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1. Tasks of the CAP after 2020 

Dr hab. Julian Krzy anowski 
Institute of Agricultural and Food Economics – National Research Institute, 

Warsaw, Poland 
krzy anowski@ierigz.waw.pl 

DOI: 10.30858/pw/9788376587431.1 

Abstract 
In the current discussion on the future of CAP after 2020, not much is being said 
on the issues of real importance for agriculture and rural development in the EU 
Member States. The EU exposes mainly the passive protection and simplifica-
tion tasks. No expansion vision is in place. We may assume that the chief CAP 
objective is assurance of sustainable development. This type of development has 
numerous exogenous determinants: global, economic, environmental, and en-
dogenous, existing in agriculture. It results from the EU membership as well as 
greater links between European and world agriculture. We have also internal 
determinants both in the rural environment and production process. The external 
and internal situation imposes drawing of ambitious and expansive goals and 
tasks for CAP. One has to remember that goals that justify existence of CAP for 
taxpayers cannot obscure the ideas that are basic for agricultural and rural de-
velopment.  

Keywords: agriculture, European Union, CAP, sustainable development 
JEL codes: A10, E00, F10, F15, F53, Q18 
 
1.1. Introduction 

Among the various concepts related to the economic integration, includ-
ing the integration in agriculture, considerations regarding scientific foundations 
for the Common Agricultural Policy we can also find theories on the CAP re-
form. In analysing the modern hypotheses, the theory of the reform of the 
Common Agricultural Policy by A. Kay [2000] should be invoked. According to 
the English scientist “the interactions of different EU institutions and Member 
State governments is the main dynamic behind a reform process”. This paper is 
one of the proofs of this hypothesis.  

A discussion on the future of the European Union’s Common Agricultural 
Policy after 2020, initiated by the European Commission some time ago, has 
intensified in the last two years (2016-2017). A public consultation on “Modern-
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isation and simplification of the CAP” [Council of the European Union , 2017] 
was launched, with a number of debates such as an informal meeting of the Min-
isters of Agriculture in Amsterdam, meeting of the Ministers of Agriculture in 
Chambord, meeting of the Council for Agriculture and Fisheries in November 
2016, European Conference on Rural Development Cork 2.0 in September 2016 
[CORK 2.0, 2016], many debates in the European Parliament, to name a few. 
 
1.2. Objectives and methods  

The objective of this paper is to present the tasks which should be imple-
mented by the Common Agricultural Policy after 2020. These tasks are present-
ed on various forums and discussed. The author of the concept is either the Eu-
ropean Commission or the European Union Member State, currently presiding 
the Council. The formulated tasks have been confronted by the author with the 
provisions of the Treaties, from the Treaty of Rome to the Treaty on the Func-
tioning of the European Union. Then, the opinions of the individual Member 
States as to the proposal of the Maltese presidency were presented. Also, the 
provisions formulated in the Communication from the European Commission on 
“The Future of Food and Farming” of 29.11.2017 have been presented. On this 
basis, it is attempted to formulate conclusions on the CAP objectives to be de-
fined and adopted, taking into account various current conditions for the rural 
and agricultural development. The paper used the method of analysis of the Eu-
ropean Union documents. 
 
1.3. Study results and discussion 

The quoted document [Council of the European Union, 2017] collects, 
proposals developed at various meetings and presents priorities for further work, 
which include: 
 Resilience building: this includes issues such as risk management in rela-

tion to weather, health or sanitary risks, access to financial instruments, 
income/price volatility, competitiveness and innovation and food security;  

 Responding to environmental challenges: by increasing the sustainability 
of agriculture, implementing international commitments on climate after 
the Conference of the Parties (COP) [The International..., 2015], United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change [UNFCCC, 2017] or 
the broader objectives included in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable De-
velopment [UNIC, 2016]; 

 Guaranteeing the exchange of generations: by facilitating access to finan-
cial resources, land, through transfer of knowledge, vocational training 
and reducing administrative barriers; 
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 Maintaining market orientation: which includes issues such as promoting 
competitiveness, finding the right balance between opening new markets and 
protecting sensitive sectors and improving the competitiveness of export;  

 Empowering farmers: by addressing the issues of transparency, contractu-
al relations and unfair commercial practices.  

 Simplification should remain the overriding principle of the future CAP, 
not only at the legislative level, but also as regards the implementation 
and controls, as indicated in the Council Conclusions of May 2015 [Spe-
cial Committee on Agriculture, 2015]. 
The Maltese Presidency, which was the basisfor the document, asked the 

Member States two questions: whether they agree with the above-mentioned set 
of priorities and whether it should be supplemented. Before we quote the re-
sponses of the individual countries, the more general question can be asked: are 
these the most important objectives for agriculture and rural development? 
has this been written in the TFEU like that?  

It can be concluded that in their responses the Member States retained the 
presence of mind and knowledge of the principles of the Common Agricultural 
Policy. Let us remind that Article 39 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the Eu-
ropean Union, repeating the provisions of the Treaties of Rome, sets out the spe-
cific objectives of the CAP [Damen and Przetacznik, 2017]: 
 To increase agricultural productivity by promoting technical progress and 

the optimum utilisation of the factors of production, in particular labour; 
 To ensure a fair standard of living for the agricultural community; 
 To stabilise markets; 
 To assure the availability of supplies; 
 To ensure that supplies reach consumers at reasonable prices. 

These are both economic and social objectives aimed at protecting the in-
terests of producers and consumers. In addition to the specific objectives of the 
CAP, as provided in Article 39 of the TFEU, many provisions of the Treaty pro-
vide for additional objectives applicable to all policy areas and to all Union ac-
tions. Consequently, the promotion of the high level of employment (Article 9), 
environmental protection to promote the sustainable development (Article 11), 
consumer protection (Article 12), animal welfare requirements (Article 13), pro-
tection of public health (Article 168(1)) or economic, social and territorial cohe-
sion (Articles 174-178) become fully the CAP objectives. Moreover, in the con-
text of the opening and globalisation, Article 207 lays down the principles of the 
common commercial policy relating to trade in agricultural products. However, 
should the additional objectives dominate the basic objectives?  
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It can be said that this has actually happened. The so-called “greening”, 
introduced by the reform of 2013 and, in fact, a discussion taking place in the 
EU forum since 2010, officially advocated the sustainable development and 
dominated the tasks of the CAP at the beginning of the present perspective 
[Krzy anowski, 2015]. Regardless of introducing the noble environmental pro-
tection objectives [Communication, 2010], the point was to justify the need to 
pay for the Common Agricultural Policy, i.e. agriculture and rural development, 
in the eyes of taxpayers in the Member States. 

Figure 1. Elements of the debate on the CAP after 2020 

 
Source: Common Agricultural Policy after 2020 – Polish priorities, Ministry of Agriculture 
and Rural Development, om a 2017. 

The Member States in their statements at the meeting of the Council of 
Ministers [Report, 2017], in the vast majority opted for the classic model of the 
CAP (two pillars). This was not mentioned only by Germany, Denmark, the 
Netherlands and Portugal. Most countries also stress the importance of direct 
payments to the amount of agricultural income and production. Only four above-
mentioned countries do not comment on this. In analysing the discussion of the 
Member States on the Presidency’s document [Report, 2017], it can be conclud-
ed that the Member States were almost fully unanimous in relation to one priori-
ty only, i.e. simplification of the CAP. The simplification was not mentioned as 
an important priority only by six countries: Austria, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Estonia, 
Spain and Ireland. The opinions were more divided in terms of the issue of risk 
management: 17 countries, including Poland, opted for recognising this instru-
ments as a priority and important task for the CAP. 
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The importance of the problem is well illustrated by the position of Ger-
many: “Focusing on the environmental issues only, is an excessively restricted 
view of the needs of the agricultural sector.”  In the course of numerous discus-
sions on the future of the CAP, which have taken place in recent years, also the 
challenges that the Common Agricultural Policy can/should face, have been 
mentioned (Fig. 1). 

As we can see, there is neither agriculture nor farmers here. Both catego-
ries are buried deeply under a layer of general tasks and commitments. 

 Another light on the tasks of the CAP in the next financial perspective is 
cast by the European Commission’s Communication “The Future of Food and 
Farming” published at the end of November 2017 [Communication, 2017]. The 
CAP is to play an important role in achieving the priorities of Jean-Claude 
Juncker in full cohesion with other policy areas, in particular by: 
 Increasing the number of high-quality jobs and stimulating growth and 

investment;  
 Using the potential of the Energy Union, circular economy and bioecon-

omy, while increasing the environmental concern and mitigating and 
adapting to climate change;  

 Transfer of research and innovation from laboratories to fields and markets;  
 Full inclusion of farmers and rural areas in the digital economy; and 
 Contributing to the implementation of the European Commission’s Pro-

gramme on migration. 
Among 17 Sustainable Development Goals by 2030, promoted by the 

United Nations, 12 are directly or indirectly implemented through the activities 
of the Common Agricultural Policy. 

 The further part of the Communication lists the main objectives of the fu-
ture CAP [Communication, 2017, p. 12]: 
 Promoting smart and resilient agricultural sector; 
 Increasing the environmental concern and stepping up climate action to con-

tribute to achieving the EU environmental and climate change objectives; 
 Strengthening the socio-economic structure of rural areas. 

The same is shown in the Figure 2. As directly visible, the farmer is indi-
cated only twice, but he is to be the beneficiary of all other actions. 
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Figure 2. Future of food and farming 

 
Source: Communication, 2017. 

1.4. Summary and conclusions 

Unfortunately, the priorities indicated in the Presidency’s document, and 
above all in the Communication, do not take into account the essential tasks of 
the Common Agricultural Policy, which are also important for Polish agriculture 
and rural development. Firstly, it is important to ensure a level playing field in 
the European market. The Common Agricultural Policy should, in fact, create 
a common legal and financial framework for the functioning of the agricultural 
sector in the EU. This task is now gaining importance, inter alia, due to the fact 
that the instability in the agricultural markets and the increasing price and cost 
pressure make some countries take protectionist action in the EU single market. 

The second, still up-to-date task of the CAP, is to strengthen cohesion in 
the EU, in economic, social and political terms. The CAP should reduce dispari-
ties in the agricultural and rural development levels, both among the regions and 
Member States. 

How can these tasks be accomplished? A key issue is to provide an ade-
quate, fully Community budget for this policy. The relevant CAP budget is 
a prerequisite for the implementation of the priorities identified by the Presiden-
cy. In order to ensure a level playing field in the EU single market, it is neces-
sary to complete the process of full alignment of direct payment rates. One of 
the possible solutions is the proposed distribution of direct support among the 
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Member States on the basis of a flat-rate throughout the EU [Krzy anowski, 
2015]. The flat- rate corresponds well to the current and future objectives of the 
CAP – in particular, with the environmental and climate objectives [Common 
2017]. The issue of alignment of payments was also raised in the subsequent 
versions of the Communication “The Future of Food and Farming”. Unfortu-
nately, the later is the version of the document, the more imprecise are the initial 
provisions. The authors refer to the words by President Juncker who stated “that 
we need to implement the principle of equality among the large and small coun-
tries, East and West, North and South, even though labour costs differ, the chal-
lenges faced by farmers are similar”. The first versions of the Communication 
talk about the “reduction in the differences among average payment rates in the 
Member States”, which is to be understood as alignment of the level of payment 
and the final version generally talks about the “reduction in the differences of 
support under the CAP” which does not necessarily mean alignment of pay-
ments, but support e.g. for climate change measures. 

When looking at the new solutions through the prism of the interests of 
Polish agriculture, it should be assumed that the fund allocation criteria in the 
second pillar of the CAP should (as it has been so far) take account of the differ-
ences in the wealth of rural residents, their population and the area of agricultur-
al land. Instruments of the common organisation of agricultural markets should 
be used more rapidly and actively so as to counter agricultural crisis situations.  

The European Union should go with the CAP rules beyond the grouping 
and be a challenge in relation to the policies of other regions of the world. In 
particular, the EU countries are to be treated equally. The CAP after 2020 
should be implemented in such a way so that it could create opportunities for the 
competitiveness of the EU products in world markets, and it should also take 
into account the solutions used in other countries, e.g. in the field of state aid for 
agriculture (USA) [Krzy anowski, 2016]. The CAP should be used not for elim-
inating the agricultural production but for its development, in connection with 
a forecast regarding the increased food demand in the world. The CAP should 
also include mechanisms to protect against the allocation of agricultural land for 
non-agricultural purposes.  

Certainly, an important, yet “secondary”, task is to simplify the CAP financ-
ing scheme. It would be necessary to simplify the procedures for allocating and dis-
tributing financial resources, so as to reduce bureaucracy while reducing the costs 
of handling the CAP. Undoubtedly, the greening obligation is a political element 
for the citizens of Europe. The implementation of this system points once again to 
the role of farmers and agriculture in the environmental protection. Hence, if the 
greening needs to function, its rules should be simplified as much as possible. 
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The above considerations fit in further analyses on the vision of the Com-
mon Agricultural Policy after 2020. The next stage of work will consist in pub-
lishing, by the Commission, of legislative proposals, which is foreseen in 2018. 
The new shape of the CAP will be finally determined by the Member State gov-
ernment (EU Council for Agriculture and Fisheries) and the European Parliament. 

The Polish opinion in the discussion of the future of the CAP is a draft 
governmental position on the future of the Common Agricultural Policy [Minis-
try, 2017]. According to the Ministry of Agriculture, the Common Agricultural 
Policy is a comprehensive, fully Community policy of the EU, which is one of 
the cornerstones of the European Union. This policy implements an increasingly 
broader catalogue of public objectives and, through further reforms, responds to 
new challenges. The CAP is responsible for the level playing field in the single 
market, while deciding on the predictability and stability of the conditions of 
pursuing agricultural activities. 

Also in the future, the CAP should provide the EU society with food in-
dependence, including access to high-quality food, while contributing to achiev-
ing the sustainable development goals, including the preservation of the re-
sources of land, water and air and biodiversity for other generations. 

The current legal solutions leave room for further modernisation of the 
CAP in an evolutionary way, without fundamental changes in the structure of this 
policy. The real simplification of individual instruments and of the entire CAP 
after 2020 requires, inter alia, greater confidence in the Member States in terms of 
planning, implementation and control in line with the principle of subsidiarity. 

It is necessary to coordinate the CAP with other EU policies (e.g. trade, 
environmental, climate, energy, development, competition), which are increas-
ingly affecting agriculture and the food production sector. The achievement of 
ambitious targets with regard to other Community policies will not be possible 
without the ambitious and fully Community agricultural policy. 

May this clash of views between the Commission and the Member States 
bring the best possible solutions for the future of the CAP. 
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