rational development in agri­
cu l ture . The other Common Market members could no t 
effectively challenge this quasi-condomin'ium of the 
two countries without wh'ich the EEC could not have 
maintained itself. The smaller partners obtained 
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marginal benefits whenever able to threaten blockage 
of a special interest of the bigger ones but had little 
say in settling the form of the policy . The CAP there­
fore offered an inducement to the weaker members to 
exploit disagreements between Germany and France, a 
tactic scarcely apt to promote cohesion among the Six, 
but one familiar in the history of inter-governmental 
organisations. The interests of small countries were 
defended only when they were part of the interest of 
others. Thus the Dutch were net recipients of support 
payments because the scheme also satisfied French 
interests. But they could not maintain the low price 
structure and liberal trading practices with third 
countries because the stronger partners, notably FranceJ 
saw disadvantage in such policies. 

Over half of Italy's principal products wer e 
outside the scope of the support system until 1970 
when she forced their inclusion by delaying approval 
of the financial regulation for the definitive stage 
of the common market, Similarly, in March 1971, the 
Italian delegation obstructed agricultural price 
increases, until the Council agreed to make a con­
cession in Italy's favour towards structural reform . 

III. THE CAP -- A COMMUNAL SOLUTION TO MEMBERS' 
PROBLEMS? 

(a) Who benefits from the system esta blished between 
1962 and 1966 ? 

The distribution of subsidies among the member-states 
has nothing to do with promoting efficient agriculture 
or with social justice. Countries in ne e d of funds to 
carry out modernisation programmes receive a smaller 
share than those producing agricultural surpluses. Under 
the present system Italy, with 21 per cent of her labour 
force still in agriculture, and the lowest i ncome per 
head receives; even after her 1970-71 gains, less than 
France and Holland who have much smaller agricultural 
~~~~~: i~;c~:a:~f8 a much higher (agricultural) real 
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As one would expect in a power-political system, 
CAP benefits have been distributed in accordance with 
the political leverage or competitive advantage at 
the disposal of the individual member-states vis A vis 
their partners, Predictably the agricultura17ommo0 
market has offered outlets to France and the Netherlands, 
although the Dutch as exporters of milk and meat 
suffered from the policy of dear grain prices and 
would have preferred a more liberal trading policy 
with third countries , Italy also required cheap feed 
grains for foodstuff production. The Community price 
level is regarded as a sacrifice by the German farmers. 
The CAP had not, as expected, made the rather backward 
French and the decidedly backward Italian agricultures 
more efficient. High costs, poor marketing facilities 
and increases in domestic output by the other member ­
states have interfered with French exports to the EEC. 
Nevertheless, it is still correct to describe France 
and Holland as ne t beneficiaries of the CAP' s support 
system. But what of the Community as a whole? 

By comparison with national authorities the EEC 1 s 
performance is not remarkably inferior . But the 
Community's record in agriculture must be judged also 
against its initial claims to specia l competence in 
promoting welfare. It is now evident that the Common 
Agricultural Policy, though expensive to the treasur ies 
and the consumer, has not improved the farmers' income. 
The support for inefficient farms, slowing down the 
natural drift to the cities, has delayed a rational 
solution to the agricultural problem; has failed to 
boost the small peasant's living standards or to 
assist him in urban adjustment . 

The EEC vote of December 1964 for a high cereal 
price was predictably one for generally high cost food 
(as feed grain is an important component in the price 
of most animal products). Consequently until 1970 
the Community suffered from oversupplies of dairy 
products, wheat, rye, and sugar. 19 Though diminished 
in 1970 these surpluses, encouraged by high price 
levels, may well reappear again . The resources thus 
spent on support could have been more productively 
utilised elsewhere. ZO 
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Having recommended the cereals price level the 
Commission shares responsibility for these defects . 
The wheat price of DM 425 per metric ton which it pto­
posed for 1964-5 was nearly a third higher than the 
British price , Why were the Brussels technocrats 
sponsoring high prices in violation of their own early 
precepts? In 1964 they had claimed the grain proposal 

;~~1~0 =~n~~;~2 i0 ~~~t~~~~:=~~n °~a~v:~:~~~~:~t0 ~u~;osed 
that surpluses woOld: be avoided provided high prices 
were established for beef and dairy products to dis­
courage a shift to wheat production. But in 1966 they 
entertained no such illusions; the Council adopted 

!~vt~;y 0 : ~~:h c:!!~s=~~n~~~ar price much against the 

The history of negotiations 1962-64 suggests that 
in the matter of price levels Brussels was merely 
acceding to political rea lity . Clearly there was little 
chance of persuading Germany to accept any further price 
reductions, and the Commission had not the power to 
coerce member-states. 

When avoiding a direct challenge to the Council 
the Commission acted in the spirit of the Treaty . 
After the experience with the Coal and Steel Community 
the EEC founders realistically linked the 
Commission's powet'S of · illdepelldent initiative. They 
appeared to imply, however, that Brussels could carry 
out its -mandate provided all Council members would 
exert the political will to create a united Europe. Yet 
because the Council makes collective decisions , each 
determined by a variety of often unrelated factors, 
the Commission's expert advice on supranational designs 
may b'e .disregarded, irrespective of whether or not the 
individual member - governments wish to integrate . The 
majority voting rule on the Council would mitigate this 
effect, but none of the Six a t the 1969 Hague summit, 
assembled to restore the momentum of the Community after 
de Gaulle's resignation, attempted to revive the pro­
cedure. Had the Six been determined to integrate they 
would find it more difficult to begin by coordinating 
their policies at the economic level than by directly 
proceeding to the setting up of political institutions. 

-----
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Before 1965 every agricultural agreement . was 
hailed as a bureaucratic victory -- witness a comment 
on the December 1963 decision: 

The Commission .•. has gained greatly in power, 
status and self -confidence.... No member­
country was the Victor in these negotiations, 
though France appears to have made fewest 

;~:c::~~o:~~~; a:~n~:~::~ ~~:h~~:m~::i:~~~j 
Was supranationality to be achieved regardless of a 
rational agricultural policy? In the end the Commission 
had to challenge the entrenched national interests 
with an attempt to reinforce its own autho:[lity (viz., 
the 1965 crisis) . 24 But then it had already abandoned 
the Community method, supposedly distinct from orthodox 
political approaches to the settlement of international 
disputes, 

IV THE CAP AS AN INTEGRATING FACTOR 

By 1969 the Community experience upset the belief 
that the logic of the CAP would compel the Six to 
proceed with integration in order to correct disturbances 
in other economic areas. Instead, balance of payments 
crises and specuiative capit&l movements caused changes 
in parities which have twice in the last three years 
disrupted the CAP. 

As the price of agricultural products is expressed 
in terms of the EEC unit of account, which is equivalent 
to the US dollar, devaluation of the franc in August 
1969 and revaluation of the mark in Octobet made 
France's exports cheaper and her domestic food prices 
dearer. The reverse of course happened in Germany. The 
Community isolated the French and the German agricultural 
markets for two years until their food prices adjusted 
to the common level. Thus, instead of the expected 
"spill-over" from agriculture to other economic sectors, 
national monetary policies determined the level of 
integration in agriculture . 
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France's eagerness to Stabilise the CAP and to 
challenge the dollar did not match her determination 
to prevent the setting up of a supranational authority 
which a full monetary union would entail. A modest 
agreement of February 1971 which focused on restricting 
parity fluctuations was never implemented, In May 1971 
massive dollar inflows forced the Germans and the 
Dutch to float their currencies. Once again, the CAP 
was virtually suspended. 

If the economic weaknesses discussed above and 
the "negative spill-over" from the monetary sector 
are a long-term threat to the CAP, the rapidly in­
creasing cost of the policy is an immediate one, which , 
had led the Ministers of Finance and some governments 
to attack the method of financing surpluses. By 1971 
the Community budget (95 per cent of which is concerned 
with agriculture) totalled $2,764 million. 

The Commission believed agricultural problems 
could only be taCkled by structural measures at the 
Community level. In December 1968, Sicco Mansholt, 
the Commission's Vice-President responsible for agri­
culture, documented the main weaknesses of the CAP 
with a warning that if unreformed the policy would 
fail. 

The memorandum had three parts: 

1. short-term measures which proposed a 
reduction of prices for 1969-70; 

2. medium-term measures to restore the 
balance between production and consumption 
for milk, sugar, fruit, vegetables and 
fats; 

3. long-term measures: the programme 
"Agriculture 198011 proposing sweeping 
agricultural reforms. 

Mansholt I s proposals contain the main principles for 
reforming the Community's agriculture, and improving 
farm incomes, but his plan leaves important areas in 
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doubt , Thet,Cormtission proposed to consolidate and 
enlarge the units of production; tb facilitate the 
overflow of manpower from agriculture (halving within 
ten years the Community's agricultural population to 
6 per cent of the workforce); to retrain and compen­
sate farmers leaving the land; to assist financially 
those modernising their holdings and to reduce the 
total cultivated area at a cost of about $2,500 million 
per year up to 1980, 26 (The memorandum did not itself 
at teritpt a · d-etatl:ed :·.·es.t·iipaf:e,~.of cost. ) 

By attacking the question of structures Mansholt's 
long-range aim was to transform current policy; such 
changes would follow automatically the implementation 
of structural reform without having directly to pro­
voke the farmers either by revising the criteria for 
financial support or by a drastic lowering of prices. 

Because Mansholt left the basic mechanism of the 
CAP intact the plan has been criticised by some 
economists. Additional measures would have to be 
introduced to raise agricultural incomes, to prevent 
oversupplies, and to eliminate the _need '. for ·financial 
subsidies. Despite provisions for reducing the cul­
tivated area improved agricultural efficiency must 
lead to increased productivity requiring expenditure 
on support to maintain price levels . (The lasting 
effect of the medium term measures to diminish 
surpluses has been questioned.)*27 

* e . g. to reduce butter surpluses; publicity and 
lowering of prices to promote consumption; killing 
off 250,000 milk cows per year in 1969 and 1970 and 
a shift towards beef production; 

to reduce sugar surpluses: drop in beef price by 6 
per cent and a reduction by 5 per cent of base quotas; 

to reduce fruit and vegetable surpluses: limiting 
quantities at the level of production or distribution; 

to reduce fat surpluses: drop in price of oil seeds, 
a tax on Vegetable and sea fats and a new attempt at 
a world agreement. 
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Despite financial inducements the farmer may 
choose to remain on the land unless price levels are 
low enough to discourage uneconomic enterprises. 
Mansholt himself, subsequently, realised the need 
for supplementing his plan with a system of direct 
grants to provide the poorer farmers with a 
reasonable living standard. 28 

Political motives rather than economic calcu­
lations have prompted the hostility with which the 
Community responded to Mansholt's ideas, 

(a) Reactions of interest groups 

Partly because modern theory has singled out 
interest groups as agents of integration and partly 
because this had seemed to be confirmed by the 
Community's early experience, the Commission set up 
machinery to consult with the peasant unions and to 
involve them in the decision-making process. Farmers 
(at least those outside the Federal Republic), 
initially had been enthusiastic supporters of the 
Common Market, e.g. the French peasant leaders put 
pressure on the National Assembly in 1957 to ratify 
the Treaty of Rome expecting the Five to provide 
outlets for French products . 

However, the Communal and national organisations 
alike attacked any proposals (such as the Mansholt 
memorandum, the French Government's "Rapport Vedel 11 , 

and the more recent West German Ertl Plan) likely to 
lower prices and transfer people into urban occu­
pations. Mansholt castigated peasant leaders who 
aroused their follo'W'ing for purely political reasons 
against the Commission's innovating proposals . The 
slogans displayed in Brussels during the farmers' 
deriionstration of March 1971 e . g . , 11Hitler wanted to 
exterminate the Jews, and Mansholt the farmers1129 

seem to bear out his contention. The Community's 
recent experience contradicts entirely the 
Functionalist supposition about the allegedly 
a-political and cooperative character of interest 
groups. 
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(b) Reactions of Governments 

Opinion in West Germany has been least favourable 
towards the Mansholt Plan. People were already leaving 
the land in large numbers without formal intervention 
by the Commission. Most of the vast sums Bonn was to 
pay for structural reform would be spent beyond the 
German frontier, mainly in France and Italy. As 1969 
was an election year it was politically expedient 
not to antagonise the farm lobby; cheaper to dispose 
of surpluses by placing a quota on production; and 
easier to find industrial employment for farmers 
leaving the land, or even to pursue a national pro­
gramme of reconstruction, than to embark on the 
communal venture. 

On the French view the Commission could only 
offer, recommendations about coordinating national 
programmes, and had no mandate for proposing a common 
structural policy. Indeed, until March 1971 the 
Council had failed to agree in Principle to a joint 
policy. The use of the FEOGA 11 Guidance" funds remained 
in the hands of the several governments who seldom 

~~n:~! t~~n:~:~n:a~~ ;~~~ic~~!;r:a:~~:!~n:r:~:!~s ~~groval 

The high cost of the proposed programme was bound 
to frighten the treasuries (though the Commission 
retorted with some figures to show that in the long run 
reform would cost less than price support*) whereas the 
prospect of lowered agricultural prices and in particular 

* According to the Commission , the new measures would 
cost an average $2,500 million per year over the ten 
year period . They estimated 1969 Community spending 
on market support at $2,300 million and the member-states 
spending on agricultural improvement at $2,200 million , 
Mansholt proposals would ultimately reduce this total of 
$4,500 million to below $2000 so that by 1980 no more 
than $750 million would be diverted to market support. 
European Community, Feb. 1969, p . 25 
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proposals to take manpower o.ff the l and were electoral 
dynamite with the farm groups. Member-governments 
have found it embarrassing therefore to embark either 
individually or collectively upon an active policy of 
agricultural reform and were tempted to rely on drift 
to the cities to solve the farm question . 

It was indicative of the setback that the 
Commission's authority and prestige had . suffered 
since 1965 that it delayed formal proposals for a year 
to give the interested parties time to consider their 
views ,* The Memorandum was submitted for discussion 
to the Council, the European Assembly, the Economic and 
Social Committee and the agricultural organisations, I 

and subsequently amended in deference to supporters 
of the family holding. 

By contrast, France and Italy have been conscious 
of the need to reform agriculture . But '· there was a risk 
that such reforms might spark off violence especially 
in the French countryside . The Pompidou Govet'nment 
retreated from the recommendations of the Vedel 
Commission although the then Minister for Agriculture, 
M . . Duhame.1, had at first favoured them . There was 
even less incentive to go along with the Mansholt Plan 
which implied a revision of the subsidy system needed 
to finance France's unsaleable supplies. According 
to Paris it was not an overhaul of the CAP system 
as such that was needed but (a) a wider application 
of the Community preference, (b) world-wide agricultural 
agreements for which the EEC had pressed in the Kennedy 
Round , and (c) West German approval of a lowe r EEC 
price level , Always sensitive to proposals for 
expanding supranationality, Pari s was wary of passing 

* In November 1969 the Cormnission proposed price cuts 
to eliminate surpluses of butter, wheat and rye and 
to lower production quotas for sugar linking these 
proposals with init:ial steps to implement the Mansholt 
Plan, The ' Mini-Plan' so called was submitted 
formally to the Council at the end of April 1970 
(European Community, Dec, 1969 , p . 19, and June 1970, p . 6) 
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the responsibility for struc tural reform to the 
Commission. 31 Italy, though she favoured regional 
development and structural reform, had to await the 
opportunity furnished in March 1971 by her partners 1 

desire to raise farm prices, before her government 
could force upon the reluctant Council the principle 
of joint responsibility for common projects of 
s true tura 1 reform . 

This decision Mansholt welcomed as the begirming 
of a general EEC policy for the reform of agriculture 
in accord with his Plan. Whether in practice the Six 
will surrender sovereignty in the area required for 
making structural improvement remains an open question. 
The Community has evidently moved in the direction of 
a regional policy but without immediately increasing 
the financial resources of the " Guidance 11 section ot 
extending the Commission's competence to the management 
of the agreed joint projects . 

Over the next four years the Fund is to contri -
bute 65 per cent to pension off farmers between 55 and 
65 years old (in the backward regions) and elsewhere up 
to 25 per cent for projects such as aid to modernise 
farms. Italy, which has most of the deprived areas, 
would benef i t most provided she were to start a state 
scheme to supplement the Community's share of the $600 
annual pension. 32 Community administration of structural 
reform is likely to be more effective than indivi-
dually conducted national undertakings; Italy, for 
example, has so far spent only 3 . 2 per cent of the EEC 
assistance granted for her approved projects . The other 
states' efforts have been only a little more encour­
aging . 33 

The concurrent Council decision taken in response 
to peasant pressure for bringing prices up to meet 
the cost of living must restrict the funds available 
for agricultural reform, The meeting of March 1 971 
which authorised an average rise of 4 per cent for 
cereals and most animal products, took place while 
80,000 farmers were rioting in Brussels against the 
Community's refusal during the past three years to 
raise agricultural incomes , 
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It is unlikely that the 1970 decline in surplus 

stocks will persist, An increase in prices (though 

falling short of the amounts the farmers demanded) must 

in the short run mean further restrictions on imports 

to the EEC because of higher rate levies, dearer food, 

more money for financial support and less for structural 

reform. In the longer perspective of the next ten to 

fifteen years the Community's agricultural problems 

may well become less acute. So far, their resolution 

has little to do with integration or with the Common 

Agricultural Policy , 

This paper does not seek to discover either a 

supranational or a national solution to Europe ' s 

agricultural problems , Its main concern is with the 

future of European economic and political integration 

in the light of the CAP experience, 

Without the Common Agricultural Policy and the 

attempts at monetary cooperation; the Common Market 

is just a customs union with protective arrangements 

to guarantee markets for the Community ' s farm production . 

Yet a common agricultural policy is in itself a 

unique achievement. Earlier attempts at integration 

e.g., the Benelux union , had not tackled that diffi-

cult problem. Given that the CAP has failed to main­

tain peasant incomes and that its very stability is 

threatened by the e xcessive support costs, are the 

Six likely to integrate any further? What sort of 

changes might follow the Cormnllnity' s possible enlarge­

ment? , Has the neo-Functionalist theory of inte­

grat'ion, which has dominated the Commission's thinking, 

been borne out by the CAP experience? And if not, 

into what sort of a society are the EEC member - states 

likely to evolve? 

The Rome Treaty anticipates integration proceeding 

along two levels: first by expanding the authority 

of the central institutions and secondly by the merging 

of national economies. But the Six have at no time 

transferred their sovereignty to EEC institutions . 
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From the Mansholt plan of 1963 to that of 1968 the 
Commission's influence and self-confidence have de­
clined. Adverse reaction forced Mansholt into modi ­
fying his 1968 plan so as to defer to the farmers' 
wishes. 34 The Commission submitted a draft directive 
in April 1970 to the Council based on this modified 
Mansholt Plan. 

Can we say that EEC institutions and procedures 
made integration feasible? It is likely that without 
consistent pressure from the Commission the Commo n 
Market would not have its present air of permanence. 
There is an operating customs union, a record of 
failure in economic integration, and a growing tradi­
tion of consultation among the member governments . 
Having admitted that the CAP needed revision, Brussels 
would not acknowledge its share of responsibility for 
that need which after all had originated in its author­
ship of the major CAP proposals . On the other hand, 
the Treaty does not authorise the Commission to adopt 
an uncompromising attitude towards the member - governments. 
The wisdom of this approach was amply demonstrated by 
the Commission ' s failure in its confrontation with 
France during the 1965 agricultural crisis. This lack 
of powers, however, was bound to p l ace the Commission 
in a dilemma with respect of its other duties under 
the Treaty. 

The Council was even less competent to assist in 
reorganisi ng agriculture (although unlike the Commission 
it could enforce its decisions) because the member-states 
would rarely adopt a Community-wide apprcach and lacked 
long-range vision . Jean Rey, when President of the 
Commission, complained that the Ministers too often 
acted as if a Council session we re an international 
conference and not an EEC institution . 35 The Council 
arrived at agricultural decisions not by the Community 
method but by trading off a limited stock of interests; 
as this became exhausted new agreements wer e progressively 
harder to negotiate . 

Is this too static a view of the stock of interests? 
Against the Functionalists' contention that conflicts 
can always be resolved by a conscious attempt to create 
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new, shared interests, is the fact that the CAP has 
often inhibited change, Although the Commission unlike 
the Council has made the need for a change a matter of 
policy in some areas of the CAP e . g., it has pressed 
for structural reform and for reducing prices of butter 
and other products in order to control surplus products 
tion, the EEC institutions have tended to create their 
own vested interest in the status ~ - Though as Mansholt 
has pointed out there must be a change or the CAP must 
collapse, a change may indeed mean a collapse of the CAP . 
Because the member-states and the Commission have 
collectively framed the policy but each according to 
its own view of what the policy ought to be like, each 
is distinctly committed to a particular element. As 
each member insists on some aspect of the CAP, e.g. 
West Germany on high prices; France on support system, 
etc., there is a distinct danger, should any one of 
these provisions be abolished , that the afflicted 
party may withdraw its support for the policy as a 
whole. This situation must continue while the states 
remain sovereign and now bound by majority decisions. 
The Community method -- a neo-Functiona lis~ phanta~y -­
failed to erode national sovereignty . Under such 
circumstances the institutions simply codify the dis­
agreements and lend permanence to the CAP structure. 
This means that the factors needed to substitute con­
structive policies for the current EEC emphasis on 
protection and price mechanism cannot be supplied by 
the Community institutions and have to come from else­
where. 

What are the prospects of further in.tegration? 
Internal economic developments in the EEC area e . g., 
the monetary disturbances of -1969 have shown that 
integration is reversible; the CAP itself carries 
strains that may lead to its collapse (though France 
and probably Holland would insist that the Common 
Market must provide a n agricultural policy}. Never­
theless, despite its current difficulties the CAP 
may survive, and even in its present form. Although 
not all the Six share the interest in an agricultural 
common market as such, they all have an interest in 
maintaining the customs union and in a certain degree 
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of EEC cohesion vis-it-vis the outside world. This 
cohesion, however, is not supplied , as the European 
theorists anticipated, by the expansionist logic 
inherent in economic integration, bu.t rather by 
collective response of the members of pressures 
from other states, and the growing habit of mutual 
consultation. 

The one common advantage of the CAP has consisted 
therefore in enabling the Six to act together (as 
in the Kennedy Round) and to present third countries 
with the possibility of further integration. 

The spectre of a potentially united Europe has 
helped make the SoViet Union more amenable to .nego­
tiating the friendship treaty with the Federal·, 
Republic and to allowing other Warsaw Pact members 
to do the same. Membership of the EEC strengthened 
Bonn I s confidence in dealing with the superpowers, 
Thus economic coordination (or the appearance there­
of) was politically useful to the Six; but their 
cohesion in dealing with other countries should not 
be exaggerated, for the Six have not as yet made 
much headway in harmonizing foreign and defence 
policies . In the immediate future the war ld trade 
policy outlook may be the force which the Community 
could not supply for itself, consolidating the EEC 
into an economic bloc, Recently, the Secretary 
General of UNCTAD voiced a genera l concern when he 
warned against the wave of protectionism "which risks 
reducing to nil the progressive efforts at liberating 
trade which were being seen to form with such opti­
mism scarcely tWO "years ago", 36 

The autarchic character of the CAP and other EEC 
devices such as its non-tariff barriers contribute 
to this development though of course the Community is 
not alone at fault. The US is worried by the prospect 
of the EEC's protective measures extending to the 
applicant countries and has complained about the pattern 
of the 22 preferential agreements the Community has 
already bilaterally negotiated or is in the process 
of negotiating, all of which "have been discriminatory 11 

and thus contribute to endowing the EEC with the 
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character of a powerful trading bloc . 

That the US might reverse its liberal trading 
policies of the post-war years has been foreshadowed 
by Washington's support for manda tory quotas on US 
imports of textiles. 37 

So far, the CAP has not been affected by the 
British application which however is a poSSib l e source 
of change , Even the Connnission (contrary to the neo­
Functionalist assumptions about the 11 spill-over process11 ) 

seems to have lost faith in the Community• s own capacity 
to supply the necessary dynamic . During his visit to 
Britain in 1970 Mansholt looked forward to the UK's 
entry as 11 a lever : to change things" ; not to dismantle 
the CAP but to give the Council enough courage to end 
stagnation of prices and s true tura 1 pal icies, 38 

Pietro Quaroni, a former Italian Ambassador in 
Paris, Bonn and London, suggested that ;Britil i n 

. , . ob t ain a fairly long transit i onal pericxl, 
accept everything as it is, and once inside 
work with the o t hers -- practically all except 
France and to a certain extent, t he Netherlands 
to m_odify the whole agricultural policy . 3 9 

As a member of the Council with full voting rights 
Britain may hope to diversify the use of the Community 
budget. Hints that the UK would accept the farm 
policy only to upset it f rom ins i de the Common Market 
may induce France to exclude Britain rather than to 
alter the f ol!ndations of the CAP . On the other hand, 
unless the Community cuts the UK's costs of maintaining 
the policy and extends her transitional period for 
agriculture the pressure of British public opinion may 
prevent the Heath Government from mustering enough 
parliamentary support to effect an entry. Thus although 
the CAP is the major obstacle to the enlargement, enlarge­
ment may well offer the best chance for changing the 
CAP:* 

* Unlike Britain, Denmark and Ireland wou l d benefit from 
the CAP, and they want a s hor t trans iti on period for 
agriculture. Norway wants higher farm prices than even 
those obtaining in the EEC . 
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Has the neo-Functionalist theory of integration 
been borne out by the CAP experience? As a re~ult of 
power-political conflict which the Community procedures 
have failed to eradicate40 and because the institutions 
did not handle the farm problems any. more competently 
than had the national authorities supranationality has 
been weakened. A breakdown of the Community-operated 
agricultural policy would go a long way to disprove 
established assumptions about European integration. 
Yet in the early 'Sixties thanks to the supposed successes 
of the Community experiment in agriculture even those who, 
like Stanley Hc ffman, had doubted that Haas' integration 
theory a:ppli.ed in the realm of high politics did not 
dispute that the neo-Functionalist doctrine had proved 
itself in the realm of "welfare". 4l 

Later on Haas himself admitted that the Comm.unity's 
"welfare" experiment had suffered but only because it 
had been interrupted by de Gaulle's high politics. 42 
While it is true that matters of high politics proved 
decisive in destroying the supranational pretentious of 
the Brussels bureaucracy (and with them the only remain­
ing excuse for persevering with the CAP: that the 
Commission would eventually accumulate enough influence 
to force a rational farm policy upon the EEC), it is 
doubtful that the CAP supplied the answer to the 
needs of European agriculture. 43 

"Welfare" measures therefore did not promote 
integration and integration (if agriculture is to be 
the example) did not serve to promote " welfare". 

The neo-Functionalist theory involves a denial of 
the important effects that international politics may 
have on integration. In order to substantiate the 
claim that EEC members conduct their affairs in a new 
way the theory proposes that by way of central insti­
tutions and procedures, cooperation in political matters 
would develop from internati onal economic cooperation. 
Monnet thought that if a government's domestic pre­
occupations could become subjects for international 
concern the crises and violence characteristic of inter­
state relations would eventually disappear and with them 
the distinction between "welfare" and foreign policy. 
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Should we therefore regard the new capacity of 
the Community to influence other states as an instance 
of the "spill-over" from trade into politics which 
Monnet and Hallstein had expected ? Since the crucial 
welfare sector -- viz . agriculture, has not prospered 
under EEC management the Community's influence is 
clearly not an extension of its internal successes in 
economic integration or institutional procedures. 
Foreign policy and welfare are not related as the neo­
Functionalists claim them to be , 

External pressures such as growing protecionism 
in world trade may forge closer bonds . between the Sil:' 
just as the challenge of the dollar has ,prompted their • 
moves towards monetary union . Domestic concerns of 
member-states (such as Germany 's gains from industrial 
customs union or France's desire to stabilise the franc 
and to forestall further dislocation of the CAP' s 
financing) are also relevant to the course of .EEC 
affairs, but the emphasis placed here on external 
factors is needed to restore the balance upset by the 
Functionalist hypotheses. 

While the phenomenon of economic integration 
between the Six is new .in Western Europe, as is the 
fact that theoretically at least some of their relations 
are governed by a constitution, the Rome Treaty, in 
practice the European states conduct their foreign 
policy in a traditional fashion . Power -political 
considerations contributed to the conclusion of the 
1962-64 agreements which determined the CAP ' s form and 
were responsible for the 1965 Community crisis . The 
questionable assertions that in domestic affairs 
politics is a declining force and that technocrats 
are taking over from politicians are inconcetvable in 
relations between states. It is fanciful to introduce 
an internal structure -- a civil service and an 
internal political issue such as farm policy -- in 
order to eliminate international crises, or in the 
hope of erecting supranational institutions and pro ­
cedures . On the contrary, because the Commission 
could raise issues within the terms of the Treaty 
which the Council had then to consider, an issue 
such as agric 'ulture was upgraded to the foreign policy 
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level and supplied fresh material for conflicts between 
the member-states. No trick of social engineering can 
transfer the orderly mechanism of internal politics 
into the international ambit and thereby reform and 
civilize the conduct of international relations. Yet 
that was what the EEC's founders, at least in theory, 
set out to accomplish. 

EEC political practice may perhaps be traced to 
German balance of power ideas expounded by Ranke in 
the context of the European Concert, 44 rather than to 
the contemporary , federalist or the neo-Functionalist 
doctrines. The EEC economic ideology reminiscent of 
the Zollverein does not imply that a united Europe 
must evolve out of the current Community . Despite 
various innovations e.g., in the field of customs 
and agriculture, despite the institutional parapher­
nalia, the EEC may yet turn out to be not much more 
than a means of enhancing its members' national 
power and prestige when dealing with each other and 
with the outside world, One cannot disagree that 
the "future of economic policy in the EEC demands 
political and institutional progress as much as it 
requires extension into a wider area of economic 
activity (than agriculturey-4.S but on the basis of 
the CAP experience no such solution is in sight, 

~ Ironically, the direction in which farm policy 
has developed is itself an important brake on supra­
nationality. By 1975, thanks to the passage of the 
financial regulation for the Common Market stage, which 
makes the Community responsible for total CAP expen­
diture, Community finance may be pre-empted by the 
CAP. Thus, in fact (if not in priri.ciple) EEC resources 
f or the next ten years or so will be rig idly committed 
in advance to subsidising the CAP. Seen in this light, 
Mansholt' s determination to keep farming prices down 
during the last three years, in spite of peasant riots, 
had a wider aim than merely protecting the consumer from 
a high cost of living. For if farm prices should keep 
up with the inflationary rate the Community initiative 
not only with respect to agricultural policy but its 
initiative in all other fie lds will remain frozen for 
some time by the ever growing CAP budget . 
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APPENDIX 

The Articles 38-47 Concerning Agriculture of the 
Treaty Establishing The European 

Economic Community* 

ARTICLE 38 

1. The Common Market shall extend to agriculture 
and trade in agricultural products . The term 
"Agricultural products" shall mean the products of 
the soil, of stock-breeding and of fisheries and 
products which have been subjected to first-Stage 
processing and are directly related to the afore­
mentioned products. 

2 , The rules laid down for the establishment of 
the Common Market shall apply to agricultural products, 
except where there are provisions to the contrary in 
Articles 39 to 46 inclusive. 

3. The products subject to the provisions of 
Articles 39 to 46 inclusive are listed in Annex II 
of this Treaty. Within a period of two years after 
this Treaty's comming into force the Council shall, 
by a qualified majority vote on a proposal of the 
Commission, decide what products should be added to 
this list. 

4. The operation and development of the Common 
Market for agricultural products must be accompanied 
by~ the establishment of a common a gricultural policy 
among the Member States. 

ARTICLE 39 

1. The objectives of the common agricultural policy 
shall be: 

(a) to increase agricultural productivity by 
promoting technical pro.gress and by ensuring 
the rational development of agricultural 
production and the optimum utilisation of 
all factors of production, in particular 
labour; 

* Treaty Establishing the European Ec on omi c Community, 
Rome, 25 March 1957 ( London , H. H. 1 s S tat i onery 
Offi ce , 1962 ), pp . 16 - 21 . 
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(b) thus to ensure a fair standard of living 
for the agricultural community, particularly 
by increasing the individual earnings of 
persons engaged in agriculture; 

(c) to stabilise markets ; 

(d) to guarantee s.upplies; 

(e) to ensure the delivery of supplies to 
consumers at reasonable prices. 

2. In working out the common agricultural policy 
and any special methods which this may involve, 
account shall be taken of: 

(a) the distinctive nature of agricultural 
activity, which results from agriculture's 
social structure and from structural and 
natural disparities between the various 
agricultural regions; 

(b) the need to effect the appropriate 
adjustments gradually; 

(c) the fact that, in the Member States, 
agriculture constitutes a sector closely 
linked with the economy as a whole, 

ARTICLE 40 

1, Membe r States shall gradually develop a common 

agricultural policy during the transitional period 
and shall bring it into force not later than at the 
end of that period. 

2 . In order to achieve the objectives set out in 
Article 39 a common organisation for agricultural 
markets shall be established, 

This organisation shall take one of the following 
forms depending on the product concerned: 

(a) common rules as regards competition; 

(b) compul_sory co-ordination of the various 
national marketing organisations; 

(c) a European marketing organisation. 
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3. The common organisation established in accordance 
with paragraph 2 of this Article may include all measures 
required to achieve the objectives set out in Article 39, 
in particular price controls, subsidies for the production 
and distribution of the various products, arrangements 
for stock- piling and carry - forward, and common arrangements 
for the stabilisation of imports and exports. 

The common organisation shall confine itself to 
pursuing the objectives set out in Article 39 and shall 
exercise no discrimination between producers or consumers 
within the Community. 

Any common price policy shall be based on common 
criteria and uniform methods of calculation. 

4. In order to enable the common organisation 
referred to in paragraph 2 of this Article to achieve 
its objectives, one or more agricultural orientation 
and guarantee funds may be set up . 

ARTICLE 41 

In order to achieve the objectives set out in 
Article 39, provision may specifically be made within 
the framework of the common agricultural policy for: 

(a) an effective co-ordination of efforts in 
the spheres of vocational training, 
research and the dissemination of technical 
knowledge; this may include jointly 
financed projects or institutions . 

(b) joint measures to develop the consumption 
of certain products . 

ARTICLE 42 

The provisions of the chapter dealing with the 
rules of competition shall only apply to the production 
of, and trade in, agricultural products to the extent 
determined by the Council within the framework of 
Articles 43(2) and (3) and in accordance with the 
procedure laid down therein, account being taken of the 
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objectives defined in Article 39 . 

The Council may, in particular, authorise the grant 
of aid: 

(a) for the protection of undertakings 
handicapped by structural or natural 
conditions; 

(b) within the framework of economic devel­
opment prograrrnnes . 

ARTICLE 43 

1. In order to define the broad lines of a common 
agricultural policy, the Commission shall, immediately 
this Treaty comes into force, convene a conference of 
Member States, which shall compare their agricultural 
policies, in particular by producing a statement of 
their resources and needs. 

2. Within two years of this Treaty's coming into force, 
the Commission shall submit proposals for working out the 
common agricultural po licy and putting it into effect. 
Thes e proposals shall take account of the work of the 
conference provided for in paragraph 1 of this Article 
and be made after consulting the Economic and Social 
Connni t tee. The common agricu l tura 1 policy sha 11 include 
the substitution for national organisations of one of 
the forms of common organisation prov ided for in Article 
40(2) and the putting into effect of the measures 

specified in this Title. 

These proposals shall take account of the inter­
relation of the agricultural questions which have 
been mentioned in this Title . 

The Council, acting on a proposal of the Commission, 
and after consulting the Assembly, shall adopt regu­
lations or directives, or take decisions, without pre­
judice to any recommendations the Council may make. The 
Council shall so act, during the first two stages 
unan imous ly and thereafter by qualified majority vote. 

3. The Council may, by qualified majority vote, and 
in accordance with paragraph 2 of this Article, sub ­
stitute the common organisation provided for in Article 
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40(2) • for national marketing organisations if: 

(a) the common organisation offers to Member 
States which are opposed to this measure 
and which have a national organisation of 
their own for the product in question, 
equivalent guarantees, ensuring the 
employment and standard of living of 
the producers concerned and which take 
the timetable of possible adjustments 
and necessary specialisations into 
account; and 

(b) such an organisation ensures conditions 
for trade within the Community similar 
to those existing in a nat"ional market. 

4. If a common organisation for certain raw materials 
is set up before a common organisation exists for the 
corresponding processed products, such raw materials 
for processed products as are intended for export to 
third countries may be imported from outside the 
Community. 

ARTICLE 44 

1. In so far as the gradual abolition of customs 
duties and quantitative restrictions between Member 
States could result in prices likely to jeopardise the 
achievement of the objectives set out in Article 39, 
each Member State shall be entitled , during the trans­
itional period, to apply to particular products, in a 
non-discriminatory manner and in substitution for 
quotas, and to such an extent as shall not impede the 
expansion of the volume of trade provided for in 
Article 45(2), a system of minimum prices below 
which imports may be: 

temporarily suspended or reduced; or 

imported on condition that their price 
shall be higher than the minimum price 
fixed for the product concerned . 

In the second event the minimum prices shall not include 
customs duties . 
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2. Minimum prices shall not be such as to cause a 
reduction of the trade existing between Member States 
when this Treaty comes into force nor such as to 
obstruct a gradual expansion of this trade, Minimum 
prices shall not be so applied as to form an obstacle 
to the development of a natural preference between 
Member States. 

3. As soon as this Treaty comes into force the 
Council shall, on a proposal of the Commission, 
determine objective criteria for the establishment 
of minimum price systems and for the fixing of such 
prices. 

These criteria shall in particular take account 
of the average national costs of production in the 
Member State applying the minimum price, of the state 
of the various undertakings concerned in relation to 
such average costs and of the need to promote both a 
progressive improvement of agricultural operations 
and the adjustments and specialisations needed within 
the Common Market . 

The Commission shall further propose a procedure 
for revising these criteria, so as to take account of, 
and accelerate, technical progress and progressively to 
approximate prices within the-. Common Market. 

These criteria and the procedure for revising them 
shall be unanimously determined by the Council within 
three years of this Treaty's coming into force. 

4. Until the Council ' s decision takes effect, 
Member States may fix minimum prices on condition 
that they first communicate them to the Commission and 
to the other Member States so as to enable them to sub ­
mit their comments . 

As soon as the Council has taken its decision, 
Member States shall fix minimum prices based on the 
criteria established in accordance with the foregoing 
provisions. 

The Council may, by qualified majority vote on a 
proposal of the Commission, rectify any decisions taken 
by Member States which do not conform with the criteria 
thus defined. 
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5. In the case of products in respect of which the 
aforementioned o~jective criteria have not been settled 
when the third stage begins, the Council may, by 
qualified majority vote on a proposal of the Commission, 
modify the minimum prices applied to these products. 

6. When the transitional period ends, a table of 
minimum prices still in force shall be drawn up, The 
Council, acting on a proposal of the Commission and 
by a majority of nine votes, in accordance wi th the 
weighting provided for in Article 148(2) (1), shall 
determine the system to be applied within the frame­
work of the common agricultural policy. 

ARTICLE 45 

1, Until national organisations have been replaced 
by one of the forms of common organisat.ion referred 
to in Article 40(2) trade in products in re1=1pect of 
which particular Member States have: 

arrangements designed to guarantee 
to national producers a market for 
their products , and 

a requirement to import, 

shall be developed by the conclusion of long-term 
agreements or contracts between exporting and 
importing Member States . 

Such agreements or contracts shall be directed 
towards the progressive abolition of any discrimin­
ation in the application of the said arrangements to 
the various producers within the Community. 

The conclusion of such agreements or contracts 
shall take place during the first ·stage; the principle 
of reciprocity shall be taken into account . 

2 . As regards quantities, such agreements or contracts 
shall be based on the average volume of trade between 
Member States in the products concerned during the 
three years before this Treaty comes into force; such 
agreements or contracts shall envisage an increase in 
the volume of trade within the limits of existing re­
quirements, taking account of traditional patterns of 
trade . 
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As regards prices, such agreements or contracts 
shall enable producers to dispose of the agreed 
quantities at prices which shall be progressively 
approximated to those paid to national producers in the 
purchasing country's domestic market . 

This approximation of prices shall be effected 
as regularly as possible and shall be completed not 
later than the end of the transitional period . 

Prices shall be negotiated between the parties 
concerned within the framework of directives drawn 
up by the Commission for the purpose of implementing 
the preceding two sub-paragraphs . 

If_ the first stage is extended, such agreements 
or contracts shall continue to be carried out under 
the conditions applicable at the end of the fourth 
year after this Treaty comes into force, but the obli­
gations to increase quantities and to approximate 
prices shall be suspended until the secorl.d stage begins. 

Member States shall avail themselves of any 
opportunity open to them under their legislation, 
particularly in the field of import policy, to ensure 
the conclusion and carrying out of these agreements or 
contracts. 

3. To the extent that Member States require raw 
materials for the production of good intended for 
export outside the Community in competition with 
the products of third countries, such agreements or 
contracts shall not preclude the importation from 
third countries, of raw materials intended for this 
purpose . Provided that this provision shall not apply 
if the Council unanimously decides to supply the sums 
needed to make good the difference between the higher 
price incurred in respect of goods imported for this 
purpose on the basis of such agre~ments or contracts 
and the delivery prices of the same goods on the 
world market. 



49 

ARTICLE 46 

Where in a Member State there is a national 
marketing organisation for a particular product:, 
or where such produ·ct ·is subject to rules having 
equivalent effect, and where the competitive position 
of a similar product in another Member State is 
affected thereby, Member States shall levy a counter­
vailing duty on the import of the said product from 
the Member State in which such organisation exists 
or where there are such rules, unless the latter 
State levies a countervailing duty on the export 
of the said product. 

The Commission shall set the amount of such 
duties at the level necessary to redress the balance; 
it may also authorise recourse to ·other measures the 
conditions and details of which it shall determine. 

ARTICLE 47 

The agricultural section of the Economic and 
Social Committee shall place itself at the disposal 
of the Commission in order to prepare the ground, in 
accordance with Articles 197 and 198, for the 
Committee's deliberations in respect of the tasks 
assigned to it under this Title of the Treaty. 
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