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I. Executive Summary 

 

This study was proposed and supervised by Ismael Olivares-Martinez, Director of the Common 

Policies Directorate in DG II of the European Parliament. Its primary purpose was to investigate 

and model the similarities between various common policies of the EU (the Common 

Agricultural Policy, the Common Fisheries Policy and the Cohesion and Structural Funds) and 

the extent to which they form a larger "policy area" around the instrument of economic 

intervention.  

The paper explains that it is certainly valid to talk of common intervention policies as an area 

within the larger array of EU policies, based on similarities in the following areas: 

• Historical Origins 

• Economic instruments and rationales 

• Role played in the development of the process of European integration 

• Policy elaboration model - the "community method"  

• Reliance on budgetary instruments, and dominance of the EU budget 

• Uncertain future given political, economic, structural changes 

 

The study suggest ways in which such an analysis might be developed and used, specifically for 

the ordering of policies in an administrative context such as at the European Parliament. 

However, it also makes clear that the model is a limited one and that the details and specific 

differences between these policies are still highly important to any understanding of them. 
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II. Introduction 

 

 One of the areas in which the European Union (EU) stands out both by itself and in 

comparison to either classic nation-states or inter-governmental organisations, is the very real 

sense in which the EU is an advanced producer and developer of policies. Its impressive array of 

positions, programs, goals, projects, and functions stand out even more if one considers the 

relative youth, reasonably limited means, and surprisingly small core of policy-makers. Indeed, 

one of the key concepts of the European integration process since the Second World War has 

been the notion of sectional integration, that is, driven forward by initiatives to integrate specific 

policy areas and create a new, supranational level of decision-making. 

 This paper aims to discuss, within the panoply of policies which the EU has to offer, 

some of the most influential policies that the EU has: the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), 

the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP), and the Cohesion and Structural Funds Policies, which we 

shall collectively refer to as common intervention policies
1
 of the EU. Common, because they 

are characterised by a significant level of methode communautaire in their policy elaboration 

model; and intervention, because they all share market and structural intervention instruments. 

But as opposed to a collection of analyses of different policies, this study will try to consider 

these policies, as a larger family of policies. In essence, we will be asking to what extent do 

these policies form a larger policy area, and try to explain how they do or how they don't. 

 This research paper is, however, by no means intended to be either definitive or final. 

Proposed and supervised by Ismael Olivares-Martínez, Director of the Common Policies 

Directorate (E) of the European Parliament's Directorate-General II, it was first and foremost 

intended to act as the starting point of a future more extensive analysis and debate. In this  

respect, the study is admittedly more general than specific, intending to map out lines of inquiry 

rather than following any of these in detail. It was drafted and written over the summer of 2003, 

largely on the basis of secondary sources on European policies and policy-making, although 

                                                 
1 This is by no means an official sobriquet; it more or less presented itself as this study refined its subject-matter 

and developed a concrete direction. In general, these policies might be referred to under 'common policies' (as they 

are grouped in Directorate-General II of the European Parliament); or alternatively, they might be referred to as 

Pillar I policies, although in both these cases they share the 'family name'  with many other 'common' or 

'community' policies. 
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some primary research was involved, notably some interviews with select staff at the European 

Parliament, which the author acknowledges and wishes to thank (for details, please refer to the 

Bibliography). The perspective of the study has certain biases towards the analysis of common 

intervention policies as such, analysed through the methods and 'conceptual lenses' of political 

science and international relations, rather than any analysis of their effects, which would involve 

a level of economics which this author does not claim to master.  

 The study does, however, attempt to broach the subject from a variety of angles 

within the conditions described above. It does not attempt to make a conclusive argument either 

for or against the policies, but rather suggests ways in which they are similar or dissimilar. On 

the whole, and looking forward to the conclusion of this study, it does however appear that the 

idea of grouping these policies together into a larger 'family' or 'policy area' is a sensible thing to 

do, and yields some useful insights. 
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III. Towards a definition of common intervention policies, as a policy area  

 

 The process of integration among the states of Europe in the last five decades has 

been characterised, uniquely and predominantly, by the establishment, elaboration and 

expansion of a series of shared or common policies. By this we mean a common approach to 

traditionally and naturally grouped problems and issue areas, such as industry, transport or 

foreign affairs. Nevertheless, upon examining such common policies it makes sense to attempt 

larger groupings of individual policies. In doing so, it would be useful to be guided not so much 

by the substance of policies, since policies by definition address different issues, but more by 

the nature of the policies.  

 According to this criterion, we can establish a number of policies which indeed share 

a fair deal of features, adding to the case for grouping them together as a policy area. In this 

study, we will do just that, attempting to sketch out a framework of analysis for what we will 

term the common intervention policies of the EU. Though "common intervention policies" is not 

an official term in EU parlance, it makes sense to group a number of policies under this heading. 

But why "intervention" as the common denominator? As we shall see, we define "interventions" 

rather broadly. Nevertheless, what we will try to group together are the policies in which the EU 

has established policies to intervene directly or indirectly in markets and economic structures, 

using a number of comparable policy instruments, so as to satisfy  related objectives. Of course, 

'intervention' as the common theme is only a starting point of analysis. But hopefully it will 

provide the appropriate perspective from which to establish, ultimately, an overarching policy 

model for a fair number of the EU's common policies. 

 

Intervention as a shared element 

 When speaking of 'intervention' two facets of policy-making come to mind. The first 

of these is that of raw expenditure, be it in the form of funds, grants, aid, subsidies, financial 

incentives, income support or other budgetary instruments. 

 The second aspect would have to be that of legal regulation, or the attempt to 

manipulate and intervene in markets and economic structures through the use of legal 
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mechanisms. Naturally we will see that both aspects are linked, such that financial interventions 

are of course impossible without an adequate legal framework. 

 Apart from these two elements of policy-making, we can point out that intervention is 

significant as a common theme, in a third, slightly more abstract, but equally important way. By 

this we mean intervention as a policy ethos, or attitude, namely the idea that public authorities 

can and should be able to intervene to regulate and control economic forces and processes 

according to certain pre-determined preferences and criteria. Obviously, as an ethos in policy-

making this interventionism stands opposed to what has traditionally been termed laissez-faire 

attitudes towards the economy. 

 

Which policies? 

 Intervention is thus to be our guiding thread through this analysis. What specific 

policies will we attempt to group together then?  We will be dealing principally with the three 

main intervention policies which the EU has. Regional policy, thus enters into our analysis, 

especially the aspects concerning the Structural and Cohesion funds. No study of EU 

intervention policies would be complete,however, without of course devoting a significant 

amount of attention to the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) and the Common Fisheries 

Policy (CFP).  

 In sum, we are dealing with an ambitious task. It is no less than to attempt to bring a 

certain amount of conceptual order into the diverse policy mix of the EU, specifically in the area 

of market and structural interventions. In so doing we will deal with some of the main policy 

areas in the EU, and it would be tempting to enter into to detailed or narrow an examination of 

each of these policies in turn. On the contrary, this study will focus on the underlying core of 

ideas, objectives, instruments which they share, so as to be able to place these policies in a 

larger framework of reference, perhaps even to argue that they are part of a larger policy domain 

or culture within the EU system. 
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IV. Common Intervention Policies - Origins; Institutional and financial aspects 

 

Foundations of Common Interventions  

 i)Historical Origins 

 The historical origins and foundations of the main intervention policies we are 

studying need not be described in detail, for this study is not a historical narrative. Nevertheless, 

the main features of their emergence as policies provide an excellent way to start thinking about 

them and especially as a type of policy. What, then, do they have in common as regards 

historical origins?` 

 In the history of common intervention policies we can see several common strands. 

The first one, a rather general observation, is to highlight the history of protectionism and 

special policy attention which areas such as agriculture and regional development had received 

from state mechanisms in the past. Indeed, it almost seems as if the same logic was extended to 

apply at the European level what had been common at the national level before the construction 

of the common market.  

 Another aspect of historical origins that these policies have in common is the fact that 

they were rooted in concrete contemporary economic and social challenges at the time when 

they were first proposed and formulated. Thus the idea for the Common Agricultural Policy 

emerged in the climate of post-war economic insecurity, especially harsh in under-producing 

sectors such as agriculture. The impulse towards the design and implementation of a true 

Common Fisheries Policy received enormous momentum from the developments in the 

Fisheries sector in the 1970s, when the unilateral declaration of Exclusive Economic Zones 

(EEZ) by important countries in the fishing industry threatened to destabilise any hopes of 

achieving an integrated fisheries market in the EEC.  

 Arguably, many of these policies were initially justified or requested because of the 

need to counterbalance the potentially distortionary effects of increased economic integration 

within the EC. Thus it has been pointed out
1
 that the CAP was proposed partly to ensure that 

free trade in agriculture would not hit traditional producers too hard. Regional policy came into 

being partly through the expectation that some regions, because of various disparate factors, 
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would inevitably do much better than others as economic integration progressed, and that 

underdeveloped regions would need structural aid to help them compete. 

 A further common aspect which two of the three main intervention policies here 

discussed share is that of being rather atypical sectors. Both agriculture and fisheries face a 

number of serious obstacles and risks in the promise of liberalisation and free trade, most 

notably because of structural inflexibilities arising from the mode and source of production 

itself, since the forces of nature can ultimately determine the success or failure of a year's 

exploitation.  

 Finally, it is important to point out that in the analysis of common factors in the 

historical development of these policies, the prospects and problems raised by enlargement of 

the EEC and later the EU are not to be neglected. This is especially to be considered in the light 

of the CFP (first mooted with the prospect of Norwegian membership, and revived with the 

prospect of Spanish-Portuguese membership) and cohesion and regional policies (significantly 

boosted by Spanish, Portuguese, Greek and Irish demands in the 1980s and 1990s). 

 The idiosyncratic and highly specialised nature of these policies should thus not 

prevent us from seeing these broad strands in their historical development, especially the 

existing and expected pressures of integration and enlargement within the common market. 

  

 

ii)Economic Origins 

 Since these policies can all be broadly described as economic in their scope, there is a 

potential here for too much or too little detail. Nevertheless, once again we can attempt to 

delineate what these policies share in their original justifications, this time more on the side of 

economic theory and practice. 

 All the intervention policies share a common preoccupation with the problems of 

market failure, especially as a result of economic integration. Market failure, or the failure of 

markets to adequately reflect the true benefits and costs of transactions, is at the heart of the idea 

of public intervention. Within this framework we can explain the CAP's preoccupation with 

unstable prices, falling production costs and falling real incomes for farmers, leading to a 

                                                                                                                                                            
1 e.g Swann (2000)  
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possible decline in the agriculture sector. The CFP deals with a market failure of a different sort, 

that of matching demand and extraction/production capacity to a limited and often endangered 

set of fish supplies or stocks. An unregulated fisheries market and common fishing area might 

soon lead to a dangerous depopulation of fish stocks and marine life. Cohesion policies deal 

with socially valuable, yet under-provided, investment in infrastructures, education and 

vocational training.  

 Economic integration theory provides another perspective through which to examine 

the principles of intervention. Thus Tinbergen
1
 set up the famous distinction between negative 

and positive integration, the former being preoccupied essentially with removing barriers to 

integration, and the latter dealing with the active promotion of economic integration. We can 

thus also consider the establishment of the CAP, CFP, regional and cohesion policies in the light 

of closer integration into a common market. Integration theory proposes that various effects, 

advantages and disadvantages will result from closer integration. Theory suggests that the 

effects of "trade creation" and "trade deflection" might eventually impact unequally on different 

sectors. Other effects include a distortion in relative prices and relative incomes. Arguably, this 

is what did occur to some extent in the agricultural sectors. Others suggest that certain regions 

lost out absolutely due to trade deflection, and relatively through trade creation in other regions. 

 Musgrave's
2
 classification of economic interventions into resource allocation, income 

redistribution and macroeconomic stabilisation suggests furthermore, that with the creation of a 

transnational, integrated economy, certain of the traditional economic functions of the state 

cannot be credibly maintained at a national level. Thus redistribution policies as seen in the CAP 

or regional policies, managed and established supranationally, make some sense. 

 

Common Intervention Policies and Theories of European Integration 

 Much has been written by political theorists and scientists in attempts to explain the 

process of European integration, leading to the formulation of various loose schools of thought 

on the matter, both descriptive and prescriptive. Though the details of the theoretical debate 

                                                 
1 quoted in Jordán Galduf (1999) 
2 quoted in Jordán Galduf (1999) 
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need not be considered, the broad currents of argument are nonetheless very useful in 

conceptualising common intervention policies. 

 The school of thought known as functionalism was the first to suggest something like 

what would eventually become the ECSC and EEC. It proposed the establishment of 

overlapping networks of co-operative policy-making at various levels of government, ideally at 

the best suitable level. Thus common intervention policies can be conceived of as being 

somewhat like these initial ideas for a new policy-oriented co-operation. They are all based on a 

relatively complex amount of technical specification, are limited to one policy-area and work at 

a level of common interest, rather than the traditional nation-state. 

 A more recent re-interpretation of this school of thought, known as neo-functionalism 

is especially interesting to our study. Neo-functionalism argues for a process of spillover- where 

the confidence and needs created by co-operation on one policy lead to an expansion of the 

scope of that shared policy and the elaboration of new common policies. In a sense, one can 

view the common intervention policies as having evolved from a common purpose, namely to 

mitigate the negative effects of a common, single market.  

 Nicolas Moussis
1
 has recently given this interpretation a new perspective, especially 

interesting for our study. He explicitly argues for an established model of integration through 

the vehicle of common policies. Common policies are thus not the by product of a process of 

further co-operation, but rather the vehicles and instruments of multinational integration and co-

operation. Moussis argues that common policies, especially those along a more traditional 

common policies model, such as CAP, nourish further political and economic integration. We 

can accordingly perhaps see the common intervention policies as being at the core of the 

policies which drive forward integration. Furthermore, they seem to be some of the more 

longstanding and successful common policies, having spurred further Community action in 

other fields. 

 An institutionalist perspective, highlighting the institutional dynamics and culture of 

co-operation, serves us as well. Common intervention policies such as CAP and CFP can 

arguably be described as policies linked to a very distinct and established institutional culture, 

centred around a set policy process. Not only that, but a case could be made arguing that 
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institutional dynamics are broadly comparable and similar across various of the common 

intervention policies. We will examine this further below, when considering the nature of 

institutional dynamics and policy processes in the common intervention policies. 

  The European intervention policies as we are treating them in this study are still very 

much policies that combine older elements of policy-making in Europe 

(redistribution/distribution) with newer regulatory perspectives. Giandomenico Majone's 

arguments about the EC/EU as a  'regulatory state' are extremely interesting in this context. 

Regulation, taken to mean the "sustained and focused control by an agency, on the basis of a 

legal mandate" 
2
 of a specific sector of the economy, is according to Majone and others, an 

increasing feature of public policy in advanced industrial economies. This was pioneered by the 

United States' independent agencies and administrations, but has recently become a popular 

policy option in many European countries after privatisation and deregulation, as for example in 

Britain.  Majone argues 
1
 that this move towards regulation has entailed not a 'rollback' but a 

redefinition of the state in its regulatory roles - towards more market-centred approaches, 

statutory rather than endogenous supervision, and, crucially for our purposes, a shift of functions 

onto European levels. It is in this context that Majone argues that the EC/EU is to some extent a 

"regulatory state" - that is, fulfilling traditional regulatory functions of the state.  

 Where, in this approach can we fit common intervention policies? Common 

intervention policies, as defined by this study, are the exceptions to Majone's rule. Where 

Majone argues that the EU's policy output is primarily non-budgetary and regulatory, common 

intervention policies are primarily mixed policies, with a significant to overwhelming financial 

or budgetary component. To go back to the distinctions cited earlier, the common intervention 

policies are to some extent the areas in which the EU fulfils a traditional distributory or 

redistributory state-like function. This is a subtle yet important distinction if we are to attempt to 

characterise common intervention policies as forming part of a larger policy area. 

 Theories of European integration, which attempt to conceptualise and interpret a 

process with few parallels or precedents, thus seem to offer some interesting pointers on the way 

to conceptualising common intervention policies as a coherent collection of policies. To 

                                                                                                                                                            
1 Moussis, Nicolas (2001) 
2 Selznick, as paraphrased by Majone (1995) 
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summarise, common intervention policies, as viewed through the 'lens' of various theoretical 

perspectives, have common points: 

• in that their development was the first example of real commonly managed policies with 

both regulatory and financial implications 

• in that they are good examples of functionalist-style transference of state functions to 

supranational institutions, as part of a 'regulatory state' 

• in that they have established a beach-head and a model for further integration 

• in that they are the few common policies in which the EU institutions play a 

predominantly distributory role, as opposed to purely legislative and regulatory 

• in that they have accompanied the development a common institutional culture and 

modus operandi which is characterised by a similar policy process 

• After thus having established a certain conceptual framework for the characterisation of 

common intervention policies, we can go on to examine and compare them along more 

specific lines of inquiry, starting with the institutional and policy process dynamics. 

 

Institutional actors and Policy Development (about 1.5 pages) 

 In considering institutional actors in the development of common policies, there are a 

few points we can highlight regarding similarities and overlaps. Individual institutions play 

broadly similar roles in each policy. The first institution in any in any analysis must of course be 

the European Commission. In all three common intervention policies it plays a variety of roles. 

 Firstly, it establishes discussion agendas, making proposals on the regulations which 

shape the common policies, especially in the CAP and CFP. This 'supranational' role is one of 

the building blocks of the so-called 'Community' method. 

 Secondly, it has established itself, in all intervention policies, as an institution with 

solid technical and scientific credentials, as well as good relationships with civil society through 

ad hoc consultations as well as established consultation committees. 

                                                                                                                                                            
1 Majone (1995) 
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 Thirdly, the Commission, through its nature as Community Executive, possesses 

further administrative and regulatory competencies for the management of common policies, for 

example through the 'comitology'  system. 

 We should not forget, however, the distinct differences between the three policies 

which we are discussing, and the implications for the role of the Commission in these 

differences. For instance, in CAP and CFP, the Commission's delegated powers of regulation are 

much greater than in the management of cohesion policy.  

 The Council of Ministers,  plays a broadly similar role throughout the spectrum of the 

Common intervention policies. Despite not possessing the powers of initiative and agenda-

setting that the Commission has, one has to admit its ultimate role as legislator and decision-

maker in the Community method policy elaboration style of the common intervention policies. 

It tends to have a markedly independent view from that of the Commission, favouring less 

transfer of powers, and more aware of particularly 'national' interests. 

 The European Parliament's role in common intervention policies is for the greater part 

minor, largely due to the consultation procedure mandated in the Treaties. On the point of the 

European Parliament's role in policy development, there is little we can say as to a coherent set 

of parallels across these policies. Nevertheless, the dynamics involved in the consultation 

procedure are somewhat similar; and there is a case to be made for  potential similarities in the 

operation and influence of EP committees in these policy areas. Thus, the Agriculture and 

Fisheries Committees both have merely consultative powers over CAP and CFP, but still 

provide an often respected counterbalance to Commission and Council opinions, and as the only 

public forum of scrutiny and criticism of policy, often acting as a sounding board of opinion, 

especially among the representatives of affected sectors. 
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 In terms of inter-institutional dynamics, can we say thus that there is a common 

policy elaboration model? To a certain extent, the traditional 'community' method holds sway in 

these policy areas, with the Commission leading the initiative in working out the details of a 

commonly agreed policy objective, submitting them to the Council of Ministers for approval.  

Nevertheless, cohesion policies, with their large reliance on block grants for regional and 

structural subsidies, are very much the awkward element in any such model, because of the 

relatively little involvement the Commission has in the details or the management of these 

policies.  
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V. Common Intervention Policies - Objectives, instruments and legal bases 

 

Treaty and Legal Bases 

 The Treaty establishing the European Community, is, of course, the starting point for 

any analysis of the legal bases of the common policies. The TEC of course famously establishes 

a common market (also known as the single market) between the member states, with a detailed 

number of provisions as to its implications. These provisions are implied to apply to all sectors 

in a general fashion. To these articles, however, the treaty adds a certain number of exceptions 

regarding particular sectors. These exceptions form the basis of common (intervention) policies, 

and one can thus that they are to an extent a legally "enshrined" set of policies. This remark of 

course does not extend to economic and social cohesion policies, which have a much less 

extensive set of articles in the TEC, and were only added through the Single European Act. 

 Nevertheless, intervention as a policy area is already implied heavily in the statement 

of principles guiding common policies in Article 2 (my emphasis): 

 

"The Community shall have as its task, by establishing a common market and an economic 

and monetary union and by implementing common policies or activities referred to in 

Articles 3 and 4, to promote throughout the Community a harmonious, balanced and 

sustainable development of economic activities, a high level of employment and of social 

protection, equality between men and women, sustainable and non-inflationary growth, a 

high degree of competitiveness and convergence of economic performance, a high level of 

protection and improvement of the quality of the environment, the raising of the standard of 

living and quality of life, and economic and social cohesion and solidarity among Member 

States." 

 

Intervention is thus justified by reference to a number of criteria and objectives. Indeed, if 

anything the constitutional law of the EU is rather unique in that uses catalogues of objectives 

rather than competencies as such, as José Martín y Pérez de Nanclares points out
1
. 

                                                 
1 Martín y Pérez de Nanclares, J (2000) p12 
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 However, on the matter of common intervention policies the treaties do not limit 

themselves solely to the enumeration of aims, but rather make an attempt at enumerating the 

means and instruments to these ends. What does stand out, nevertheless, is how general these 

methods remain - Article 3 of the TEC is essentially a list of the different areas in which the 

Community can take actions, meausures or establish policies. The vagueness works both ways: 

by allowing a greater scope for interpretation, more important and more complex policies might 

be foreseeable; and yet, by being too general, it is unclear how important and developed a policy 

is aimed at. This, of course, is not necessarily a phenomenon limited to common intervention 

policies. Nevertheless, it is interesting to note that common intervention policies (as the ones 

defined above) do seem to receive a greater attention than other policies. Thus, fisheries and 

agriculture policy have six articles to their name, and cohesion policy has four lengthy articles to 

its name. It would perhaps seem that policies that were initially meant to be important have 

generally had a greater amount of attention in the treaties, although quantifying this by the 

number of articles devoted to them is rather a poor way of doing it. 

 In the section dealing with the future Constitution of the European Union, we will 

have a look at how the intervention policy articles are set out there, to elaborate on the idea of 

them forming a sort of special sub category in the fundamental law of the Community. 

Budgets and Finance Issues 

 Since the "intervention" in common intervention policies occurs primarily through 

financial means, it would be absurd not to consider this a central element in our "model" of 

common intervention policies. Though the ins and outs of EU Budgetary politics and policy-

making are of a highly intricate nature, a few general points can be made about the budgetary 

dynamics underlying the common intervention policies. 

 Common intervention policies are without doubt the most significant expenditure 

policies of the EU. Titles 1 and 2 of the Community Budget (Agriculture and Structural 

operations, respectively) in the 2003 budget represented a combined 79% of total Community 

expenditure, about €77 billion out of the €99.68 billion EU budget for that year.
1
 So called 

compulsory expenditure is of course dominated by agriculture expenditure. Thus, common 

                                                 
1 Annual General Report on the Activities of the EU (2002) - p442-3 
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intervention policies form a sort of natural unit within the context of the budget, representing the 

major expenditure policies of the Union. 

 It is perhaps their very nature as entrenched expenditure policies in the Budget that 

leads us on to discuss the current dynamics which they share. The adoption of the inter-

institutional agreement of May 1999 with regard to the multi-annual financial perspectives 

proposed in the Agenda 2000 financial package heralded changes to the EU budget with 

significant impact on the common intervention policies of the Union.  

 The final agreement stood out for the lack of any significant increase in Title 1 and 

Title 2 spending. Title 1 spending in 2006, for example, is expected to be about €45 billion at 

2003 prices, €2 billion less than 2003 spending. What makes this even more significant of 

course is the spectre of the imminent eastern enlargement, so that the Union will essentially 

conserve the same agricultural spending before and after enlargement! A similar "enlargement 

crunch" can be observed in the prospects for structural spending (Title 2). The Cohesion and 

Structural Funds are, according to the latest technical update of the Multi-Annual Financial 

Perspective
1
, to remain at the same spending levels throughout the remainder of the current 7 

year term. The "ring-fenced" post-enlargement expenditure under Titles 1 and 2 do, however, 

constitute an increase in spending, but are nonetheless small if we consider the scale of the 2004 

enlargement.  

 What can we thus observe? There is a definite retrenchment of spending on common 

intervention policies. It does not, at this stage, even seem unrealistic to predict a future reduction 

in common intervention policies spending. In these very similar dynamics of "slimming down" 

and consolidation, the policies have much in common. Because of the spending commitments 

they make, the common intervention policies form a unit which is highly affected by the new 

dynamics unleashed by enlargement. It does not seem unreasonable to suggest that they will 

thus form a sort of natural unit in the way they evolve over the next few years, especially in light 

of the next financial perspectives negotiations after enlargement. 

 To this we must of course add the new evolutions in the nature of the expenditure 

policies. In light of the mid-term reviews either under way, concluded or expected in 

Agriculture, Fisheries, Cohesion, and Structural Policies, we can observe certain broad trends 
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which seem to be impacting these policies, though certainly not equally. CAP reform has 

already opened the possibility of a movement towards simple compensation instruments rather 

than price interventions, and the recent compromise on the reform package indicates that a 

degree of renationalization might even be expected in future. Indeed, a greater emphasis on 

decentralized or renationalized expenditure management is also occurring on the level of the 

structural funds. Though purely speculative, the Sapir report commissioned by Commission 

President Prodi argued for a significantly renationalized management and distribution of 

cohesion and structural funds. The Commission in this regard has already moved to a slightly 

less micro-managerial attitude towards the funds, as some people suggest. 

 All in all, the budgetary dimension of common intervention policies provides one of 

the most fruitful lenses through which to analyse the issue. Purely considered as elements in the 

EU budget, we already see their common importance as the primary financial "ballast" in the 

budget, to which we can add these policies role as "sacred cows" in certain member states' EU 

interests, primarily because of the size of the spending.  

 Looking towards the future evolution of these policies, the triple pressures of reform, 

enlargement and budget consolidation mean that it is very likely that these common intervention 

policies will be undergoing very similar dynamics in the near future. Their common nature as 

redistributive policies of declared national interest to many member states will mean that they 

will be the subject of a number of parallel and even cross-fertilizing discussions and debates. 

The oft-seen mechanism of the "package deal" compromise during financial negotiations might 

mean that the fates of these various common intervention policies will continue to be closely 

linked. 

                                                                                                                                                            
1 Annual General Report (2002) p428 
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VI. Future Perspectives for Common Intervention Policies: Enlargement,  

      Future Development, and Constitution 

 

 The attempt in this paper to set up and analyse what we have described as common 

intervention policies has been largely based on present and past realities of these policies. 

Despite the limitations of the approach of "common intervention policies", it is nonetheless 

important to attempt a brief look at some of the issues on the horizon. The essential question of 

course, in looking at the future perspectives for intervention policies, is whether the loose 

coherence and complementarity displayed by the model will still hold. 

 

 The End of Interventionism? 

 On a broad front, the idea of a public policy of intervention may be somewhat 

problematic when considering the immediate future. The political and economic consensus in 

the last decade or two, most observers might suggest, has turned slightly against public 

intervention as a policy instrument. The increasing suspicion, especially in the US and Britain, 

of substantial state intervention in the economy, seems to have dominated the economic debate 

in the last 20 years. Furthermore, mainstream observers and commentators have consistently 

blamed Europe's supposed economic malaise on over-rigid economic intervention policies and a 

taste for state dirigisme. All this, then, might contribute to the impression that EU-level common 

intervention policies are up for increasing questioning. 

 Thus, the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), long the bête noire of the neo-liberal 

right and centre in the UK and other places is now even being questioned by international NGO 

groups such as Oxfam as promoting a protectionism damaging to the world's rural and 

agricultural poor. As trade negotiations in the former GATT, now WTO, have advanced further 

and further in reducing barriers to trade for a wide range of goods and services, the developing 

world participants in the WTO trading regime are increasingly calling for a turnaround in EU 

(and US) agricultural policy, in the hopes of breaking down the barriers to trade that they 

supposedly constitute. Indeed, the recent reforms in the CAP advocated and pushed through by 

the European Commission have been often justified by Commissioner Franz Fischler and others 
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as being adequate consolidations of the EU's negotiating position with sights on the trade 

meeting at Cancún later this year.  A recent discussion paper commissioned by President Prodi, 

the Sapir report, even went as far as to suggest a total renationalization and dismantling of the 

CAP. Furthermore, as a proportion of the EU/EC budget, the CAP has been in observable 

relative decline for the last two decades 
1
.  

 All in all, for what we may safely call the EU's most important "common intervention 

policy", the signs do not look too good. Nevertheless, this need not mean the end of common 

intervention policies. There are a number of points on which interventionism still has a future at 

EU level. 

 Whereas CAP has indeed been losing ground in the EU budget, it has been 

nevertheless been losing ground to other common "intervention" policies, those based on the 

structural funds which make up an increasingly large element of the budget.  Thus whereas in 

1974 they only made up about 5% of the EEC budget, this proportion has increased to roughly 

35% of the EU budget by 2001. These are of course only signs and symptoms of a larger shift in 

thinking and approach, fundamentally driven by the logic of successive enlargements. One of 

the milestones in the strengthening of the structural funds were the financial packages 

negotiated in the 1980s and early 1990s, in which the poorer, more recent additions to the EU 

(in contrast to the earlier homogenously prosperous EEC six)  Spain, Greece, Ireland and 

Portugal successfully lobbied for a program of cohesion and structural investment in other to 

make them fit to compete in the single market. Given the fact that a great deal of the new 

member states joining in May 2004 are substantially less developed and less wealthy with 

regards to the EU 15 than even Portugal or Greece were at the time of their accession, one can 

foresee a major shake up to EU structural policy. If structural policy is to remain at all 

consequent with what it has been in the past, its attention will shift dramatically towards the new 

central and eastern European members; and given their needs, might experience a substantial 

increase in the next financial perspectives, due to be in place by 2007. 

 On a more speculative note, one could argue that the redistributive and distributive 

functions as part of the EU palette of policies will possibly increase as a result of the dynamics 

                                                 
1 For illustration, in 1970 the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF) took up about 88% of 

the EEC budget. By 2001 this had been reduced to about 50%. See charts in appendix. 
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unleashed first by the single market programme and now by economic and monetary union 

(EMU). The member states of the EU are mostly characterised by "social market" economies, in 

which a certain degree of intervention and regulation is considered necessary and beneficial; 

indeed, economists often describe many of the welfare state guarantees (unemployment 

insurance, pensions, child benefits) as part of a system of "automatic stabilisers" which helps 

economies maintain a certain stability in times of recession and higher unemployment.  

 These policy tools make up a large element of a state's fiscal (or spending) policy. 

Given the fact that 12 of the EU-15 states have now given up control over monetary policy, and 

severely restricted their ability to use fiscal policy through the Growth and Stability Pact, we 

cannot exclude that in the near future calls for "real" economic government at EU level (or if not 

at least for the eurozone) will grow stronger, particularly if the eurozone economies stagnate 

further or worsen their performance. 

 Such calls for economic government might, quite realistically, involve proposals for 

an even greater amount of structural and public investment spending at EU level, both relatively 

(as part of the budget) and absolutely (by expanding the budget as a proportion of EU GNP). 

Such a scenario would thus have common intervention policies (particularly the structural 

funds) at its core.  

 Even if such a scenario were not to happen, structural funds and some form of 

common agricultural policy (albeit reduced from its historic heights) is still likely to exist in the 

short to middle term future, if only out of institutional dynamics and inertia. Common 

intervention policies, as a category of analysis, is thus likely to remain reasonably meaningful in 

the years to come.  

 

Common intervention policies and the Constitution 

 This paper has had a brief look at the constitutional and legal bases for common 

policies in the treaties. It would of course be logical to have a brief look at the evolution of the 

role they play in the Draft Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe, proposed as the basis 

for discussions at the 2003 Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) by the European Convention in 

July 2003. This discussion is subject to the obvious caveat of the as yet unknown outcome of the 

IGC, which is expected to finalise between December 2003 and April 2004. Thus we must offer 
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some tentative remarks on the assumption that the Draft Treaty will emerge basically unchanged 

from the IGC, at least in the aspects with which we are concerned.  

 However, there are grounds to assume quite reasonably that what we see in the 

current Draft as it stands will emerge more or less untouched from negotiations at the IGC. The 

Convention and its Praesidium did quite a good job of resolving as many issues as possible 

before sending off the final text, and most of the articles relating to common intervention 

policies were fairly uncontroversial.  

 What, then, changes for common intervention policies? At first, it might be tempting 

to answer "not much". In fact, to a casual reader of the draft treaty, it is remarkable how many of 

the final articles in Part III (The Policies and Functioning of the Union) are textual copies of 

current articles in force in the Treaties. This is especially the case with our area of concern, 

common intervention policies. 

 Nevertheless, some change can be pointed out, that go beyond the technicalities of 

changes in wording or order. The big reform is that structural funds (excepting the EAGGF 

aspects) will be subject to what is now to be called standard legislative procedure (or the old co-

decision)
1
. This will substantially alter the inter-institutional dynamics in the area of structural 

funds; and may in future provide ammunition for Parliament to lobby for co-decision on all 

grounds, including Agriculture and Fisheries. For further comparison between the current 

consolidated EC Treaty and the proposed Constitutional Treaty, appendix 2 sets the old and new 

articles side by side. 

 

Summary: Future Perspectives 

 What future is there for this model then? Limited as it is, it has yielded a number of 

interesting perspectives. The question of its future usefulness, given the foreseeable changes in 

the EU in the years to come, is as was said above, a valid one. 

 On the one hand, we have to be realistic about our description of common 

intervention policies. Intervention is a key feature of EU policies, yes, but the differences 

between the various policies, in substance, style and significance, are hard to ignore. What's 

more, there are good indications that the differences between the various common intervention 
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policies will indeed if anything increase over the years to come. As the CAP might become less 

and less important or less and less intervention-oriented, and the structural funds re-orient 

themselves to the realities of eastern Enlargement; as the ethos of dirigisme and interventionism 

fades in political support; and as spending threatens to become unsustainable with the entry of 

countries that are seriously lacking in structural development, it may be all too easy for any 

similarities and overlaps between common intervention policies to dilute in the years to come, 

as the EU deals with an ever more complex policy agenda. 

 On the other hand, there are reasons for maintaining the label "common intervention 

policies" for the near future at least. As argued above, Enlargement will provide a new challenge 

to intervention policies as the Union will attempt to integrate its new members. If successful, it 

could signify the rehabilitation of common intervention policies and even interventionism as a 

public policy ethos as  a whole. Indeed, this dynamic might be boosted by future developments 

which could take common intervention policies as the core of any expansion of the Union's 

expenditure capacity. 

                                                                                                                                                            
1 Draft Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe, Arts. III-114 and III-115 
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VII. Conclusion: Uses and Limitations of the Model 

 

 This study, as was pointed out in the introduction, aimed to prove little but to suggest 

a lot. If there is an argument to this paper, it is this: that despite the significant and detailed 

differences between the various common policies discussed here, they can be said to form part 

of a larger 'policy area'. Depending on the specific perspective from which one analyses it, the 

area might seem looser or more coherent and complementary. The framework of discussion that 

is this area might be more or less useful, but it is without doubt a real series of links and 

parallels that exist between these policies. 

 Rather than repeat the ways in which common intervention policies form a somewhat 

coherent policy area, we should point out that it is potentially significant that this sort of 

analysis works across a number of different perspectives, including historical, theoretical, legal 

and constitutional "lenses". 

 What, then, are the uses of such a 'common intervention policies' framework? 

Although this discussion so far has been from a perspective which is more academic in style and 

spirit, it cannot be denied that practical and tangible outcomes can result from looking at these 

policies in this way.  

 Firstly, on a more immediate 'follow-up', it would certainly be recommendable to 

continue the development of such a policy model, using the 'pointers' which this study sets out. 

Other avenues of inquiry can and must of course be opened, since the discussion of this issue 

has by no means been exhausted. 

 Secondly, since this paper was commissioned within the European Parliament 

secretariat, it would not be a bad idea to consider using such larger policy areas as guides for 

grouping policies within the administrative organisation of Directorate-General II, with the 

rationale that the commonalities and parallels might lead to noticeable inter-departmental 

synergies and possibilities for a certain esprit de corps to be strengthened within these 

departments. 

 Lastly, if we turn our attention as to how such an approach could be 'deepened and 

widened', one could extend this type of analysis to other potential 'policy areas' within the EU 
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policy palette,  and of course devote some more extensive and intensive attention to 'fleshing 

out' some of the questions touched upon in this study.  

 Conclusions are of course the place for a measured assessment of a study, and it is 

thus appropriate to repeat what has been alluded to throughout the paper, namely that these 

intervention policies form a coherent unit only  to a limited extent. They do certainly not form a 

completely harmonious or even 'natural' unit, and one could of course devote an entire study to 

outline the significant differences and divergences that exist between them. It should be borne in 

mind that the policies fit together to a certain extent not because they have been designed that 

way so as to form a coherent 'policy mix'; they belong together partly by similarities and similar 

dynamics, but also partly through unintended evolution. The policies still determine the validity 

of such a 'policy area', not the other way round. 

 Nevertheless, it has hopefully been made clear throughout this discussion, that a 

certain sense does exist in talking of a model or policy area which groups together common 

intervention policies, as long as one is aware of the abstract and finite nature of such an 

exercise. 
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