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ABSTRACT

This qualitative study was conducted to determine the
validity of Streeck and Schmitter's (1991) argument that
pluralism is the dominant form of interest intermediation at
the European Community level. This thesis tests their
hypothesis by examining the organization of agricultural
interests at the Community level.

The thesis establishes that agricultural interests
continue to participate in a corporatist style of policy-
making at the national level.

Secondly, the qualitative analysis enables us to
conclude that a corporatist style framework does exist at the
Community level.

Thirdly, Streeck and Schmitter's (1991) argument that
the Community and its structures contribute to a pluralist
organization of interest groups, must be qualified when
applied to the organization of agricultural interests at the
Community level.

Corporatism does exist in this particular policy
sector at the Community level, but it is weaker than that
found at the national level.

The analysis focused on negotiation of the Blair House
Agreement in November 1992. The case study highlighted the
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disintegration of authority from the time the negotiations
were completed, to the period following the French
Parliamentary elections of 1993.

The case study highlights the fragile nature of
corporatist arrangements at the Community level. While the
thesis demonstrates that corporatism has been replicated to
the Community level, it illustrates the real limits to the
development of corporatism at the Community level due to the
continued prevalence of national interests.

The thesis points to a need for further research as to
the nature of policy networks, and how the type of policy
network can change depending on the policy sector, and the
issue at hand. It raises further questions as to the validity
of Streeck and Schmitter's (1991) argument when applied to
other policy sectors.

Furthermore, the existence of differing levels of
corporatism both at the national level, and between individual
member states should be further examined. This thesis also
contributed to our knowledge of corporatism by analyzing the
role national corporatism and indeed transnational corporatism
played in encouraging national interests, thereby ensuring the

fragility of corporatism transnationally.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The prospects of an increasingly unified European
Community* from a political and economic perspective, has
become a greater possibility since the ratification of the
Single European Act of 1987. Rather than the Community and its
member nation-states pursuing political and economic goals
according to their respective areas of political jurisdiction,
there has been a growing need for coordinated activity between
the national levels of decision making and the emerging locus
of transnational power. This development is important for
political scientists as it provides an opportunity to
observe how policy networks, which were traditionally national
in scope, have been altered by the emphasis on Community
rather than national goals. The relinquishing of political
authority from the domestic level to the supranational
structures of the Community though still in a preliminary
stage, raises a number of questions concerning European-wide
policy-making both at the national and European Community (EC)
levels. !
National level interest groups, which had previously

* Please note: The European Community is now
officially referred to as the European Union. This change has
occurred due to the Maastricht Treaty. The European Community
however, will be the term of reference for this thesis, as the

time frame under analysis is prior to the adoption of the new
name.



focused their attention solely on national governments, have
had to redirect increasingly their focus towards the decision
making structures of the European Community. This shift in the
locus of power has meant that interest groups have had to
adjust their approach to a transnational level of decision
making. Thus what we might expect to see is a change in the
very nature of the relationship between an interest group and
its respective national government, due to the growing
influence of the supranational structures of the Community.
In order to assess properly the extent to which the
interest groups' relationships to their national governments
have been affected, a number of research questions would have
to be addressed. First, we need to establish the nature of the
relationship between the interest group and its national
government. This task may be accomplished by an evaluation of
the interest group's relationship to its national government
as it existed prior to the emergence of the transnational
level as an additional focus point of power. Second, an
assessment of the interest group's current relationship to the
national government would allow a comparison and hence an
ability to measure the extent of change which has occurred
with the onset of the European Community. Certainly a key
aspect to this analysis is to determine the nature of the
interest group's relationship to the specific transnational
organization of interest groups (usually EC-level) to which a

group may be a member. Finally, this analysis will be



followed by an assessment of the relationship between the
transnational interest organization and the transnational
structures of power.

Qur ultimate objective, then, is to establish the type
of interest intermediation which exists within the Community.
This step will allow us to determine properly if interest
groups, which organize both nationally and at the Community
level, have been transformed as the locus of power has shifted
from the domestic to the transnational level. In particular,
we are interested in whether the type of relationship which
existed at the national level has carried upwards to the
transnational level. That is, has the type of policy network
which existed historically at the national level been
replicated at the transnational level? If the type of policy
network has not replicated itself transnationally, then we
will try to ascertain why this has not occurred? In addition,
we ask whether the relationship between the interest group and
the national government has been weakened or reinforced?

Wolfgang Streeck and Phillippe C. Schmitter (1991)
recently examined several issues related to the organization
of interests at the European Community level. They argue that
the organization of interests at the European Community level
has been both fragmented and competitive, and therefore more
pluralist than corporatist (Streeck and Schmitter, 1991: 136).
Streeck and Schmitter (1991) maintain that many political

scientists during the 1970s and 1980s assumed that the



development of neo-corporatist arrangements at the national
levels of many European nation-states, would naturally migrate
to the Community level. Streeck and Schmitter state "in
turning to 'neo-corporatist concertation,' as it came to be
called, national governments appeared to be doing precisely
what integration theorists had been counselling the European
Community and its Commission" (Streeck and Schmitter, 1991:
135). It was widely accepted by integration theorists, neo-
functionalist theorists, as well as neo-corporatists that the
organization of interests at the national level would be
naturally extended to the Community level.

Generally speaking, these corporatist arrangements at
the national level took the form of centralized bargaining
between business, labour, and the government. Though the time
frame involved concerning the popularity of these type of
negotiations was relatively short (early 1970's), the
assumption on the part of these political scientists was that,

By fostering a transnational system of organized

interest representation, the Community and its

Commission in particular would thus contribute to

its own growth as a policy arena and executive body

and lift itself out of the parochial entanglements
of national politics and intergovernmental nondecision
making into a safely anchored new world of
supranational political management (Streeck and

Schmitter, 1991: 134-135).

What is key to Streeck and Schmitter's (1991) argument
is that structural and institutional factors have served to

promote the development of a pluralistic policy process at the

Community level. They cite first the complete absence of



significant business interest associations with an active
interest in centralized negotiations with labour at the
transnational level (Streeck and Schmitter, 1991: 141). It is
important to note that the business sector shows no interest
in the prospect of centralized bargaining at the Community
level. This can be attributed to the inherent difficulties in
organizing from a business sector which is diverse by its very
nature as well as its' reluctance in seeking an agreement with
labour. Second, the low organizational capacities of labour at
the Community level, and the differing interests on the part
of national labour movements have also been contributing
factors to the lack of centralization of labour interests in
Brussels (Streeck and Schmitter, 1991: 140).

Third, the role of national governments in pursuing
their own perceived national interests through the exercise of
a veto has also been a strong structural deterrent to the
development of a more dominant European Community. The veto
has served to weaken the ability or desire of organized
interests to look beyond their particular national interest
(Streeck and Schmitter, 1991: 143). Finally, the very nature
of decision making at the Community level in the guise of the
Council of Ministers has acted as a strong centrifugal force.
It has prevented the European Commission and the European
Parliament from fostering their own strong constituencies
of organized interests (Streeck and Schmitter, 1991: 142).

Streeck and Schmitter further point out that these factors



have ensured that the Community "has never been permitted to
develop the organizational design capacities necessary to
reshape powerful interest organizations rooted in civil
society" (Streeck and Schmitter, 1991: 142-143). Consequently,
there has been a lack of "interest organization
centralization” in the European Community (Streeck and
Schmitter, 1991: 143). Together, these several factors
have prevented the development of a neo-corporatist framework.
Streeck and Schmitter (1991) view the integration
of the European Community member states as contributing to an
even more complex set of interest group relationships. The
implications of the Single European Act are viewed as merely
exacerbating the pluralistic nature of interest group
influence at the Community level. An additional complication
is the growing importance accorded to regional rather than
national economies under the 1992 process that seeks to
abolish the national boundaries for the 12 member states of
the European Community. This process will lead, according to
Streeck and Schmitter, to "a regionalization of Europe" and
the "Europeanization of its regions" (Streeck and Schmitter,
1991: 153). The increasing deregulation of the market
economies in the 1990s will simply serve to intensify the
inability of neo-corporatism to develop at the Community
level. The result as argued by Streeck and Schmitter (1991)
should be a complex multitude of interests virtually ensuring

that pluralism remains the dominant type of policy network at



the EC level.

This thesis examines the argument put forward by
Streeck and Schmitter (1991) to determine the validity of
their analysis, concerning the organization of interest groups
at the Community level. In order to accomplish this task, it
will be necessary to identify a specific policy network within
the Community.

This thesis will focus upon the organization of
agricultural interest groups and policy-making within the
European Community. Agricultural policy represents the most
highly developed policy area at the Community level, and
constitutes the largest portion of EC budget spending. By far,
it is the policy area which requires the most coordination
between the member-states of the Community and the Commission.
Specifically, agricultural policy-making in the United
Kingdom, France, and Germany will be reviewed with a special
focus on the cereal grains sector. This choice provides an
opportunity to examine the nature of each individual
agricultural organization's relationship with its respective
national governments. Furthermore, it permits an assessment of
neo-corporatist arrangements normally prevalent in agriculture
in all three countries.

The selection of these three countries has been based
primarily on their dominance to date of the Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP). All three represent major

agricultural producing member states within the European



Community. Also, they are prominent cereal producing member-
states. An additional reason for the choice of these three
countries pertained to the availability of literature in
English. Unfortunately, the member states of Italy and Spain
could not be included because of the unavailability of
pertinent information in English. In addition, a comparison of
our three member states makes the study more manageable.

Our first task is to establish the type of policy
network which exists at the national level. The next step
would be to assess whether these arrangements have been
replicated at the transnational level. That is, do these
individual agricultural organizations participate in a neo-
corporatist policy network at the transnational level of the
European Community? In short, is Streeck and Schmitter's
(1991) argument feasible when applied to the agricultural
policy sector? If Streeck and Schmitter's (1991) argument is
correct concerning the dynamics of interest group organization
at the transnational level, then we would expect these same
dynamics to overwhelm the corporatist characteristics of
agriculture so prevalent at the national level when these
interests are organized at the Community level.

In order to address properly the questions raised, it
will be necessary to establish a means to assess whether an
interest organization's relationship with the government is
neo-corporatist. We need to identify a number of criteria by

which we can properly analyze interest group activity in



agricultural policy. That is, we need to isolate some standard
properties that will enable us to categorize how the
agricultural interests are organized at the domestic level.
Therefore, a working definition as to what we mean when we
speak of a neo-corporatist approach would be in order. That
is, what exactly do we mean when we say that an interest group
enjoys a corporatist arrangement with the government? We also
need a standard definition as to what constitutes a policy
network because this concept provides the framework, needed to
delineate differences between neo-corporatism and pluralism.
Atkinson and Coleman (1989) attempt to identify and
define what constitutes a policy network. What is significant
for our purpose is that Atkinson and Coleman (1989) present a
disaggregated view of the state. That is, the conceptual
variable "state" is divided into three distinct levels of
analysis. Thus we speak of viewing the state from a macro,
meso, and micro perspective (Atkinson and Coleman, 1989: 49).
The meso level of analysis (i.e. the levels of sectors of the
economy) 1is their primary focus and certainly represents a
useful heuristic tool for analyzing policy networks prevalent
in the agricultural sector. Atkinson and Coleman (1989) also
introduce the conceptual variables of "state autonomy" and
"societal mobilization" as key ingredients in determining the
type of policy network which is most applicable. These
concepts are not provided with a specific definitional

explanation, but are defined by a set of criteria which
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highlight those qualities inherent to both an autonomous state
and a highly mobilized societal sector. Atkinson and Coleman
(1989) argue that the autonomy of a state must be first
determined by the extent to which the decision making is
concentrated (Atkinson and Coleman, 1989: 51-52). Once the
degree of the concentration of power has been established, the
next step is to determine "the degree to which the state
bureaucracy is autonomous" (Atkinson and Coleman, 1989: 51).

Atkinson and Coleman identify four conditions which
are a prerequisite for a bureaucracy to develop autonomy.
These factors entail that the bureaucracy has a clear concept
as to its role, has strong political support, administers a
corpus of law and requlation that defines the bureau's
responsibilities and those of the societal group; and
generates its own information in order to pursue its mandate.
All these factors play a role in creating a more autonomous
bureaucracy (Atkinson and Coleman, 1989: 52).

The conditions for societal mobilization also
represent a useful means to determine how interest groups are
mobilized at the national and Community levels. Atkinson and
Coleman characterize a societal sector as "the organization of
relevant socio-economic producer groups ..." (Atkinson and
Coleman, 1989: 53). The conditions necessary for societal
mobilization of the particular sector include a horizontal
division of labour with an absence of overlapping

organizations and therefore no competition for members.
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Furthermore, there is normally one association which speaks
for the sector as a whole. The association will have a high
density of representation of the sector's population and in
all likelihood be oligopolistic. The interest organization
will also have considerable in house capacity for the
generation of technical and political information. It will
also have the capacity to bind member firms to agreements
negotiated with the state (Atkinson and Coleman, 1989: 53).
The conceptual variables of state autonomy and
societal mobilization provide a set of criteria by which we
may measure and properly assess the role of organized
agricultural interests. That is, Atkinson and Coleman (1989)
have utilized these factors in order to categorize different
types of policy networks. They identify and define six
distinct policy networks. What is of interest for our purpose
is their definition of corporatism at the meso level of the
economy. Atkinson and Coleman argue that corporatism occurs
when an autonomous but divided state places "the onus for
decision making in the hands of conflicting socio-economic
producer groups" (Atkinson and Coleman, 1989: 57). "A
corporatist network provides a means for incorporating two or
more classes or class fractions into forums where policy is
formulated and implemented" and "delegates sufficient
authority to conflicting groups to resolve their differences
without further state interference" (Atkinson, 1989: 57-58).

In brief, the requirements necessary for a corporatist
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policy network would appear to be a highly mobilized societal
sector in conjunction with a state structure which is highly
autonomous. Atkinson and Coleman do express caution that these
are '"necessary, but not always sufficient, conditions for
these policy networks" (Atkinson and Coleman, 1989: 54).

Van Waarden (1992) though describing Atkinson and
Coleman's (1989) approach as interesting in terms of defining
the concept of policy network, expresses a number of valid
critiques of their analysis. A policy network is described by
Van Waarden as a "more general and neutral concept” and
represents "an overarching characterization of public-private
relations" (Van Waarden, 1992: 30-31). This classification by
Van Waarden (1992) does not differ from Atkinson and Coleman's
(1989) analysis, nor does Van Waarden's treatment of
corporatism as only one type of a policy network. Van Waarden
(1992) stipulates more clearly however, the definitional
qualities of the term policy network. Van Waarden (1992)
provides a categorization as to the major dimensions of a
policy network. Thus the role of actors, their function, the
structure of relations, the degree of institutionalization,
the rules of conduct, power relations, and actor strategies
are considered essential areas of analysis in order to define
properly a policy network.

Van Waarden's (1992) assessment leads to an
identification of eleven types of policy networks. It is a

more extensive and exhaustive list than the six categories in
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Atkinson and Coleman's (1989) study. What is significant for
our purpose is Van Waarden's (1992) description of sectoral
corporatism whereby interest organizations are "involved in
policy implementation and acquire some form of public
authority in order to aid them in this task" (Van Waarden,
1992: 47). Van Waarden (1992) makes clear that this
relationship is not unidirectional. The interest organization,
in turn, is provided with "certain privileges and resources,
among them statutory authority" (Van Waarden, 1992: 47). These
resources serve to ensure privileged access and monopoly
recognition for the interest organization. Van Waarden (1992)
emphasizes that the mutually beneficial aspects to both the
interest organization and public authority promote the
institutionalization of relations. They create stability and
centrality in decision making and encourage the search for
consensus, depoliticization, and usually legal or de facto
compulsory membership (Van Waarden, 1992: 47).

Schmitter argues that in order for neo-corporatism to
develop, it requires "a political exchange in which organized
interests and state agencies....agree to a particular pattern
of formal representation and substantive negotiation"”
(Schmitter, 1985: 35-36). What is key to this relationship is
that both the state agents and the organized interests are in
a position of mutual deterrence. Therefore one actor cannot
dominate the policy making process, and there must be mutual

cooperation in order to facilitate the accomplishment of
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policy goals. What distinguishes Schmitter's analysis from
that of Van Waarden's (1992) and Atkinson and Coleman (1989)
is the attempt to differentiate between government interests,
the interests of civil servants, and the interests of the
state. Schmitter (1985) argues that neither government
interests nor civil servant interests are conducive to
the development of a neo-corporatist relationship. That is, a
government seeks to remain in control of public office and
therefore will act to preserve the government based on
electoral accountability and territorial representation
(Schmitter, 1985: 41). In short, it concentrates on becoming
reelected. Civil servants have an interest in ensuring a
distinction between what constitutes public and private
interest. The employees of the state seek to perpetuate an
institutional identity, through recruitment patterns and
cultural norms, and by development of professional standards
(Schmitter, 1985: 41). Any negotiation on the part of the
state which results in public recognition and authority
provided to private organized interests could be perceived as
a threat to the long term interests of civil servants.
Schmitter argues that state interests are determined
to a great extent by the "inter-state system" (Schmitter,
1985: 42). There a number of factors which determine a state's
position relative to that environment (e.g. relative size,
geographical location, material and human resources, military

technology). The essential aspect of Schmitter's argument
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concerns the emphasis on the state attempting to gain an
advantage within the world economy (Schmitter, 1985: 42).

Thus during the 1970s, it served as a means by which
smaller countries sought to protect specific sectors and to
make these interests more competitive on a world-wide scale.
This theoretical argument was also put forward by Katzenstein.
The globalization of world trade in the late 1980s and 1990s
however, has essentially eliminated the need for sectors to
be protected as economies have become increasingly open to
world trade. What is important for our purposes is the
emphasis placed on state interests as opposed to government
and civil servant interests. This is significant as Van
Waarden (1992), and Atkinson and Coleman (1989) view the state
as the necessary actor in establishing a neo-corporatist
policy network. Though corporatism was viewed at the meso
level as opposed to the macro and micro levels, the state was
not disaggregated by Van Waarden (1992) and Atkinson and
Coleman (1989).

A key element in Schmitter's (1985) analysis of neo-
corporatism concerns the role of legitimate authority.
Corporatism entails the devolution of public authority to the
interest organization. Therefore, "exclusive public status"
and the "status of public law" is bestowed on the interest
organization in regulating the policy area in question, while
at the same time the state "retains their symbolic status as

sovereigns and...guardians of public order" (Schmitter, 1985:
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43). The policy area is simply too complex in nature for the
state to act on its own, and the state requires the agreement
and complicity of the organized interest if it wishes to
successfully implement policy.

The interest organization should have the ability to
aggregate information, and have the "capacity to deliver the
compliance of their members with respect to specific aspects
of public policy” (Schmitter, 1985: 45). The state authorities
should be in a position to offer "attractive and selective
rewards" such as conferring public status on the organized
interest, and ensuring that the interest organization remains
the sole privileged representative organization in that policy
area (Schmitter, 1985: 45). The nature of the relationship
engenders fear of co-option on both sides. Thus the interest
organization seeks to avoid becoming a "dependent recipient of
public favours and passive agents of state policy" (Schmitter,
1985: 45). In contrast, the state does not wish to lose the
symbolic status nor its legitimacy as acting in the public
interest. The point here is that the neo-corporatist
relationship is by no means static. It is merely a
framework by which relations can be maintained and therefore
involves continual positioning on the part of its actors.

Williamson (1989) provides a "formal model of
corporatism"” in which six characteristics are identified. The
criteria stipulated by Williamson (1989) involve the organized

interest representing a functional interest occupying a



17

position of virtual monopoly in the policy area. The organized
interest may enjoy privileged access to the state's
authoritative decision making process and may be licensed in
exchange for its "adherence to certain norms'" (Williamson,
1989: 68). The interest organization may also perform a
regulatory function over its members on behalf of the state.
Furthermore, the membership in the association or interest
organization may not be considered wholly voluntary in nature.
The association's privileged position prevents the development
of other alternative effective channels. This formalization of
relations leads to adoption of bureaucratic tendencies on the
part of both the organized interest and the state agency.

Williamson (1989: 68) notes that the neo-corporatist
relationship encourages a process of negotiation and
bargaining which is closed to the other state institutions and
the rest of society. The result is a tendency towards
protecting the status gquo as both actors forego their
potential gains in order to ensure that the system is
maintained.

What becomes evident in reviewing the description of
neo-corporatism by the various political scientists is the
existence of a number of common threads in their analysis
concerning meso-corporatism. These similarities regarding the
development of meso-corporatism enable us to make some
generalizations as to what we might expect in a neo-

corporatist relationship. It appears that in order for a
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sector of the economy to be considered neo-corporatist, it
would have to meet most if not all these characteristics. Thus
we are provided with some useful criteria which would enable
us to 'measure' whether an interest organization's
relationship to the state agencies is corporatist in nature.
To the extent that a network meets some but not all of these
criteria we may be able to distinguish between strong,
moderate, and weak corporatism.

The criteria for a corporatist policy network is as
follows:

1. The interest group is encompassing and has a high
density of representation in its particular sector.

2. The interest group possesses a virtual monopoly of
both formal and informal channels of representation
in dealing with the government and the relevant
state bodies.

3. The interest group participates directly in the
formulation of policy and is not simply a policy
advocate. In this respect it may have a right to be
consulted by the government and the relevant state
bodies.

4. The interest group also plays a formal role in the
implementation of policy.

5. The interest group possesses significant technical
expertise which facilitates a dialogue with state
bodies, and to provide various exclusive services
to its membership.

The above criteria provide us with a means by which we

may grade the level of corporatism within each of the member
states. Therefore, a member state could be described as

exhibiting strong corporatism if the interest group possessed

both aspects of representation, played a regulatory role by
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participating in both the formulation and implementation
phases of the policy process, and possessed significant
technical expertise. A weak form of corporatism for example,
would be assessed if the interest group had a low level of
representation both in terms of density as well as formal and
informal channels, and played only a regulatory role in the
formulation phase of the policy process. Another example of
weak corporatism would involve the interest group meeting both
aspects of our representational requirements, but involved
only in the formulation and not the implementation phases of
the policy process. Certainly, the second example of weak
corporatism would be "stronger" relative to the first example
of weak corporatism. The point here however, is that strong
corporatism is established if all five criteria are met. Weak
corporatism on the other hand, occurs if the representational
role is not supported by a significant regulatory role.

An interest group which enjoys a strong
representational role, but no regulatory role, would merely be
another interest group competing in the policy process.
Furthermore, the interest group's regulatory role would also
be crucial in assessing strong, moderate, or weak corporatism.
If an interest group is only involved in the formulation stage
and not the implementation phase of policy, then its
regulatory role is curtailed. This would constitute weak
corporatism. A group's involvement however, in the

implementation stage of policy in conjunction with a strong
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representational role would provide us with a stronger level
of corporatism. We are able to distinguish between weak,
moderate and strong corporatism based on the degree to which
both the representational and regulatory roles are met.

In reviewing the literature concerning neo-
corporatism, what becomes prevalent is the acknowledgement by
the state that the policy area is simply too cumbersome and
detailed for unilateral decision making. Thus, what appears to
be a necessary condition is the acceptance by both the state
and interest organization that it is in their mutual best
interest to establish a framework by which policy goals can be
pursued and/or maintained. Schmitter (1985) conjures the
notion of "mutual deterrence" whereas Van Waarden (1992)
refers to a mutually beneficial relationship. The point here
is that though this factor is of a more implicit nature, it
can be argued that it is a necessary condition for the
development of a neo-corporatist policy network.

The ability of the interest organization to generate
its own technical information is an important factor. Though
this may be a function common to most interest groups, it
would be an indicator of the complexity of the policy area
involved and the organization's potential equal footing with
the state institutions based on technical expertise. Technical
expertise contributes to the idea of a relationship which is
based both on mutual benefits and deterrence.

The analysis provided by Atkinson and Coleman (1989)
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and Van Waarden (1992) pertaining to the various criteria in
determining the type of policy network will be useful in our
analysis. It will allow us to identify the key components
which promote state autonomy or mobilize the societal sector.
Furthermore, we can utilize the definitional qualities
provided by Van Waarden (1992) in order to assess more
thoroughly the nature of a policy network. An example would
concern the treatment of the conceptual variable "state'" based
upon a structural explanation. That is, when we refer to the
state or state agencies, it will pertain to those institutions
which are relevant to the sector under study (i.e.
agriculture). This analysis is based on the assumption that
institutions have their own agendas and can be perceived as
legitimate actors in the policy process. This does not mean
that the voice of the government or the interests of the civil
servants are ignored, but rather that the goals of the
interested state agency will be more long term in nature.
Thus, Schmitter's (1985) treatment of the state will also be
of heuristic value.

Atkinson and Coleman's (1989) treatment of societal
mobilization will enable us to break down the agricultural
policy sector in each country under study. It will provide an
opportunity to assess more accurately whether the agricultural
interest organizations are corporatist at the national level.
We can then utilize this assessment in determining the type of

policy network at the transnational level. Van Waarden's
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(1992) definitional qualities will round out the analysis and
enable a thorough review as to the organization of
agricultural interests at both the national and European
Community levels.

Organization of the Thesis and Central Argument

Therefore, our first task is to establish the nature
of the relationship between the primary national agricultural
organization and the relevant government and state agencies at
the national level. This will be the focus of Chapter 2
whereby the major agricultural interest organizations in the
United Kingdom, France, and the Federal Republic of Germany
will be reviewed. The purpose of this chapter will be to
examine the individual organizations and their relationship to
government and state agencies concerned with the agricultural
sector. It will be possible to determine if the agricultural
policy network is indeed corporatist by analyzing these
organizations.

Chapter 3 examines the nature of agricultural policy
making at the European Community level. A description of the
policy making process and how decision making occurs will be
the main focus of this chapter. Once the main actors are
identified, it will then be possible to characterize the type
of policy network which exists at the transnational level.
This analysis will provide an opportunity to compare and
contrast policy making at the Community level and the national

level. If corporatism does not persist at the transnational
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level, then the gquestion to be addressed would be why these
corporatist relationships at the national level have not been
replicated to the transnational level? Furthermore, the
special role played by COPA (Comité des Organisations
Professionelles Agricoles de la CE) will be examined in order
to appreciate fully the type of policy network which is
prevalent in the European Community.

Chapter 4 will be a case study involving the recent
Uruguay Round of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT) which focused on agricultural issues. Specifically, we
will examine the issue concerning oilseeds and cereal grains.
The emphasis of this chapter will be on the trading
relationship between the European Community as a trading
entity and the United States during the recent negotiations.
In reviewing the circumstances of this issue, it is hoped that
we will be able to illustrate the disintegration of authority
once the policy leaves the Commission. Special focus will be
upon the relationship between the member states of the
Community and their national agricultural organizations during
these turbulent discussions. Also, the relationship between
the national agricultural organizations and COPA, as well as
COPA's relationship with the European Commission will be
examined. It is hoped that in analyzing these relationships,
we will be able to highlight more clearly the type of
agricultural policy network prevalent at the Community level.

The case study reveals quite clearly the weak development of
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a corporatist policy network and the potential for a
resurgence of national interests.

The concluding chapter will review Streeck and
Schmitter's (1991) article. This will provide an opportunity
to reflect on what we have learned from this exercise. It is
felt that the argument put forward by Streeck and Schmitter
(1991) must be qualified when we examine the agricultural
policy network at the Community level. What we can conclude is
that national governments are better able to present the
national agricultural case to the European Community than the
individual agricultural organizations or COPA. Furthermore,
once policy has been determined by the Commission in
consultation with COPA, there is no guarantee that the policy
will remain the same once it goes to the European Council.
Thus the overriding influence of national interests due to a
set of weak transnational structures and‘institutions serves
to diminish not only the role of the Commission but more
importantly the role of COPA.

After an extensive review of the agricultural
communities in the United Kingdom, France, and the Federal
Republic of Germany, it has been determined that the
corporatist style of policy-making continues to exist at the
national level. In examining the agricultural policy networks
at the Community level, the overall conclusion is that the
corporatist style of decision making is carried over to the

transnational level. The argument that the Community and its
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structures contribute to a pluralist organization of interest
groups suggested by Streeck and Schmitter (1991) however, does
not hold when applied to the organization of the agriculture
at the European Community level. The argument is in part
correct, however, in that the Community's structures
contribute to a policy network which is corporatist in nature,

but is weaker than that found at the national level.



Chapter I1I
CORPORATISM AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL

What becomes evident when we examine the relationship
between each major agricultural organization in the United
Kingdom, France, and Germany with their respective state, is
the predominance of corporatist interest intermediation in
agriculture. This does not mean that the organizational
development of corporatism in each of our three case studies
is the same. Obviously, there are a number of factors which
will affect and therefore differentiate how agricultural
organizations conduct "business" with the state in each
country. Factors such as the number of farmers in that
particular society, the average size of a farm, the level of
mechanization, the type of crops under cultivation, as well as
the number of organizations representing the agricultural
sector. Furthermore, the overall historical background of the
role and meaning of agriculture from an ideological
perspective in the particular society, is also an important
consideration. Thus the political organization and the
economic impact of the agricultural sector both on the
domestic economy and in relation to the global market, also
determine the nature of the relationship between the interest
organization and the state.

26



27

This review of interest intermediation at the national
level merely seeks to establish that corporatism has indeed
been the mode of decision making both prior to, and since the
emergence of the European Community (EC). Establishing the
mode of interest intermediation at the national level is
necessary if we are to assess the impact which the EC has had
on arrangements in the agricultural sector.

In order to properly assess whether corporatism exists
at the national level, it is necessary to determine if the
components of corporatism as specified in Chapter 1 apply to
each of our case studies. The five criteria identified earlier
were as follows:

1.) density of representation

2.) monopoly of representation

3.) a regulatory role in the formulation of
policy

4.) a regulatory role in the implementation of
policy

5.) technical expertise

This criteria enables an assessment as to whether a
corporatist policy network is prevalent in each case study.

What is crucial to note however, is that a policy
network must meet most if not all of the criteria stipulated
to be considered corporatist. Therefore, the representational
role and regulatory role are necessary pre-conditions for a
corporatist policy network. It is insufficient for an interest
organization to simply play a significant representational

role and yet have no regulatory role. A representational role

only, would place that interest group in direct competition
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with other groups for the attention of both the government and
relevant state institutions. Hence, a representational role
must be in conjunction with a regqulatory role for a
corporatist policy network to develop, or be maintained.
Furthermore, a regulatory role involves the participation on
the part of the interest organization in both the formulation
and implementation of policy.

A strong corporatist policy network for example, would
entail an interest group organization having a significant
density of representation, a monopoly (or near monopoly) of
representation, a regulatory role in both the formulation and
implementation of policy, and extensive technical expertise.
A weak corporatist policy network could involve a strong
representational role, in conjunction with a regulatory role
only in the formulation of policy. Therefore, if an interest
organization played a regqulatory role in the formulation stage
of policy, but played no role in the implementation phase of
policy-making, then it could be argued that it represents a
weak corporatist policy network. A poor representational role
due to a low density of membership and the absence of an
associational monopoly would appear to preclude the
development of a corporatist policy network. It would be an
indicator of increased competition between groups and could
form the basis of other types of policy networks (e.gqg.
pluralism, clientelism).

The point here is that we are able to qualitatively
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measure whether a corporatist framework is strong, moderate,
weak, or non-existent. It is by applying the five criteria of
corporatism that we are able to assess the level of
corporatism in our three case studies. Furthermore, we are
able to distinguish the levels of corporatism and thus
differentiate its development between the United Kingdom,
France, and Germany. This qualitative assessment will be
applied to the European agricultural union Comité des
Organisations Professionelles Agricoles de la CE (COPA), and
its relationship to the European Commission in Chapter 3.

It must be noted that despite the continued
persistence of corporatism in agriculture for all three of our
case studies, the mode of interest intermediation has weakened
due to the shift in the focus of power from the national level
to the Community. Britain for example, is faced with a
corporatist policy network that is in an increasing state of
flux. Pluralism which is the dominant type of policy network
at the Community level in other economic sectors, is now
threatening the privileged position which agricultural
interests have enjoyed at the national level. This conclusion
holds in all three countries even with the differences in

their level of corporatism.
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The United Kingdom

The United Kingdom, normally perceived as a state
where organized interests are pluralist, has had an
agricultural policy network that departs from this norm.
Agriculture certainly has enjoyed a privileged relationship
with the relevant state institutions in the post-war period.

The state of British agriculture:

It is important to note that only 2.2 per cent of the
working population of Britain are involved in agriculture
(Agra Europe, August 14th, 1992: E/4). Of special interest is
the fact that the average farm in the United Kingdom is three
times larger than the average European farm. This in turn has
led to a greater degree of mechanization and specialization in
British agriculture (Directory of European Agricultural
Organizations [DEAQO], 1984: 295).

Thus we are dealing with an economic sector whi&e
though it has declined, has become more efficient. The
emphasis is no longer solely on the inadequacy of farm
incomes, but rather the protection of the farmer from sudden
economic loss in the event of a setback. The larger, more
efficient farming operations lead to greater economies of
scale. There is a greater propensity to rely on market forces
rather than subsidies. During the 1980s the government and
the relevant state institutions adopted an attitude which
favoured imposing limits on production and the need to curb

spending on subsidization.
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There has also been a change in attitude with the NFU
(National Farmers' Union). Its' outlook has by no means
remained static. Indeed, there has been a recognition on the
part of the NFU that in reforming the Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP) in 1992, the costs of EC farm supports must be
kept within agreed limits, and that overproduction must be
controlled (NFU Annual Report and Accounts, 1992: 3). The
point here is that the ideological outlook on the part of the
agricultural constituency in the United Kingdom has not become
stagnant, despite the changes to the economic sector as a

whole. The NFU has recognized the need to change along with

the greater economy as a whole.

Requlatory role:

Cox, Lowe and Winter point to the fact that the NFU
was provided with a statutory basis for a corporatist
relationship in the 1947 Agriculture Act. The Act stipulated
that the government in setting subsidy levels should consult
"such bodies of persons who appear to them to represent the
interests of producers in the agricultural industry" (Cox,
Lowe and Winter, 1987: 74).

This leg;l recognition provided the basis for the
formal representational and regulatory role for the NFU. It
ensured that the NFU would be consulted on any aspect of
agricultural policy by the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries
and Food (MAFF). Cox, Lowe and Winter (1990: 169) argue that

the NFU's privileged position has permitted the organization
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to impose decisions in areas of controversy with which the
rank and file membership would not be entirely in agreement.

Specifically, Cox, Lowe and Winter (1990) analyze the
issue of milk quotas which were introduced by the European
Commission and subsequently adopted by the Council of
Ministers in 1984. The changes to milk quotas were decided
quickly by the Council, and the NFU was placed in the
difficult position of having to sell an unpopular decision to
its rank and file membership (Cox, Lowe and Winter, 1990: 176-
177). The authors make the important point that the NFU
executive, though in agreement in principle with the
imposition of milk quotas, was able to contain the
congiderable dissatisfaction which existed among the rank and
file. The NFU executive prevented a '"full-scale challenge to
the prevailing corporatist arrangements" (Cox, Lowe and
Winter, 1990: 177).

What is important to note here is that the NFU was
able to control its membership due to the special relationship
it enjoyed with the government. Based upon its guaranteed
access to the corridors of power, it was able to ensure rank
and file compliance to the milk quotas. Nonetheless, the NFU
did not wish to jeopardize that special relationship by
allowing the rank and file to "revolt" against the decision
taken by the government. Hence, the NFU plays both a
representational and a regqulatory role. The fact that

dissension within the rank and file had to be checked
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indicates that the NFU had to ensure organizational discipline
in order for milk gquotas to be properly implemented.

Density of Representation:

Cox, Lowe and Winter (1987: 75) describe the
organizational structure of the NFU as a highly decentralized
branch structure. This description conforms to evidence in the
organization's own literature. The NFU describes itself as a
"democratic organization with working farmers closely
involved" (NFU pamphlet). The executive is elected on an
annual basis by a council which is comprised of
representatives from the county branches. The Council
represents the "final authority of the Union and gives a
mandate to the President and the other office-holders to act
on behalf of the NFU" (DEAO, 1984: 303). The NFU is divided
into 49 county branches, where a considerable amount of its
time is devoted to committee work concerning specific
commodities in the respective area. The NFU is further
subdivided into 864 local branches which are, in turn,
subdivided into even smaller organizational units. In 1984,
total membership was 155,632, which represents the total of
England, Scotland, Wales, and Northern Ireland (DEAO, 1984:
299, 303-304).

Monopoly of Representation:

It is noteworthy that the NFU maintains daily contact
with the government through MAFF. The NFU also provides policy

briefs on all issues pertaining to agriculture to MPs and
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Peers. Furthermore, it provides submissions to the Law
Commission, Royal Commissions, Committees of Inquiry, select
Committees of both Houses of Parliament concerning
agricultural issues (DEAO, 1984: 306). Since 1947, the NFU has
been authorized by the government as the interest group to be
consulted on an annual basis concerning pricing levels in the
Annual Review. The significance of this consultative process
has been reduced however, due to the shift in authority
regarding price fixing from London to Brussels (DEAO, 1984:
296-297) .

Corporatist or a closed policy community?:

There is disagreement however, as to whether the
policy network in the United Kingdom, can be described as
corporatist. Cox, Lowe and Winter (1987: 73) in discussing the
role of farmers in relation to the state's institutions, argue
that the existence of corporatist decision making in
agriculture is an exception to other sectors of the economy.
Cox, Lowe, and Winter (1990: 169) view corporatism as
representing a "distinctive form of interest intermediation”.

Winter describes corporatism as a particular system of
interest intermediation when considering agriculture in the
United Kingdom (Winter, 1984: 109). The emphasis concerning
the relationship between the NFU and the MAFF is on the
political arrangement rather than strictly on a common
ideological outlook. Cox, Lowe and Winter, in categorizing

corporatism as a form of interest intermediation, point out



35

that a distinct aspect of corporatism is self regulation: the
ability of an organization to discipline its own membership
(Cox, Lowe and Winter, 1986: 476).

Smith (1990) argues that corporatism no longer aptly
describes the relationship which exists between MAFF and the
NFU. Rather than referring directly to corporatism, Smith
employs the concept of a closed policy community (Smith, 1989:
151). A closed policy community has developed in post-war
United Kingdom due to two primary factors. First, there was a
shared ideological outlock between MAFF and the NFU until the
late 1970s and early 1980s. This shared ideology centred on
the belief that agricultural production should be increased
regardless of the cost. This outlook was also largely accepted
by non-agricultural politicians and the general public (Smith,
1989: 151).

Second, the formal recognition accorded to the NFU
provided the statutory right to be consulted by the government
or relevant state institution. Smith refers specifically to
the Annual Review whereby there was an exchange of data and
negotiations over price levels between the NFU and the MAFF
(Smith, 1989: 152). Smith (1989) argues that though the Annual
Review placed the farmers in a special position, this did not
mean that the NFU shared power. That is, if the government
wished to impose new prices and the NFU was not in agreement,
then the government would simply impose the new price levels.

The NFU would be placed in the position of having to sell
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government policy to its membership (Smith, 1989: 93).

A key element in Smith's (1990) argument in explaining
a closed policy community as opposed to a corporatist policy
network concerns the power of the state vis a vis the interest
group. Smith describes the term "policy community" as a
"useful means of explaining the relationship between pressure
groups and the state" (Smith, 1990: 44). The relationship
however, is by no means a balanced one. According to Smith,
the state representative is the more powerful actor (Smith,
1990: 44). Therefore, the policy community has been developed
by the government departments and represents a means of
"mobilizing bias so that the agenda is controlled” (Smith,
1990: 46). The formal institutional structures put in place by
MAFF denied access to the policy community by other groups
(e.g. County Landowner Association, National Union of
Agricultural and Allied Workers). Furthermore, the shared
ideological outlook ensured that certain interests would be
included (e.g. groups sharing outlook on agricultural
production - NFU). The consideration of alternative approaches
would be excluded (e.g. environmental groups such as the
Friends of the Earth).

Smith does indicate that contact between the NFU and
MAFF remains on a daily basis, and that the NFU is an
invaluable wealth of information to MAFF concerning the
agricultural sector (Smith, 1990: 48). Moreover, the NFU

represents the primary agricultural interest group in the
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United Kingdom. It was the sole agricultural interest group to
have any role in price negotiations with MAFF at least prior
to the emergence of the European Community. It also continues
to represent the majority of farmers in the agricultural
community.

Smith argues further that a closed policy community
has developed due to two distinct aspects of policy making in
the United Kingdom. These involve departmentalism and
clientelism (Smith, 1990: 50). Departmentalism involves
individual ministers fighting for their departments at the
highest levels of government in order to expand or maintain
their power base. Clientelism represents the development of a
special relationship between an individual department and a
specific interest group. The interest group becomes a client
of the department. The department defends the common
ideological outlook and the shared priorities it enjoys
with its client interest group when it is required to do
battle with rival departments concerning policy as well as
budgetary allocation. Therefore, Smith argues that MAFF and
NFU have developed this clientelistic relationship as MAFF has
to do battle with rival departments such as Treasury.

The period 1940-1980 is considered by Smith (1989:
155) to represent a period in which the agricultural community
in the United Kingdom could be categorized as a closed policy
community with a stable agenda. The policy community had two

basic interrelated aims: to support farmers and to increase
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agricultural production (Smith, 1989: 157).

In the period following 1980 however, there has
occurred according to Smith (1989, 1990), a re-emergence of
pluralism in the agricultural community. The agricultural
policy community is under increasing pressure concerning the
level of financial support received from the national
government and the CAP, as well as the high levels of
agricultural production. The encroachment of other viewpoints
upon the agricultural policy community has emanated primarily
from environmental groups, consumer groups, as well as sectors
within the state which opposed the increasing subsidization
of agriculture. Furthermore, there were more external
pressures from other agricultural producing countries outside
the European Community (most notably, the United States).

Despite the increase in criticism of the agricultural
policy community in the United Kingdom, what is significant
for our purposes is that the '"closed" policy community has
remained virtually intact. Smith (1989) explains that this can
be attributed to the fact that subsidization levels, and
pricing decisions, as well as quotas are determined by the
member states of the European Community and not solely by the
United Kingdom. Thus the proliferation of these new groups in
the United Kingdom must not only concentrate on pressuring the
NFU and the government at the national level, but also must
direct their attention to the transnational level of decision

making. The fact that the CAPs agenda of minimizing subsidy
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and price cuts, limiting quotas, continues to be staunchly
supported by the majority of the member states points to the
NFU's special relationship to the MAFF being maintained.

In reviewing the various opinions cited by political
scientists concerning the organization of agricultural
interests in the United Kingdom and its relationship with the
state, there appears to be one area of common ground. There is
widespread acceptance that the NFU has enjoyed and continues
to maintain a "special and privileged" relationship with MAFF.
This represents the extent of agreement concerning the nature
of the relationship. Smith (1989, 1990) has been extensively
quoted in order to provide a conflicting viewpoint as to
whether the NFU's relationship with MAFF is indeed corporatist
in nature. Smith's analysis, while quite helpful in explaining
how interest organizations function within the agricultural
policy community, leaves the aspiring political scientist
somewhat empty handed when it comes to categorizing the nature
of the relationship between the NFU and MAFF. Smith is dealing
with semantics in classifying the relationship as a closed
policy community. It can be argued quite clearly that the
relationship is corporatist in nature.

Level of technical expertise:

Upon review of the NFU's Annual Report & Accounts

1992, what becomes evident is the wide array of literature and
activities in which the association is involved. In 1992, the

NFU conducted lobbying on 19 Acts and Bills, 6 sponsored
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amendments of Acts & Bills, and 38 regulations and orders. The
NFU provided evidence to parliamentary committees in both the
Commons and the House of Lords, and provided 36 formal
submissions to the government (NFU: Annual Report & Accounts,
1992: 29-30). There are also a large number of articles,
reports, and publications which the NFU distributes to its
membership.

The important point concerns however, the highly
technical nature of the subject matter in all the situations
cited. This expert capacity in itself represents an area of
significant strength for an organization. The MAFF does not
have a monopoly on technical information. Therefore, it is
hard to believe Smith's (1989, 1990) contention that the NFU
is merely a client of the MAFF. Surely, the NFU's ability to
generate its own technical information in a policy area which
is 8o diverse in nature, tips the balance of power away from
a unilateral relationship to one which is more balanced and
realistic in nature. It stands to reason that the NFU,
representing the vast majority of farmers in the United
Kingdom would have a significant voice in policy making and
its implementation based on its extensive technical expertise.

Conclusion:

When we apply the criteria required for a corporatist
network to the United Kingdom, it becomes evident that we are
dealing with a corporatist policy network. The NFU certainly

meets the criteria concerning density of representation. It
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clearly is the largest agricultural union within the United
Kingdom and represents the vast majority of farmers.
Furthermore, the Agriculture Act of 1947 served to ensure a
monopoly of representation as the only agricultural union to
be consulted by the government and MAFF. Hence, the NFU was
assured a role in formulating policy concerning agriculture at
the domestic level.

Therefore, what we see in the United Kingdom is the
predominance of one major interest group in the agricultural
policy arena (the NFU). The NFU plays a significant role in
ensuring that its members comply with government policy. This
is not to state that the government unilaterally imposes
decisions, but rather that it is the ultimate decision maker.
This differs from Smith's (1989, 1990) assessment where he
accords a highly passive role to the NFU as a recipient of
government decisions. It can be argued at the very least that
this "passive" acceptance of the government's policies, in
conjunction with the NFU's ability to ensure compliance of the
rank and file points to a regulatory role on the part of the
NFU. Hence, we witness a regulatory role in ensuring the
implementation of policy among the rank and file.

Furthermore, the NFU does take a proactive position in
developing high production standards for both producers and
consumers. In 1992, the NFU for example, assisted in drawing
up animal welfare standards covering the welfare of stock on

the farm, during transit, and at abattoirs. The NFU also
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participated in formulating guidelines for pesticide use, as
well as the British beef and lamb scheme (Annual Report and
Accounts, 1992: 23-24). Though these items may appear quite
mundane to a person without an agricultural background, the
point here is that the NFU does play a role initiating
standards for quality assurance as well as implementing
government policy. Thus the NFU does play an active regulatory
role in the implementation of policy. It serves to ensure
compliance among rank and file membership so that the details
of a specific policy are applied. The NFU, is also in a
position to initiate policy, or at the very least, make the
government aware of the need for change. The nature of the
subject matter further confirms the technical expertise and
ability of the NFU.

Therefore, the high percentage of farmers who are
members of the NFU, as well as the technical expertise and
information which the NFU is able to generate, certainly
ensures at the very least a solid but not necessarily equal
footing with MAFF. For our purposes, the relationship between
the NFU and MAFF meets the stipulated criteria of what
constitutes corporatism. However, I would concur with Smith
(1989, 1990) that this relationship which was solidly
corporatist in nature prior to the EC's agricultural policy,
is increasingly sailing into troubled waters. The shift in the
locus of power from the national level to the transnational

level has left the NFU rudderless when the decision making now
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occurs in Brussels.

What once would have been classified as a strong
corporatist policy network, has been subject to growing
pressure from the Community. The NFU must now deal with two
separate levels of power. The NFU is no longer guaranteed the
ear of government or relevant state bodies as it now must
compete with the national interests of other national
agricultural organizations within the Community. This shift in
emphasis to the transnational levels of power has served to
weaken the corporatist relationship at the national level.
Though the mode of interest intermediation between the NFU
and MAFF continues to be corporatist in nature, it represents
a moderate form of corporatism.

France

What becomes evident when we examine France is the
very special role occupied by agriculture in the French
political and social culture. Bergmann states that the
traditional political culture considered it essential that a
large farm population be maintained in order "to save
morality, religion and democracy, to feed the country and
supply its army with numerous hardy infantrymen" (Bergmann,
1983: 276). This attitude was quite dominant until the mid
1960s when the emphasis began to shift to the need for more
productive and efficient farms. Unlike other economic sectors
in France however, agriculture is still considered an

exception to this drive towards greater productivity and
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efficiency. For example, various governments have promised
French farmers that their incomes will not be allowed to fall
especially in periods of adverse conditions (Bergmann, 1983:
275). Furthermore, French farmers have come to expect this
state assistance despite the inefficiencies which persist in
French agriculture. There has also been a widespread attitude
among successive French governments and society in general,
that though small farms are not the way to greater efficiency
and productivity; large farms are not considered a viable
option. The introduction of large farms would be perceived as
destroying the social fabric of rural France.

The state of French agriculture:

Agricultural activity as part of the overall economic
picture in France has been steadily declining. In 1955, it
represented 15 per cent of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP).
This figure decreased to 9.5 per cent by 1961, and 6 per cent
in 1973. By 1980, the percentage was 4.9 per cent (DEAO, 1984:
125). In addition, the proportion of the working population
engaged in agricultural activities has decreased quite
dramatically in the post-war period. The percentage of people
employed in the agricultural sector which was 27 per cent in
1954, had fallen to 15 per cent in 1968, and to 8.8 per cent
in 1980 (DEAO, 1984: 123). This percentage has further
decreased to 6 per cent as of 1990 (FNSEA - Rapport Moral:
"Pour une agriculture dynamique, solidaire et partenariale",

1993: 6). In order to place these percentages in perspective,
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the farming population according to the largest agricultural
union in France, la Fédération Nationale des Syndicats
d'Exploitants Agricoles (FNSEA) has decreased from five
million to 1.26 million active farmers in the span of one
generation (FNSEA - Rapport Moral: "Pour une agriculture
dynamique, solidaire et partenariale", 1993: 6).

Therefore, we are dealing with a declining economic
sector in France. There are also external pressures on France
to modernize its agricultural sector if it wishes to remain
competitive on the global market. Despite these factors,
agricultural interests continue to exercise significant
political clout especially in times of crisis. The images of
violence as well as actions of symbolic value during
demonstrations have come to be associated with French farmers.

Certainly, the widespread public support for the
agrarian lifestyle as a key element in the French cultural
fabric, represents an important explanation as to why
agricultural interests remain prominent. However, this only
explains the moral and social strength of agricultural
interests. The other major aspect which explains the role of
agricultural interests is the nature of the relationship
between the agricultural unions and the French state, and
government.

Corporatism challenged:

France represents a unique example of a corporatist

style of interest intermediation. Unlike the United Kingdom
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and Germany, there are a number of agricultural unions in
France which seek the attention of the French government and
state institutions, and claim to represent the rank and file
farmer. What is significant regarding France is that there is
no formal recognition of one agricultural union, which is to
speak for the French farmer. This was not always the case. At
one time, the FNSEA was the officially recognized agricultural
union.

In 1981 however, President Mitterrand and the
Socialist Party (PSF) formed a new government. A specific aim
of the Socialists was to create a more pluralistic level of
interest intermediation between the various agricultural
unions and the state. Thus the French government officially
recognized other agricultural unions of a leftist orientation
(e.g. MODEF-Confédération Nationale des Syndicats
d'Exploitants Familiaux, FFA-Fédération Francaise de
1'Agriculture). The Minister of Agriculture Edith Cresson in
addressing the manner in which group-state relations had been
conducted stated: "It is necessary to end the confusion
between the role of professional organizations and that of the
state. The former must negotiate and contest if they feel it
necessary; the state must make the decisions" (Keeler, 1987:
219). The FNSEA was officially stripped of its right to "co-
manage" the economy and was now just one of a number of
agricultural unions officially recognized by the state.

Cresson was simply acknowledging '"the union pluralism which
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exists in reality" (Keeler, 1987: 219).

What differentiates France from the United Kingdom and
Germany is that the recognition or non-recognition of
agricultural interest groups represented a purely political
decision based upon the balance of political forces of the
day. That is, under governments of the Centre-Right (e.g.
Giscardists, Gaullists) throughout the 1960s and 1970s,
official recognition was withheld of the Communist dominated
MODEF, the Socialist CNSTP (Confédération Nationale
Syndicaledes Travailleurs-Paysans), and the extremely
conservative FFA (Keeler, 1987: 5). The Centre-Right supported
FNSEA represented an easy target once the Socialist party had
achieved power.

Keeler (1987) argues that the FNSEA had enjoyed a
strong corporatist level of interest intermediation with the
French government and relevant state institutions. The
Socialists however, sought to decorporatize that relationship.

What is important for our purposes concerning this
attempt at decorporatizing the agricultural policy community
is whether the attempt by the French government has been
successful. Keeler argues that the new system is certainly not
the "strong corporatism" of the past and that what has
developed is a "moderate corporatism” (Keeler, 1987: 252).
Though the Socialists were initially successful at instituting
changes at the superficial level, political reality

essentially ensured that the FNSEA retained all of its
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privileges over time. The structures and behaviour patterns
of the previous administrations ensured the de facto
recognition of the FNSEA as the official voice of agricultural
interests in France. It is evident when examining agricultural
interests in France that the FNSEA continues to dominate
agricultural interest group intermediation. Therefore, the
Socialist government which officially pursued a policy to make
the agricultural policy community pluralistic, has essentially
failed in its quest.

Representational role pre-1981:

In order to demonstrate how unsuccessful the Socialist
government has been in altering the structures of interest
intermediation, it is necessary to examine the period prior to
the election of 1981. Keeler (1987) has examined the
development of the FNSEA from the 1950s until the 1980s. Prior
to the election of the Socialist government in 1981, the FNSEA
was provided with a number of advantages relative to other
agricultural unions, due to its role as a corporatist client.

Keeler (1987) identified four key benefits which the
FNSEA enjoyed. The first advantage was the FNSEA's exclusive
or privileged access to the decision-making centres of the
state both at the national and subnational levels. This access
involved "the exclusive right to participate in formal
advisory councils, commissions and committees" and on the
official administrative councils for agricultural development

(Keeler, 1987: 110). The FNSEA also determined in conjunction
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with the state, '"the distribution of subsidies intended to
further structural reform" (Keeler, 1987: 110). Furthermore,
the FNSEA wguld engage in the highly publicized Conference
Annuelle to discuss technical and policy issues.

An important example of the strength of the FNSEA
concerned its role in the Chambers of Agriculture. Keeler
(1987) describes this institution as the most important
example of co-management by the FNSEA and the state. The FNSEA
traditionally dominated the Chamber winning approximately 90
per cent of the seats. The Chamber provided the FNSEA with a
number of organizational gains. It provided state
subsidization to the FNSEA, as well as such concrete items as
an office building, equipment, office supplies and materials,
and a library (Keeler, 1987: 118). In addition, the FNSEAs
elected members and the personnel provided by the state for
the Chambers administrative purposes were in continual close
contact. Therefore, the FNSEA essentially had these staff
resources at its disposal.

Keeler also alludes to the negative impact which these
close informal relationships engendered, when he refers to how
it fostered "improper and even illegal activities" (Keeler,
1987: 120). It is also noteworthy that the FNSEA during this
period was the only farmer's union of a "truly nationwide
scope" with an affiliate in every department (Keeler, 1987:
109). This remains the case even today. The FNSEA continues to

have representatives in all 90 Fédérations Departementales des
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Syndicats d'Exploitants Agricoles (FDSEA). It also has
representatives in all 38 associations specialized by
production (FNSEA booklet, 1993: 9,18).

Requlatory role pre-1981:

The second benefit which the FNSEA enjoyed was the
devolution of power from the state, whereby the FNSEA
formulated and implemented important aspects of agricultural
policy. This also entailed a third benefit whereby the state
was able to revise or for that matter not revise regulations
pertaining to elections to the Chamber of Agriculture. Keeler
provides the example that the Ministry of Agriculture
continually rejected the requests by rival unions (e.g. MODEF)
that costs incurred during chamber election campaigns be
subsidized by the state (Keeler, 1987: 121). The implication
was that the FNSEA did receive state subsidization for
expenses incurred during Chamber elections.

The fourth advantage provided to FNSEA was the
monetary subsidies received from the state. An example of
blatant subsidization concerned a "promotion collective
subsidy" which was granted by the state (Keeler, 1987: 122).
The intent of this subsidy was to aid '"recognized interest
groups...to educate activists who would eventually assume
leadership roles and become interlocutors of the state"
(Keeler, 1987: 122-123). These subsidies were quite
substantial. The CNJA (Centre Nationale des Jeunes

Agriculteurs) which is the affiliated union to FNSEA, received



51

92 per cent of its budget through this program. Only 8 per
cent of the budget was derived from membership dues (Keeler,
1987: 122). Obviously, these monies provided an excellent
means to ensure that the elite of the union were well-informed
and educated. Notably, the rival unions such as MODEF did not
receive any subsidies from the state. Thus under the
governance .of the Centre-Right, the FNSEA was able to expand
its organizational base as well as provide quality
representation to its membership. Finally, the FNSEA was in
daily contact with officials of the state and the government
(Keeler, 1987: 75).

Corporatism entrenched pre-1981:

In short, the FNSEA clearly played both a regulatory
and representational role during the period of the Centre-
Right's political domination. These factors served to enhance
the legitimacy of the FNSEA as the voice of agriculture in
France. The FNSEA was provided with monetary assistance and
moral authority by both the state and the government which
enabled it to pursue its objectives from a position of
considerable strength. This provided an aura of authority to
the FNSEA which was absent from the other agricultural unions.

The attempt of the Socialist government to create a
more pluralistic framework in which agricultural interests
could participate, was faced then with a highly entrenched
organizational system which the FNSEA dominated. It is

understandable that initially the new government would have
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encountered problems in changing such a framework. Keeler
(1987) demonstrates that the government's ability to
decorporatize the method of interest intermediation was doomed
to failure.

The survival of corporatism post-1981:

In examining this issue, Keeler illustrates guite
clearly that the Socialist government's decision to treat the
FNSEA as just another agricultural union, brought a rude
response. During the winter of 1981-82 there were a number of
widespread demonstrations conducted by the FNSEA. These
demonstrations prompted the government to take a number of
initial steps at a "rapprochement" with the FNSEA. The
Minister of Agriculture Edith Cresson shuffled her cabinet on
January 20th, 1982 and those officials unpopular with the
FNSEA were reassigned. A meeting between the president of the
FNSEA and President Mitterand was held on February 2nd, 1982
(Keeler, 1987: 225-226). Furthermore, the Minister of
Agriculture Edith Cresson attended the FNSEA's Annual Congress
at the end of February. This was followed on March 23rd, 1982
by a massive demonstration in Paris of between 60,000 -
120,000 members of the FNSEA (Keeler, 1987: 227).

These symbolic gestures on the part of the government
were in direct contrast to what the Socialist party had been
consciously attempting to do, namely reduce the privileged
status of the FNSEA. Hence, the Socialist government was

offering the FNSEA an olive branch. Certainly, the Socialist
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government was not in a position where it could afford to
further alienate a specific economic sector. The performance
of the new administration had been lacklustre at best and was
now encountering an increasing inflation rate, a growing trade
deficit, and a record budget deficit (Keeler, 1987: 228).

Though the Annual Conference, as well as the Etats
Generaux des Dévelopment Agricole witnessed the participation
of the rival unions, it is important to note that the FNSEA
was the only union to be granted seats on the ANDA
(1'Association nationale pour le développement agricole), and
the CNASEA (Commission Nationale des Agricultrices des
Syndicats d'Exploitants Agricoles) (Keeler, 1987: 234).
Consequently, the Socialists were providing de facto
recognition to the FNSEA.

This change of attitude is best illustrated by the
actions and words of Cresson's successor, Michel Rocard.
Keeler indicates that Rocard not only respected the
traditional privileges of the FNSEA such as attending its
annual congress, but at the same time he declined the
invitations of the newly recognized leftist unions to attend
their respective congresses (Keeler, 1987: 247). Rocard also
stated publicly that the FNSEA's "capacity to comanage...is
decisive for the effective functioning of the
institutions...of agricultural policy-making" (Keeler, 1987:
247). An example of this reversal of attitude can best be seen

when in 1983, 92 agricultural representatives had to be
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selected for the offices for milk, wheat, fruits, vegetables

and wines by the Ministry of Agriculture. There was not one

nominee of the rival unions (MODEF, FNSP, CNSTP, FFA) selected
by the Ministry. Also, these same unions were excluded by the

government from participating from commissions and committees
both at the sub-national and national levels (Keeler, 1987:

243-244).

Thus the state's need for a client within the
agricultural community in order to facilitate the achievement
of its policy goals was maintained. Also, the capacity of the
FNSEA to mobilize and discipline its membership effectively,
was made clear to the government through a series of large and
highly visible demonstrations in the early 1980s. These two
crucial factors help explain the limited decorporatization of
the agricultural policy community in France despite the
initial attempts of the Mitterand government to interject a
measure of pluralism (Keeler, 1987: 256).

Keeler (1987) argues that corporatism remained largely
intact despite the government's initial attempt to stimulate
pluralistic interest intermediation for four reasons. These
are,

1. The sheer cost of time in decorporatizing

the current framework of decision making and
creating a working alternative.

2. The cost of efficiency.

3. The cost of monetary resources.

4. The disruption caused to bureaucrats who must
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relations.

Therefore, what was perceived by the French government
initially as a straightforward transition from corporatism to
a form of pluralism, quickly became mired in the
organizational and behaviourial structures which existed prior
to the Socialist election. It was easy to remove the official
trappings of the corporatist framework but gquite another to
replace it with an equally effective alternative.

Keeler (1987) cites three factors as to why the
Cresson ministry dealt cautiously with the FNSEA. These
included,

1. the fear of "provoking" the FNSEA,

2. a desire simply to avoid disrupting the policy
process,

3. the acknowledgement that Socialist goals for the
agricultural sector would not be immediately
realized (Keeler, 1987: 238).

Therefore the state's need for a client within the
agricultural policy community was maintained in order to
facilitate the achievement of its policy goals. Also, the
capacity of the FNSEA to mobilize and discipline its rank and
file was illustrated by its capacity to organize mass
demonstrations. The FNSEA was also able to place itself in a
position of being indispensable to the government by its past
experience on agricultural issues, and by limiting its
opposition to the government. Wilson (1983) in reviewing

interest group politics in France argues that the predominant
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pattern of interest intermediation is pluralistic. The
exception according to Wilson was agriculture prior to the
1981 election (Wilson, 1983: 907). Keeler (1987) has
demonstrated quite clearly however, that corporatism continues
to be the framework for interest intermediation in
agriculture.

Corporatism post-1981:

Consequently, the FNSEA continues to play a very
strong representational role in French agriculture. Unlike the
NFU in Britain which clearly has the support of the vast
majority of farmers in Britain, the FNSEA represents only 44
per cent of the farming population (Keeler, 1987: 109). In
spite of this low representational figure, it can be argued
that this lack of representational dominance is balanced by
its dominance of the structural factors required for effective
representation. The fact that it is the only agricultural
union represented in all areas of the country and that it
occupies virtually all the seats on relevant committees,
commissions, as well as enjoying daily contact with the
government; is sﬁfficient to meet the representational role
required by our criteria. The FNSEA prior to the 1981 election
had been the officially recognized representative of the
agricultural sector. The fact that no rival unions are
currently involved in any decision making capacity and the
FNSEA is required to "co-manage" the agricultural sector

certainly meets the criteria for both a representational and
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regulatory role. Consequently, the FNSEA enjoys defacto
official recognition.

Conclusion:

The agricultural policy network in France then, meets
the criteria outlined earlier in the Chapter. It does
represent however, two distinct periods of corporatism.
Certainly France pre-1981 would meet the classification of a
strong corporatist network. This would be due to its monopoly
of the representational structures and dominance of informal
contacts between the government and FNSEA. It clearly had a
monopoly concerning a regulatory role. The FNSEA was the only
union involved in the formulation and implementation of
policy. Furthermore, its technical expertise was enhanced by
the level of subsidies it enjoyed due to its predominant
position. It was able to develop and build upon its resources.

France post-1981, represents a slight modification of
the level of corporatism. No longer does the FNSEA represent
the only officially recognized union. Nor does the FNSEA
dominate the density of representation. Instead, what has
developed is a continuation of the relationship which existed
between the FNSEA and the relevant government and state bodies
prior to 1981, but on a more informal basis. Hence, the
agricultural policy network in France could be classified as
a moderate form of corporatism.

In summary, the type of interest intermediation in the

agricultural sector in France continues to be corporatist.
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Certainly it appears to be of a slightly stronger variety then
in the case of the United Kingdom. There is a strong societal
outlook in France which supports the need for agriculture to
be protected. The shift in the locus of power from Paris to
Brussels has introduced however, an additional element of

unpredictability and lack of control. Furthermore, the fact

that rival unions in France have an official voice (albeit a
muted one), serves as a reminder to the FNSEA that the pillars
of corporatism may no longer be on the firmest of grounds.

Germany

The state of German agriculture:

The agricultural sector in Germany like that of France
and the United Kingdom has been in steady decline. In the
period 1949 to 1982 for example, the total number of farms
diminished from 1,650,000 to 764,000, a drop of 54 per cent
(DBV information booklet, 1983: 3). The percentage of the
total labour force engaged in agriculture has decreased
steadily from 17.8 per cent in 1955 to 10.8 per cent in 1965
(DEAQ, 1984: 101). It decreased further from 7.2 per cent
(1,940,000) in 1972 to 5 per cent (1,346,000) in 1982
(DBV information booklet, 1983: 5). Currently the percentage
of the labour force engaged in agriculture is 3.7 per cent
(1,081,000) as of 1990 (Agra Europe, August 14th, 1992: E/4).
In addition, the percentage of the Federal budget designated
for agriculture decreased from 4.5 in 1973 to 2.3 in 1983 (DBV

Information booklet). Furthermore, the decline in the number



28

of farmers has witnessed a shift to a greater percentage of
medium sized farms (20 - 50 ha) than small farms (1-20 ha). In
1972, 80.7 per cent of all farms in West Germany were between
1-20 hectares. By 1982, this figqure had declined to 72.8 per
cent. Medium sized farms which represented 17.1 per cent of
all farms, has increased to 22.8 per cent (DBV Information
Booklet, 1983: 5). What these figures indicate is that the
agricultural sector has been steadily declining both in the
number of farmers as well as the number of farms.

Political scientists generally agree that the
agricultural community continues to enjoy a corporatist mode
of interest intermediation with the state. The Deutscher
Bauernverband (DBV) is the principal farmer's organization.
Hendriks (1987) has argued that the power of the DBV should in
reality not be so significant. It has remained one of the most
powerful interest groups in Germany, despite representing a
declining agricultural population and a sector which occupies
a shrinking piece of the economic pie.

Why then would a sector in such obvious decline
continue to exert significant influence? A crucial factor in
explaining the prominent role of the DBV concerns the overall
societal influence of the traditional agro-political
ideological outlook. This has entailed two main objectives:

i.) ensuring a fair income for farmers compared to
those of other professions by maintaining a high
price policy.

ii.)maintaining security of supply
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(Hendrik, 1991: 56).

Representational role:

What is so impressive concerning the DBV is the extent
to which it represented the farming community in West Germany
prior to reunification. Andrlik states that it represented 90
per cent of the full-time farming population in West Germany
by the early 1980s (Andrlik, 1981: 105). Certainly, this
figure is confirmed by the DBV's literature. In describing its
own structure the DBV states, "Today 90 per cent of all
farmers are voluntary members in 297 district associations and
15 state associations..." (DBV information booklet, 1983: 8).
The booklet provided by the DBV though distributed in 1993 was
published in English in 1983. A letter dated March 19th, 1993
from a representative of the DBV confirms that 90 per cent of
all German farmers continue to be members of the agricultural
union. Also, the representative pointed out that the DBV
"covers producers of all farm products in Germany"

(letter from DBV, March 19th, 1993).

Requlatory role:

The German government has a social obligation to
ensure that the income level of the German farmer is
comparable to the other sectors of the economy. This
commitment has been enshrined in law. The Agricultural Law of
1955 stipulates the allocation of subsidies for the
agricultural sector in order to achieve "parity between

farm and non-farm incomes" (Andrlik, 1981: 109-110). The
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Agricultural Law "obliges the Federal Government to compile an
annual report on the state of agriculture” (DEAO, 1984: 104).
The Agricultural Law of 1955 had the full support of the DBV,
as well as the backing of the major political parties. The Act
"institutionalized the recognition that the farm sector
required special support from the state to compensate for its
natural and economic disadvantages" (Hendriks, 1989: 76).

Hendriks argues that the relationship between the DBV
and the Ministry of Agriculture is close due to a shared
ideology which has sought to maintain small and medium sized
farms, and to protect the income level of farmers (Hendriks,
1989: 76). Though the direct role of the German government
(formerly West Germany) in affecting agricultural decisions
may have been diminished with the growth of the EC, it is
important to highlight the fact that there is an
institutionalized formal link between the German government
and the DBV similar to that found in the United Kingdom. There
remains in place a statutory obligation on the part of the
government and the state to consult with the agricultural
sector. The fact that the agricultural sector is represented
by one prominent union (DBV) ensured that a special
relationship was cultivated. This formed the basis for a
corporatist style level of interest intermediation.

In describing the level of interest intermediation in
the West German agricultural sector, Keeler categorizes it as

"strong corporatism” (Keeler, 1987: 269). He describes the
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strong level of influence which the DBV exerts in the
agricultural committees of the Bundestag (Keeler, 1987: 269).
Furthermore, the DBV utilizes its considerable contacts with
the Ministry of Agriculture and the various levels of
government (federal, Lander) in order to pursue its policy
goals. Keeler also indicates a similarity to France whereby
the DBV controls the Chambers of Agriculture in Germany, a
comanagement institution (Keeler, 1987: 269). It is noteworthy
that the Chambers of Agriculture are legislated by the
respective Lander for the '"task of promoting to the full
extent the whole sphere of agriculture...within the different
regions" (DEAO, 1984: 103). The Chambers of Agriculture are
responsible for a number of areas of activity. These include
farm management, improvement of the rural structure,
environmental protection, the improvement of working
conditions in agriculture, and preparing opinions concerning
new legislation. There are no Chambers of Agriculture in
Bavaria, Baden-Wurttemburg, and Hessen. The responsibilities
for these areas are carried out by the Offices for Agriculture
and Soil Cultivation (DEAO, 1984: 103).

The benefits of coalition government:

The DBV's prominent status in West Germany can also be
attributed to the unique political balance which existed prior
to reunification. The party and electoral system has helped to
ensure that the agricultural voice would be heard in the upper

echelons of government and the state. Coalition governments
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between the Christian Democrats/Christian Socialists Union
(CDU/CSU) and the Free Democratic Party (FDP), as well as
between the Social Democrats (SDP) and the Free Democratic
Party for most of the post-war period has been a major factor
in maintaining the DBV's authority.

Hendriks (1987) has indicated that the relationship
between the DBV and the CDU/CSU has always been a very close
one. The CDU/CSU has always emphasized the special economic
and social status of the farming community (Hendriks, 1987:
40-41). A CDU/CSU electoral slogan during the 1950s and 1960s
for example, illustrates quite clearly the shared ideology
which existed between the CDU/CSU and the DBV. The CDU/CSU
maintained that "a nation without farmers is no nation" and
that the rural sector was to become a "treasure trove of
Christian attitudes and way of life" (Hendriks, 1991: 92). The
DBV on the other hand continues to stand for the principle
that "the family farm is the mainstay of our agriculture'" (DBV
information booklet, 1983: 4). The common moral themes such as
the importance of the family farm, Christian values, and
agriculture as an idyllic way of life ensured that
agricultural interests would be supported by both the
government and the state.

Furthermore, the FDP has traditionally relied on a
significant percentage of its' popularity on the rural vote
(primarily German Protestant farmers in the Northeastern

section of West Germany). The FDP has sought to avoid
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alienating the farming community, due to its precarious
electoral record (i.e. meeting the 5 per cent rule). The role
of the FDP as the coalition party in Germany ensured the DBV
an avenue in which to express its' views directly to
government officials, regardless of whether there was a
CDU/CSU-FDP coalition or a SPD-FDP coalition government in
power.

An example of the West German government's commitment
to a fair income for farmers concerns the cereals issue in
1985-1986. The Commission had proposed that the intervention
price for cereals be reduced by 3.6 per cent per fiscal year
(Hendriks, 1991: 101). The German Minister of Agriculture,
Kiechle, had already provided assurance to German farmers that
any reduction would be rejected by the German government. The
series of negotiations and top level meetings of the
Agricultural Council highlighted the stalemate which existed
between the German government and the other members of the
Council. After six meetings the Council agreed on new prices
for all items that were under discussion except for cereals.
It must be noted that all parties agreed to a further time
frame to obtain an agreement. The difference between the
Commission's final proposal (1.8 per cent) and the German's
government's proposal (0.9 per cent) was virtually negligible
(Hendriks, 1991: 104). The Council was unable to obtain
agreement in these negotiations. Therefore, the Commission

unilaterally imposed the reduction of 1.8 per cent on a
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temporary basis until the Council could resolve the dilemma.

The main point here is that the German government,
which had been pursuing a highly publicized pro-European
policy, became highly defensive when it concerned agricultural
interests. Certainly, the fact that the CDU/CSU, a party which
always has been very supportive of agriculture, was in office
explains this level of support. Also, the fact that there was
an upcoming Land election, and federal elections in 1987
indicates that there was a possible motive for the German
government's intransigence. What is striking however, is the
level of emotion and rigidity which had developed in the
German position. Kiechle, for example in addressing the sixth
meeting of the Agricultural Council states,

I get the impression that the Commission

is using a strategy which is clearly directed

against Germany...this confrontation strategy

will not pay: it serves neither the Commission's

reputation nor authority. One must not go against

a big member state which has always been

cooperative. (Hendriks, 1991: 103).

It can be argued that the Germans simply felt that
they deserved the support which they themselves had always
given. There appears however, to be more to it than simply
electoral considerations or paybacks. It was an uncompromising
stance by the German government to protect their farmers from
any reduction in the price of cereals. What it indicates is
the level of commitment that the DBV enjoys from the German

government, especially while the CDU/CSU is in power. This is

not to state that an SPD government would not support
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agriculture, but rather that the level of commitment would not
be at the same level.

Conclusion:

Accordingly, the DBV has a strong representative role
in the German agricultural sector. It has developed strong
ties to both government and the relevant bureaucracy and
enjoys daily contact with the government and the state
institutions similar to the NFU, and the FNSEA. It is also
evident that the DBV does play a strong regulatory role in
that it is involved with structural questions associated with
the rural sector. The DBV is also able to ensure discipline
among its rank and file concerning unpopular decisions or
developments. This was evident during the GATT negotiations in
1992-1993 when the DBV was able to defuse any potential
demonstrations on the scale of what occurred in France.

When we apply our five criteria of corporatism, it
becomes evident that Keeler's assessment concerning the
existence of a strong corporatist policy network is correct.
The DBV up until reunification has exerted a virtual monopoly
of membership density. It has also been provided with a strong
formal monopoly of representation. Furthermore, the DBV
clearly has exerted a strong voice in the formulation and
implementation of policy. This can be attributed to the formal
recognition accorded to the DBV through the Agricultural Law
of 1955. Also, the DBV has also benefitted from the unique

political landscape associated with coalition governments in
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West Germany. This has ensured that its voice is heard through
both formal and informal channels. The point here is that the
DBV plays both a strong representational and regulatory role.
This representational role has been clearly demonstrated. The
DBV's regulatory role is also impressive. It is fair to state
that the DBV and the Ministry of Agriculture have established
the basis for a strong corporatist policy network.

What the agricultural sector in Germany does face
however, is a greater degree of uncertainty then its
counterparts in either France or the United Kingdom. Not only
must the DBV deal with a second level of authority (European
Community) regarding agricultural matters, but since 1989, it
has had to deal with a reunified Germany. The fact that most
of the membership tended to be in the southern part of Germany
and were Roman Catholic gave the organization a certain degree
of stability and cohesion. It may now however, face the
prospects of a more diversified membership from both east and
the northeastern areas of Germany. This is not to state that
religion will be divisive, but rather the potential new
membership could contribute to new organizational strains and
pressures. Furthermore, the opening up of Eastern Europe with
its underdeveloped agricultural areas could also raise new
issues for not only the agricultural sector in Germany but
also the European Community as a whole.

Though corporatism in the United Kingdom, France and

Germany continues to operate at the national level, it faces
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greater uncertainty as the global market and transnational

institutions continue to develop.



Chapter II1I

Corporatism at the transnational level

When we examined agricultural policy making at the
national level in Chapter 2, it became evident that
corporatism continues to exist to varying degrees in each of
our chosen countries. What is important to note however, is
that agriculture represents the most unified policy area in
the European Community (EC). The Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP) symbolizes the EC's most successful attempt to
coordinate a policy sector among the member states. The EC has
been transformed from a major importer of food to a position
where it now challenges the United States as the major food
exporter on the global market. There has occurred a dramatic
increase in production in a very short time frame of
approximately 25 years. The EC not only served as a mechanism
whereby the collective strength of the agricultural sector was
provided with t